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FOREWARD

Sfafeﬁenf of Fﬁndinq

The study reported here was part of a program, of s+udies in Specih
Education in the Research and Evaluation Department, San Juan Unified .
Schqol District. The study was conducted during the academic school
year 1979-1980 under the auspices of the Special Studies supported by I
Grant No. 34-67447-80-3293-7100 between the California State Deparfmenf
of Education and San Juan Unified School District.

Disclaimer

The full report is reproduced here in this form for distribution
. @s a technical report under the grant. Results of this study are the
sole responS|bIIi+y of the investigators. Official endorsement of the
“California State Department of Education or San Juan Unified School’
District is nof implied. .
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EXECUTIVE § | 7

A

This statewide s+udy reviewed the s nd feder%i paperwork mandates,
+analyzed the paperwork of 3] agencies and arized ?he interviews of 120
spec¢ial educators. The findings of the sfudy were as fol lows:

.Data items were mandated, but, excepf ier the IEP, the doduments on which
these items were fto be coIIecTed ‘were . specified by state and federal
)mandafes. The mandated data items co@ differ in complexity.

.The special education agency was required to coIIecT at least 75 data
items on each student. The average agency coliected 120 data items.
Some of these additional data items 'were used to identify the student

- and for the adminisfrafion of.fhe pIacemenT/review process.

8

.Some- agencxes col lected many more data lfems than were needed to comply’

with the mandates. :

.For nosf special egucation agencies, a reducfien in The number of data
items collected would require a change in the mandates.

.The agencies collected from 79 to 213 data items on each student.
This wide range in the number of data.-items collected by the agencies
was partially due to the inconsisfenf language of The mandates.
\ .
.Two reasons were used by adminisfrafors to Justify The coIIecTion of a
data item. The data item was collected fo comply with the mandafes or
to provxde for educafionai planning.

.The time used To fill out placemenf paperwork was one~tenth of the Tofal

placement fime. _ ) S
.The Masfer Plan professional spenf'less,fime each year filling out ©

paperwork than the comparable Non-Master Plan professional. In the
Master Plan agency, the resource specialist reduced the paperwork load
of the ofher site professionals-by completing most of the documentation.

.Most special education Teachers considered Theadocumenfafion of the
placemenf and review processes to be useful, but admitted that They did
not like to fill out the forms. : '

.The present paperwork was simply an organizational tool. The most
appropriafe education was identified as:a result of the placement and
review processes, but its delivery depended Iargely on trained, «
c0mpe+en+ professionals. .

L]
' .There were no paperwork bottlenecks. The bottlenecks were in the
\ platemenf and review processes : :

.The adminisfrafors cbnsidered the assessment resulfs to be essential to
the placement decision

.The Master Plan agency used fewer Team meetings to placé a sfudenf in

special educafion . . \

.There was a decrease noted in the amount of pdperwork required by the -
state for special educafion pupil counts. The state forms for pupil

Q counts had improved over time. . : ) T~




RECOMMENDATIONS\\\‘ﬂ
Recommendations to Local Agenciés“ 3 * ,
. A

.Each agency should deve /op a handbook To explain (1) the steps 1o
follow In the placement and review process, and (2) how to complete

g The special education paperwork. P
Special education teachers’ should receive annual inservice on the
. special education processes and the efflcienf complefion of the
paperwork. ~ . 4
.Eagh agency should determine-.which daTa ITe s on thekr paperwork are
mandated arigZWhich are for local use. The iffems included for local
‘'use should be kept to a minjimum. Dupllcafioﬁ of data items should
be avoided.
‘\l , +RLAs with computerized 'student |den+ifica+ion systems should ssupply

- preprinted student ldenfiflcafion items for as many of the requnred
forms as possible. o !

b . ,
Each agency should combine forms when it is possible. For example,
combine the assessment plan with the consenf\fo sassess letter, with
+he parent rlghfs on the back.‘ o

.Recognize that the resource specialist in the Master Plan agencies .

is assuming responsibility for much of the mandated paperwork
' completion, thereby, reducing the work loads of the principal,

special class teacher and the regular teacher. .
.Except for +he data items-which are clearly required To be collecfe&
+he decision to collect a data item should be based on its value for
educational planhing. N

Recommendations to. the Department of Education o N

\

.The Office of Special Educafion should develop a Iisf of the data >
items mandated by law and regulaflon. The Office of Special Education
should identify the data items where differences of interpretation
exist. Resolve the differences of Interpretation. Update this Iist
with each law/regulation change. <TCommunicate the changes to the
special education agencies. :
/

.The Office of Special Education should study the most cost efficient
management of the placement and review process for the following
agencies: (1) RLAs consisting of one district, ((2) RLAs.consisting

h of multiple districts, (3) LEAs consisting of one dlsfrlcf and (4)
LEAS consxsfing of mulflple districts.

.The Office of Special Education should provide procedure guides
for the most cost efficient management of the placemenf and review
process for the four agencies above.

M A@ . . B \\\“‘
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.The Office of Special :Education should examine the process -and ' ’
paperwork load for each of the designated instruction and services

In ordey to sudgest a modification of the placement/review process.
Such médtfication might allow case load credit for the additional
manda

d assessment of students not primarily served by the designated
Instruction specialist (see Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45,
121a.532(f) and California Education Code 5630(d)).

.Recognize that the resource specialist is assuming reéponsibiliTy for
much of the mandated paperwork completion, Thereby, reducing the work
loads of the principal, special class teacher and the regula;'feacher.

State legislative recomﬁendafions._

.
".A simplification of the assessment process could enable the- staff to
notify parents of the referral, explain their rights and gain consent

for assessment in a single step.

.Parenf consent to assessment should be required only for the initial
assessment. Californiad Education Code (56337) states that, "Whenever.
an assessment is to be conducted by a schoollappraisal team or an
educatienal assessment service, the consent ;r the parent shall be
obtained...". This requir t Is also mandated in the California
Administrative Code, Title 5, 3304(d). This requirement should be
deleted since it goes beyond the federal requirement of parental
consent for the initial assessment and placement (see Code of
Federal Regulafions, Title 45, 121a.504(b)(2)).

Federal legislative recommendafiens

.Parent contact Involved with informed consent are a bottleneck and
can be a major time consumer of unpredictable duration. Legisiative
conslderation should be given to how often parent participation is
mandated. Parent parficipafion in the placement and review process
was gonsidered desirable by the special educators. Such involvement
- was/noted ‘to decrease as the number of contacts and/or meefings
in€reased.

.Code of Federal Regulaflons, Title 45, part 121a.346 (see also .
Education Code 56336.5a and Callfornia Administrative Code 3306(a)(1))
indlcates that the individualized education program for each child

‘ presently must Include a statemeni of +he child's present levels of
educational performance. This requirement should be deleted from the
federal -and state regulatfons since the assessment must be documented
elsewhere {see Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, 121a.533(a)(2)).

.Include the "apnual goals on the IEP, buf deIeTe The short term
objectives from the |EP produced at the team meeting. - Short term
objectives are most appropriately developed and periodically reviewed
by the special education teachers and/or specialists.

-
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INTRODUCTI('SN 5;

Often, Iegislafion Is not perceived as an underlying cause of
paperwork. Government agencies draft regulations to implement ‘the laws
with Iittle thought about the paperwork impact. Funds were rarely
appropriated to compensate for the paperwork costs. The data collection
was infrequenfly relafed to fhe mandafed action of an agency. :

Recently, Iarger amounfs of paperwork have been required of the

special educator at the local level. This increased paperwork stems from

a need to assure the right to a free and appropriate education for all

handicapped children, as mand8+ted by the Education for All Handicapped

Act of 1975 (PL-94-142). California also had similar Iegislaflon which
e§+ablished the Master Plan for Special Educafion. :

This and subsequent Iegislafion ‘havle -had an ImpacT on the special
educafion paperwork required statewide. Pending legislation will also
-have an effect on the special education d0cumen+a+lon. As the laws and
the interpretation of the laws by which Fhe agency is governed change,

the paperwork also changes to comply. -
|
~ g



REVIEW OF THE- LITERATURE AND
" PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Studies of paperwork have been made at both the Federal and State
|evels. These studies have identified ineffic1 + practices and have
recommended chanées to reduce the paperwork load.\, The problems reported
in the studies reviewed briefly in this section poin+ out the difficultles
In finding solutions to the paperwork problem.

— : . Federal Studies

The study of paperwork a+ fhe Federai level has a long history
and has included many committees and commissions extending back to the
Civil War. These groups were as follows: () the Cockrell Committee,

' (2) the Dockery-Cockrel| Committee, (3) the Keep Commission, (4) the
Taft Commission, (5) the Bureau of Efficiency, .(6) Hoover Commission,
and (7) Commissjon on Federal’ Paperwork (U S Commission on Federal
Paperwork, 1977, 3-8) . . s

/ . . ‘ .
The latest commission on paperwork reported Thaf there were several
types of burdens that excessive paperwork had Impsed on [nstitutions
and Indlviduals.. These burdens were the economic, psychological ‘and
the cumulative effects of numerous requests for Information (U.S.
Commission on Federal Paperwork, 1977b, 3=5). The Commission reported
that "the ever increasing volume of paperwork plagues both government

"and Industry. alike," aad that the volume of paperwork created by the
Federal Government [s Increasing at an exponential rate (4.S. Commission

. on Federai Paperwo§§, 1977a, 3).

_ The CommiS5ion reported some key causes of paperwork. Among these
causes were. the following: (I) a lack of communicafion, (2) requests
from overlappling organizations; (3) poor program design; and (4) In-
comprehensible forms and Instructions. The Commission noted that
"legislation and regulations are drafted with ITt++le thought as fo how
paperwork or burdens might be minim zed." (u S. Commissxon on Federal
Pape ork, 1977e, 19=-21). '

[
A

o Commission fourid that frequenf'paperwork complainfs by AL
gove menf, indusfry and Individuals were: (i) late feedback; (2) in- '
sufficient lead time for data collection; (3) unrealistic data requests;
(4) inbonsisfenf terminology in the requests, and (5) an excessive cost
-~ for the data collecfion (U.S. Commission on Federal Paperwork I977d, 12).

 The Commission repor+ed many- case studies on ways 76>cu+ paperwork
and: then suggested ways to cut paperwork cosfs (U.S. Commission on
Federal Paperwork, I977f 24=33).

The Commission recommended to the Presiden+ that audits be con-
ducted by- agencies of the various regulatory and program agencies.

2
: . - ) . \'\ -2 21 1 T
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‘Information gathering systems of program agencies should include: (1) cost
benefit analyses to evaluate the usefulness of data iIn relation to its
cost; (2) consideration of the usefulness of the data to other Federal
agencies and private organizations; (3) evaluations of data for qual ity
and reliability; (4) determinations as to whether”the data being collected
are being used; and (5) possible alternative s€urces for and methods of
acquiring the data requested (U.S. Commission on Federal Paperwork, '
1977a, 72). - - : : O _ N
In .its report on‘edycation, the commlssion warned that .determinjng
the cost of previding educational data is a complex problem.  Although
Accurate measurement of information specific enough to provide good
“cost data has not yet been accomplished, this task is becoming so .
important that techniques must be developed scon to determine Thg,zosfs ~
of data aroduction and collection (U.S. Commission on Federal PaB?fiork,
©1977d, "12). - - C ' ) : . ' '

. i s . . . .

-The Federal’éovernmenf has made extenslve attempts.to cut through
the paperwork maze with the Federal Paperwork Commission and HEW Secretary
Califano's Operation Common Sense. Secretary CAlifano asked for ithe
recoding of all-federal regulations. Congress in response has attempted
to Include the new language required by the Office- of Education in new
law. This Is true of the recent enactment of the ESEA Fitles | and |1
(Edelstein, 15-18). ~But, much of the paperwork required by Federal
law remains. ' . .. S

In special education, Public Law 94-142 has been hailed by
legislators and educators as a law g@f tremendous potential, but also -

a challenge (Kennedy, 7; Bureau of'gducafion for the Handicapped, 1;.
Abeson and Zettel, 114-115; Hawkins-Shepard, 95). Kennedy (1978) stated,
- "Nobody ever said the task would be easy." In «implementing the law, '
special educators reported a few of the challenges to be'as follows:.

\ N c ' .

1. The IEP construcfion was a time consuming child assessment
tool (Washick, 34). This amount of- time appeared to give
educators much concern (Hawkins-Shepard, 9. .. o

2. 'Obfaining parental consent and the explanation of parén#_
rights was a time consuming necessity. The ddcumentation of
the crucial communications for the parent's benefit was re-
quired, but a time consumer (Hoff, 1978). ‘ : '

3. The IEP document was a complicated written statemént. The
IEP. was viewed'as both a process and a product: and provided
many funcfiogs éﬁ;ye and Aserlind, 139). = - o

—_

The IEP was an extension of the procedural pfofeéfions;‘afmanageménf
tool, a compliance monitoring document, a commitment .of ?qsources.and'
a communication vehicle (Bureau of Education for fhe;Handicapped; 2).

Kaye and Aserlind (1979) viewed the IEP_as the "ultimate process".
This v;?w appeared to be ratified by the md§a5+hings that the IEP N, -
documeritation process is required to‘achieve under Public Law 94-142.7

i2 o® .
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The simple achievemertt of the |EP documentation required by Public Law
94-142 implied the creation -afd maintenance of an extensive paperwork
system. The challenge was hp create and maintain an efficient paperwork
system.
o . ‘5,
o Price and Goodman (IQQQ) studied the 1EP documentation costs. They
‘found that the amount of TLme expended per pupil varied greatly across .
excepfionallfies. They also found that writing the IEP document and
.- gathering. supportive diagnostic data accounted for the major time
expenditures in the overall| document development process. They report

. that the average amount of teacher time expended in developing an

"|EP was. 390 minutes (6.5 hours) per student (Price and Goodman, 448-449).

They suggeefed that there was a need to streamline the |EP process
without detracting from quality. Théere was also a2 need to examine the
full range of costs incurred. (Price and Goodman, 453).

- State Studies

.~ At The State level, the Educational Management and Evaluation
Commission from testimony of district and county represenfafives~4€§i{
many -adverse attitudes Toward the entire Federal-State education data
collection process, such as. (1) proliferation of requests for informa-

o tion; (2) lack of adequate 1dad time; (3) Inadequate or- ouf—of—dafe
o e feedback etfc. |t was estimated that Federal information'requirements
: .~ can comprise 30 to 60% of the district's total reporfing burden and
- account for over 35% of the Local Educatlon Agency's reports ‘requjred
. by the State Department of Education (California Educational Managemenf'
- and Evaluafion Commission, 102).

4 As a result of fhe commission's report, the State has affempfed
‘ 'Through a departmental Data Acquisition Committee to reéview, approve
. and schedule statewide paperwork. Existing regulations have been re—
viewed and ‘copsolidated and legislation has been sponsored to abolish
.certain code sections requiring information which is no longer needed.
A broadly-based sfafewide committee now reviews all proposed paperwork
. to assess confenf time requiremenfs, possible duplication, and
collecfion methods (Madden)
. S 2 Local Sfudies - 4 >
‘At +he local Ieverj principals have viewed with alarm the burden
of excessive paperworis |t was considered to detract .from the effective-
ness of school ‘perschne! in the Instructional program. Many data re-
quests “de IT with the same issue -in different forms with poorly conceived
direcfio l’ requiring inordinate hours to compile (Keller, 90).

School boards were also asking for the paperwork load fo be
relieved (Betchkel, 30). Although principals and school boards were
concerned. about paperwork generally, There was parficular paperwork

: problems for +hose in special educaflon. :

“Special educafion_feachers IgMaster Pian consider paperwork to
be of a major.concern; (Barrick, The Individual Educational Plan

<
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~ (IEP) development required several facets which Thvolved‘paperwork
including pretesting, posttesting and task analysis (Hedbring and
Holmes, 212-244). Teachers have found the referral process and the

. concomitant paperwork tedious and time consuming (Marver and David,
6). The assessment reporting process also had roadblocks.. For
example, [t could take a month or more for a psychologist. to prepare
an assessment report in rural areas and where special facilities were
required, say from a neurological hospital, a report might not be
forthcoming for months (Marver and David, 8). Some assessment diffi-
‘cultles have also come from data mISmanagemenT (Marver and David 9)

Special educafion direcfors involved in the fair hearing process
were requiring program documentation and paperwork searches (Richardson).

Study of Special Education Paperwork

The types of problems with paperwork reported by Federal, State
and local studles were undoubtedly to be found to some extent in this
special study. These problems included the quantity of information
which must be recorded, the quality of some forms, the costs of dafa
collection and the scheduiing of various reports.

A study should be made of special education paperwork to identify
the range of problems and fto identify those procedures whi¢h could
I ighten the paperwork burden. Although many complaints have been heard,
no systematic study has been made to determine the full extent of the
special education paperwork problem. This special study proposed to
- identify the paperwork bottlenecks-in special education, to assess their
severity and to make suggestions for constructive changes.

Purpose of the Study - . ,

3

The purpose of this study was to collect, analyze and critique all
primary paperwork in special education required by Federal, State and
local mandates in order to suggest ways to simplify and.goordinate the
paperwork effort. "Primary paperwork™ includes al| paperwork collected
To document programs for special education sfudenfs and to use for State
and Federal reports.

The study affempfed To answer the following questions abou+ The
primary paperwork in special dfucation: o ,

-What data items were collected?
__=Were there systematic differences in data between SESRs and LEAs?

-How were the data collected and reported?
-How much time did data collection take?
-Who was Involved in collecting the data?
-Was there duplication of effort?
-How was the paperwork system designed?
-What were the bottlenecks? :
-How were the data stored?
-How many times was the data to be reported?
-How would the data be used locally?

: -0ld fthe data affect decislon making?

" -What data were required by Iags and regulations?

ig



~

-What' changes in the laws and regulations would insure more
efficlent practices? ‘

This study will, in Tnvesfigafﬁng these questions, looked for and
reported efficient paperwork practices. Recommendations for imgrovemenf
in the practices was reported.

Summa

The study of paperwork at the Federal level has a long history of
investigation. The paperwork burdens can be economic, psychological and
cumulative. The causes of excessive paperwork can be a lack of communi-
cation, similar requests from overlapping agencies,-and poor program
design. Periodic audits were recommended to assess the usefulness of
the data; to evaluate the data for quality and reliabllity; and to determine
the use of the data collected. - ‘

In special education, the paperwork has increased since the passage

" and implementation of Public Law 94-142. |Increased parent communication,

a multi-disciplinary assessment of the student, a team construction of the
IEP, and the inclusion of the process reportedly increased the documenta-
tion time for special education,

- a\



STUDY METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLING PROCEDURES.

This study proposed to accomplish several tasks. The first was to analyze
' the State and Federal requirements in order to identify the minimal number
of data items fthat should be collected in order to comply with the legal man-
dates. The second was to analyze a sample of statewide solicited forms. The
final task was fo interview special education personnel from selected districts
throughout the state to [dentify paperwork bottlenecks.

Analysis of State and Federal Mandates

The analysis of State and Federal mandates includes an analysis of the
Caltfornia State Education Code, .theCalifornia Administrative Code, the

Code of Federal Regulations and the United States Code. More specifically
the legal sources were the following: '

(1) Califorhia Education Code (as amended by AB 1250 and AB 3635).
'(2) Callfornia Administrative Code, Title 5 Regulations.

(3) Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, amended in compliance -
with Public Law 94-142 as presented in the Federal Register, :
Volume 42, No. 163 (August 23, 1977) and No. 250 (December 29, 1977),
part 12la, Assistance to States for Education of Handicapped
Children. .

(4) United States Code, Title 20, Sections |40|-|41| (as amended by
Public Law 94-142). :

The various mandafed data items were categorized by paperwork category
and agency type. The agency types were either (l) Special Education Service
Region (SESR) or (2) Publlc Law 94-142 Consortium or Local Educatlon Agency
(LEA). The typlcal paperwork categories were (1) referral paperwork,

(2) assessment paperwork, (3) placement paperwork, (4) individualized
educatjonal program, (5) annual review, (6) Federal data requirements for
program evaluation, and (7) the state data requirements for program evalua-
tion. The spécific legal referances were cited for these categories.. Then

. tThe actual text of thée law was included again across these categories. The
summary of legal references for the paperwork requirements in special
educafion s found in Appendix-A.

Selecflon of +he FormspSalee

} ' The method of sample select¥on was to solicit all the SESRs and a
matching number of Public Law 94-142 LEAs. At the time of the study there '
were twenty-two funded SESRs. Los Angeles Unified School District contained
two areas that were funded SESRs. Santa Clara County Schools had three
areas that were funded SESRs. These SESRs had special education forms
that were identical to the other SESRs within their parenf agency. This
dropped the number of different SESR form samples fo nineteen. A
matching nineteen form samples from the Public Law 94-142 LEAs were
selected. The selected sample was obtained by matching SESRs and Public Law
94-142 LEAs by geographical area and special education student count.

The number of Public Law 94-142 LEAs solicited was twenty four. This
larger number allowed for non-par+t§Ipa+Ion of some LEAs. i
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Each agency solicited was asked to provide special educaflon
paperwork in the following categories:

|. The referral paperwork of the special student, :

2. The agsessment paperwork of the special student,

3. The placement paperwork for the special student,

4. The paperwork used in the.development of the IEP for the
special student,

5. The pdrlodlc/annual review paperwork for the speclal student,

6. The management information system data requlremenfs for speclal
‘education, and

7. The paperwork used in +he fair hearing process.

For the SESRs elghfeen of the ﬁlnefeen responded, For the éublic Law

- 94-142 LEAs, nineteen of the twenty-four responded. The provided paperwork
brought the needed sample size to 95 percent of the SESRs and all of the

needed LEAs (see Appendix E for the sol Icited agencles)

The Anglysls of the Forms

The provided forms were separated into two.major classifications. SESRs
and Public Law.94-142 LEAs (See Tables 1=4 in Appendix E). Typical forms
were used as major categories. For example, the referral\form was used as
a major category. Subcategories of data lfemﬁ were also constructed. The
individual data items were then.marked to indicate whether the agency

‘col lected that data. The number of data items collected by an agency was

totaled. The number of agencies which <00l lected each individual data item

was reported. The data ifems were also compared to the State and Federal
mandates, using-the summ of legal references for' the paperwork requirements
in special education in Appendix A. The Office of Special Education, Forms
Committee, consfrucfed sample forms to Include the mandated items. These
sample forms were included in the Tables (see Appendix E). The data [tems’
were analyzed-and the data items collected were reported. Efficlent practices.
were [dentified and repor+ed, and changes in State and Federal mandates were
recommended.

3

The Selecflon'of the lnfervlew Semple '

' o . _

All of the SESRs and LEAs which were ‘selected were also asked to grant
the .investigator permission to interview in their district and to supply the
name of a contact person. Nearly all.of the SESRs and LEAs which supplied
thelr special education forms granted this permission. From this pool, five
SESRs and five Public Law 94-142 LEAs. were selected to participate in the
intferviews. The SESRs and LEAs were categorized by the number of data items
col lected on the typical paperwork. The five SESRs and LEAs were then

‘selectad from the categories as follows: One SESR and one LEA from the high

category, three SESRs, and three LEAs from the average category, and one SESR
and one LEA from the 1ow cafegory. ,

The persons Infervlewed in each SESR or LEA were as follows

1. The program director (1),
2. The person responsible for data collection (1),
3. Program Specialists (2),
4. Speclal day class Teachers €2),
- 8
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5. Resource specialist teachers (2),

6. Designated instruction specialisfs (2), and '

7. Principal or Vice Principal directly responsible for the
supervision of special education +eachers (2). ~

\ ..

The LEAs had personnel. which had Tifles and job roles which varied from

the above persons, but a comparable professional was interviewed, if poss:ble.-'

The Tofal\rumber of professionals interviewed was one hundred ninefeen.

Pilo+ Inferviews

The San Juan Unifled School District was used as the district in which

the pilot interviews were.conducted. Thdé interview questionnaire was con-
structed after both an intensive review of the law and a detailed examination
of the district forms. The aim of the subsequent interviews was to further
refine this queSronnaIre. Sixtegn selected special education personnel
_were Interviewed In the district /gt the elementary, intermedfate, and
secondary levels. These personnef were the 3ame kind of professionals *that
were to be interviewed statewide/ The quesfionnaire was differentiated

with respect. to management and fion-management personnel. The resulting
interview quesfionnalre Is found in Appendix B.

The Inferviews

'?\*__

The interviews were’ conducted in relatively adjacen* districts by -

' pairs to facilltate travel, and reduce expenses. The Public Law 94-142
LEAs did not usually include an interview of the resource teacher since
this position did not-usually. exisf in the LEAs. The other matching
personne| were infervtewed. The answers to the questions wére recorded .
as accurately as possible. Jhe interviewer reviewed the answers immediately
after the interview for accdracy. The interviews were then compiled for
each question. The answers usual ly could be categorized or classified.

-These answWer categories were then reported in the findings chapfer. Typical .

-answers were also summartzed and repoﬁfed.

Summary - o - _—
., This study analyzed the Sfefe and Federa[ mandates as the data
requirements in special education in California. The- SESRs and Public Law

’94-I42 LEAs were solicited for a representative sample of their forms._
The forms from the thirty-seven agencles were classifled, analyzed and

critiqued as To efficlent practice. Five SESRs and five LEAs were selected

for interviews of special education. -These SESRs and LEAs were selected

by The number éf data [tems collected on the mandated paperwork and ST

geographic area, but also paired by-the number of special education
students served. Interviews were conducted to ascertain time to process
the forms, use of the forms, changes that could be made in the forms, and
attitudes toward the forms. : _ ,

Q



e
S STUBY RESULTS ‘

With the funding’ and esfablishmenf of the California Master ‘ {

Plan for special education in 1975, there has been a continual change

. In the California special educafion mandates. With the passage of
the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (PL 94-142),
there has been an additional change in the Federal mandates. The ‘
documentatiion of the local special education agencies has changed to
comply.with the new mandates. These laws and regulations were examiZed
to determine how many special education data items should be collect )
on -each student. The documents of thirty-seven agencies were examined
to determine what was usually collected. The one hundred-nineteen
interviews in ten agencies were to determine the time consumed in data
collection, the usefulness.of the data col lected, and the attitude of
special education teachers toward the documentation. The bottlenecks
in the paperwork data collection were identified. p

. o : The Typical Paperwork in Special Education

™~ ‘The special education mandates were analyzed to identify two major
things: (1) the typical documents for each special education child, and

®(2) the data items required for each decument. The identification of
the data items required by the mandates, and (3) the data items re-
quired for local use. Once an agency categorizes their data items

- ‘according to these three areas, the agency could work to minimize the

" number of data items collected. The legal .sources analyzed were the
United States Code (USC) as amended by Public Law 94-142, the Code of

. ' Federal Regulations (CFR) as presented In the Federal Register, “the

: California Education Code (EC) as amended by AB. 1250 and AB 3635, and.

the Cal(forn[a Adminisfraftve Code (CAC) T[fle v regulaf(ons.

_ The laws and regulafions appeared to mandafe both a documentation
"system and a’ placement/review process for the special educatfon student.
Figure 1 matched the paperwork with the placemenf/review process. The
_placement process began with t+he referral of the student. Thls was
usually done on a referral sheet. The referral sheet often included 2
notice of referral fo the parenf. At this point, the parent rights,
. assessment plan, and consent to assess forms were often sent to the parent.
g The parent returned the consent to assess. . The in-depth assessment took
3 place and the findings were documented by the professionals Involved. The
parent was notified of the team meeting. ‘This notice confained the fime,
place and purpose of the team meeting as well as the. people affending the

meeting. . - , . ) - ./f\

The following usually took place in a team meeting. The assessment
findings were discussed with the parent and summarized on the individual
education plan ({EP). Based on the assessmenf findings, the learning

;- ' - 10
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REFER- L _}IN DEPTH ASSESSMENT]., JIASSESSMENT _NEEDj_ ELIGIBILITY
smoswﬂ OF STUDENT FINDINGS
- [GoALsk ]osJ ECT I VES} EPLA; CEMENT] | _JANNUAL
- - REVIEW
- ‘ g
. | . i
INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCAT{ON
e : PLAN MEETING (IEP) | '
i - . e m - - - - o ~-\. - - -. ..... ’
.REFERRAL SHEET .DOCUMENTATION OF .IEP oocums\rs THE FOLLOWING :
.ASSESSMENT PLAN © ASSESSMENT FINDINGS ~ASSESSMENT: |RINDINGS SUMMARY
.PARENT RIGHTS ~AREA OF NEEDS__ 3
.CONSENT TO ASSESS _ -ELIGIBILITY - . ,
| -GOALS | -
-0BJECTIVES
~PLACEMENT
-CONSENT .

Eigﬁre 1. The P lacement Process With the Review and the Mafchlng
:-Pﬁperwork for Special Education o

needs of the child were identified. " The decision +o admit the student to
special education was discussed. This decision was documented. | Then, based
~on the identified learning needs of the student, the goals and.objectives
were written. The platement based on the gdals and objectives was determined =
- and it w8s documented. Lastly, the parent approval of the assessment findings,
eligibitity for special education goals and objectives, and placement was
obtained. ' S C S :

, The annual review process involved almost all of the elements of the
placement process. The annual review assessment was usual ly not as detailed
as the placement assessment. In most cases, the child was assessed only ]
by the special education teacher. The same forms were usually used for the

annual review that were used for the initial placement. ,
'~ The documents completed during placement and review processes -were the

referral, the assessment plan, the parent consent to assess, the notice

of the team meeting and the individual education plan. These documents

were typical documents used in special education. '

"
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. 4 . ' <
The number of required data items did not differ largely between the
SESRs and PL 94-142 LEAs (see Table 1 below). Many of the data items that
were required by the California Education Code for Master Plan SESRs were
duplicated in the Title V regulations for the LEAs.

( Table 1 ,
_ Number of Mandated Data |tems to Be
Col lected for the Placement of a 7
: Special Education Student

e . .
TYPICALr . DATA ITEMS MANDATED DATA |ITEMS MANDATED
DOCUMENT , ‘ ~ FOR SESRs FOR PL 94-142 LEAs

b ™ . . f

Referral : , 4l3 - 7
Assessment Plan/Consent L(- : o
to Assess ¢ ' 19 : 20
Parent' Rights E TEXTUAL MATERIAL
Notification of Meeting s 5
’4ndivldual Educaflén Plan . 42 -~ 43
Tota] ¢ | 19 n 75

For some of the data items identified, there was a real question as
+o whether that data item should be included on the forms. For example,
the code of the Federal Regulations states: ' : )

s

¥ the native language or other mode of communication of the parent

Is not a written lan vage, the state or local educational agency shall

take steps to ensure: ... (2) that the parent understands the content

of the notice, and (3) that, there is written evidence that require-.

ment in paragraph ... and (2) of this section has been met.

CFR 12la.505(c). ‘ - '
" The confusion, In this case, was not whether the language of the home
should be documented, but whether there were enough cases fo warrant the
inclusion of this item as a category on the forms. The language of The
home may simply be documented in a general comments section on‘..fprm.
But, the problem;wlfh'making sure that the language of the home™s docu-
mented in.the few cases remains. :

/‘

Decfiding which document should contaln the mandated [tem is another
For example, the annual report of.the agency to the state shall

L
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: iden+ify the number of individuals with exceptional needs, their racial.

and ethnic data, and the special education program (EC 56352), But on
which document should ethnicity be documented in‘order to complete the

_;equired report and how- many times should it be col lected?

< +.A problem with interpretation of similar terms can also be a problem.

. The federal government mandates that the possible areas of assessment are:

health, vision, hearing, social and emotional status general intelligence,

- academic performance, communicative status and motor ities (CFR
- 121a.532(3)(f)). ,The state mandates that there will be provision for

‘them be included just to be safe? So a major prdblem identified with

assessment of - the)| individual's' development in language, cognitive, affective,
sensory, and sensdry motor functioning (EC 56330(b)). Which of, these

Terms should be included on the forms: Social and 'emotional status or
affective develpphMent of the individual? General intelligence and academic.
performance or cognitive development of the individual? Communicative

. status or language development? Are vision and hearing,sfafus the same .

as sensory development or should other senses be igelu ed? Should some of
The above é%fegories be included on the assessmaggﬂglan or should all of

determining whether a named data item should be collected stems from the
interpretation of the law- into practice. No attempt was made to reconcile

. The differences between the terms. This study provided for the determina-

tion what was being collected in categories constructed from these terms.

" These data col lection practices are descfibed in the next section.

L 4

. ' = .‘  Paperwork Analysis -

. The paperwork from thirty-seven of the thirty-eight agencies was
tabulated by the major documents: referral sheet, assessment paperwdrk
(assessment plan and consent to assess), notification of the meeting and
the [EP (see Tables 1-4 of the Appendix). The Gffice of Special Education,

"z Forms Committed, drafted sample forms which were also included in tThis

»

‘.

tabulation. A judgment as to whether each data ifemiwas required by law
to be collected was also_ inctuded at the top of Tables 1-4 of Appendix E.

+ /The data items col lected- could be classified into +h roups of
items: (1) the mandated items, (2) the items collected to identify the
student, and (3) items solely for local use. Many of the items which were
collected solely. for local use were consistently collected by other
agencies. Two Items were consistently included for student identification.
These were the name of the.student .and birthdate.

The average number of ife@s collected on all of the mandated paperwork
for the master plan agencies was 132.9 (see Table 2 below). For t+hé non-
master plan agencies, the average was 108.2. The number.of items collected
.on the documents varied widely™> On the referral sheet, t+he number of itTems
collected ranged from 9 to 44. On the assessment plan/consent to assess
document, the number ranged from 3 to 38. The ndtice of the team meeting

- confained from 3-38 data jtems. The number of items collected on the IEP:

ranged from 30 to 123. SO the practice ranged Widely for tha number of

data items collected. On the avérage, The master plan agencies collected
more items on each document. The master plan agenci®s collected approxi-..
mately 25 more items on their documents than the non-master plan agencies.

S13 : .

<2



Tabie 2
Dafa'lfeme C cted Versus Data |tems'Mandated
- By Thg State And Federal Governments \
' SESRS " . = - LEAS
s _ AVERAGE , - AVERAGE
SPECIAL EDUCATION | NUMBER  NUMBER _ NUMBER  NUMBER ~
‘ PAPERWORK - . MANDATED -OF ITEMS .RANGE | MANDATED OF ITEMS RANGE
REFERRAL? REEEE: 26.6 11-44 7 ﬁ 19.2 . 9-26
ASSESSMENT PLAN/ | . oy ’ | \
CONSENT TO ASSESS? 19 21.5 5-38 - 20 1%.6 3=-29
RIGHTS i
NOTIFICATION oF | . . : v : .
MEET INGD -5 20.5 8-32 5 17.5  5=31
L INDIVIOUAL . - : o
EDUCATION PLAN 42 , 64.2-4 35=123 43 51.9  30=77
TOTAL - - 79 T 1m0 719213 LT 108.2  83-143
‘ <ilb . gSESR 18 not included in Tables 1 and 2 on Appendix E
x Data items collected by the agencies not reporfed in
‘in Appendix E

]

.

The average number of data items collecTed on each typical document was
above *he fotal number of mandated items (see Table 2). The ‘explanation for
the larger average number of data. items collected can be partially found by
"llsflng The additional {tems Included on each document (see Table 3.

- When the non-mandated dafa items usually collected were analyzed, three
independent categories were identified, These categories were defined as
fol lows:,_ - :

(1) - the student identiflers were the data items needed on'gach™ ™. " . T

document to identify the student.

(2) +the unduplicated items were tThe unduplicated dafa items needed
for the administration of the documents.

(3) the duplicated items were the data items: other than the student
identifiers included on more than one of the documenfs.

The student ldenflflers were the name~and birfhdafe of the student.
The number of times these two identifiers were needed on the four typical
documents was seven (the student blrfhdafe was nof needed on the noflflcal
Tlon of the Team meeflng)

The remaining non-mandafed lfems usually Included on the paperwork
were categorized by the duplicated and unduplicated categories. There
were six- dupiigated and fifteen undupticated items. The total number of
items needed on all the typical doc*;enfs was found by adding the following

&
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Manda+ed & sfudegf - unduplicated ..
Items *  identifiers N items

For the SESRs, this was equal to 79 + 7 + 15 = 101
For the LEAs, fhis was equal to 75 + 7 + 15 =97,
Therefore, a reduction of the data ifems'fdr many of the agencies was

possible, but the practical limit for the total number of dafarifems was
101 for’ the SESRs and 97 for the LEAs. :

Table 3
Not. Mandated But Usually f#cluded .
In the Paperwork as ldentlflcation /
> : _ S B
S : ' ’ ASSESSMENT PLAN/CONSENT ’
REFERRAL SHEET (1l ITEMS) TO _ASSESS LETTER (6 ITEMS)  I1EP (9 . TEMS)
|- NAME OF STUDENT " I. STUDENT NAME - I STUDENT NAME*
2. BIRTHDATE OF STUDENT 2. BIRTHDATE (MANDATED 2. STUDENT SEX .
© (MANDATED) 3. PARENT NAME ’ 3. STUDENT GRADE
3. SEX OF STUDENT 4. SENDER'S NAME . * - 4. -HOME SCHOOL
" 4. GRADE OF STUDENT 5. SENDER'S PHONE 5. HOME DISTRICT
5. TEACHER OF STUDENT* / 6. LETTER DATE = © 6. PARENT NAME
6. HOME SCHOOL . ' : . 7. PARENT ADDRESS
7. PARENT NAME NOTICE OF TEAM MEETING - 8. PARENT PHONE
8. ARENT ADDRESS - (3 ITEMS) . 9. BIRTHDATE*
9. PARENT PHONE NUMBER ’ ' (MANDATED)
10. NAME OF PERSON MAKING . SENDER'S NAME :
REFERRAL - | ‘ 2. SENDER'S PHONE
* Il. DESCRIPTION OF ATTEMPTED 3. STUDENT OR PAREN
~ INTERVENTIONS (LOCAL USE) - NAME :

*1EPs RANGE FROM 2-6 PAGES IN LENGTH. THIS IDENTIFYING DATA
IS USUALLY REPEATED ON EACH PAGE: - ,

Interview Results

- --The questions-in the"interviews were separated info question categories. .

These categories were form construction, time estimates, usefulness of the -
documentation, changeg in the documentation, the attitude toward the forms
and forms to complete State reports. The interviews were summarized in two
ways. Answers were categorized and the ;ﬁfponses summarized below: '

 Form Consfrdcflon

Question: Afe'fhe directions for collecfing the data clear?
| - Yes No Uncertain

. 90% 105 0%
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’ The directions were usually either printed on the back of thé forms -
or a manual was written to explain the form completion. For the ten
" percent who answered "no", they usually reported that no written instructions
existed... A second quesfion was usually asked about directions. Thns.

question s below: : _ _ - )/,
Question: Was inservicing required when-yqu-firsf uéed the forméf
' : Yes - No Not Askgd’ |
46% 4% | 4%

( Mosf of the feachers who were asked this ‘question lndlcafed that they
were provided instruction on a one-to-one basis. They also indicated ?haf

obserVIng a person fnllnng ouf a set of forms was helpful. ‘ ,
Question: - Are fhe forms Iegjble? - . ‘ S T
. ~ 95 s . )
The ohiy comments with respeéf to illegible forms lndicaféd”eifh r that

the NCR carbon copies were not properly matched or that fﬁe writing on the -
|as+ of the NCR coples could not be read. - S

. *
Question: |s there enough room to write:

Yes . No . Uncef+$in " v 4//

58%. S o3es S 4% o R

The maJdrlfy reﬁor+ed satisfactory room in.which to wrife.bsBuf a Iarge
minority indicated problems with the IEP. The reported problems-usually were
(1) not enough room to document fhe current performance levels or (2) not

. enough room fo. write the. objectives and The criteria for- These ObJeCvaeS.'"'“““”W

- A

Quesflon: Is there a place for all the necessary lnformaflon?

‘K////"‘ Yes - No L

76% 2% S

4 . .
'Again, the majoﬂﬁgrindicafed that there was a place for all the
necessary information. A few persons indicated that there was. no. room
' for the necessary mandated information. For example, on the assessment
plan, it was reported there was no place to Indicate the professnonals
assessing the student.



N ~~ \
QUESTIon: Was teacher Input involved In cons+ruc+ing.+he forms? -
. ~ [ . P . \

5

- Yés ey No _ Uncertain
56% . 68 7, 20N ‘

4

Most of the persons interviewed 1ndIca+ed that fhey were personally
involved in constructing the forms or. knew someone who was. 11 was observed -
that.the persons who did not answer yes to this questlon had more suggesflons
for improving The forms: :

i?. QuesTIon. Whaf information is requesfed on one, two or more. forms Thaf
' _ could be deleted? ' v ' : ,

b »

o ~ | : Beletlon of ~ Add . - 7~
Nothing Some-repefiflon Uncertain | tems | tems: ' ,
et e . & 29% 2%

. o>

Some of the professionals E?farv1ewed Indicafed +ha+ +here was
repetition in the agency's forms. Usually these . ttems were the Idenfifying
items for the student. Almost one-third of the persons indicated some
deletion could be made. Often, these suggestions even included a deletion
of mandated items. - . ' o S b

Summary regarding form construction. A few of the agencies had.. incomp | ete
or non-existent.directions for complefing the required special education
documents. The special education documents required some inservice training
to complete..” The forms were generally legible. There was sufficient room
to write on the forms except when the current levels of performance was
extensively documented. Often there was not enough space on the. forms for
the objectives. Many of the professionals indicated that the forms were
.safisfacfory, but some:minor changes could, help decrease the writing Time.'

]

The speclial education professionals were asked to esfnmafe the time
spent on paperwork. These estimatds were difficult to obtain since eaé¢h
agency -administered their placement/review process different!y. In the
master plan districts (or SESRs), the job roles of the various professionals
were very similar. In the non—masfer plan agency, professionals may have
had identical .titles, but their job roles varied widely from master plan’
agencies. For tThis reason,-each professional was asked a series of questions
in order to determine their participation time in the placement/review
process. The amount of time spent completing the process_and paperwork could .
vary within each agency degending on the job role of. the professional. The
.times could also vary depending on the severify of the_.handicap of the .
sfudenf pIaced -

- The estimates were separafed info Two areas: (l) the time spenf in
the pIacemenT/rev:ew process (process time) and the time spent actuatly
fill]ng ouT the paperwork once .the data had been coIIecTed (paperwork Time)

cooT T \_;;/;/. -
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* The process +lme and ‘paperwork time- were esfimafed for these types ef
N documenfs. referral, assessment plan, consent t0 assess, assessment, notice
of- the meeflng and preparafion for the meeTTng, placement meeting, -assessment
for annual .review, and the ahnual rev1ew meefing. The. estimated times for
pach. professional th

participates 'in the placemenf or review. meefing are
summarized in Appendix C..‘

The two |+ems which consumed The most Time were The assessmenf of the

_sTudenf and the .team meetings.

The actual documentation accounted for a

. varying percent of the total amount of time spent In placement and review.
The “time actually spent in completing the paperwork varied from 6 to 12

percent of the fotal. time.

The amount of time spent ‘in both documentation

and: processing varted by the Type of placement wITh The more severe handlcap
taking The mosf Tlme.‘ ' . : '

9

When The Tlme spenf flll[ng ouf paperwork was summed for each Type of
placement with regards to master/non-master plan.agency a clear consistent

difference did appear.

These times. are reported in- ‘Table 4 below.

‘The

. °master plan agency-.spent less. +lme comp leting paperwork for every maJor

o +ype of pIacemenT team.

1

3

Table 4

v,'

i Paperwork Time For Master Plar’ And

Non-Master Plan Placements of

v

~

. Special,Education’ Students .

BN

>, e

PLACEMENT FROM | MASTER PLAN: NON-MASTER PLAN PLACEMENT -FROM |
iRegularzCIass S L, Regular to-
To DIS "1 0,72 hrs - .22 hrs ’ DIS
o Regular Class N P : ey Regular to-
(] Resource vfu'f«f’&‘ ol I P Special Day
" Class fq : ;”“; I.I2-L&{9 hrs 3.16 hrs; Class
; '1fResource Class" _ ’ T B s
" .to. Special , 0.86-I.80 a 20 SR B
' Day Class 1.64=2.58 b 3 66 hrs AR Pec'a' Dav
.- Class (LH) .
' ‘.| “to Speciai D
Special Day , P ay
Class (LH) "HCléss (SH)
to Special " BRI Vo e
' Day Class (SH) 1.40-2.84 brs = T i

oo

the sfudenf

The amounf of T[me spenf on actually filling out paperwork’was also

specfal day class teacher and program specialist major par+|c1pan+s
resource, Teacher and program specialist major parficipanfs in placing

A d
1

consistently less for the placement of a student in a master plan agency

(SESR) for the prlncjpal
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designated |ns+ruc+ion specnallsf and The special
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'_day class teacher. This may be due to the role of the resource specialist
" teacner. This teacher was reported fo handle much of the papeﬂWérk of The
student's placement, . fhereby, lessening the load for other site professionals.

The estimated time spent-on placement process showed that these same

_;masfer plan professlionals may spend less time on the placement process than

-the non-master plan professionals. On the other hand, the master plan

;professional may also spend more time on the placemenf process of a student

- than the non<master plan professional (see Table 5). The time spent can

vary more for the master plan professional than for the non-master plan

professional. So, the minimum t+ime spenf gould be less for the master plan

professional. - .

. /

Table 5'

The Placement Process Time For Master Plan
And Non-Master Plan Professionals
For<Each Placement Type

¢

‘Professional Master Plan [+ Non-Master Plan

Principal : 0.98-2.28 hrs l.15=1.79 hrs

| Designated Instruction ' '
Specialist |.62-7.16 hrs " 1.94=5.72 hrs

Speclal Day Class -
Teacher . . 1.85-4.00 hrs 2.68-4.58 hrs

- This finding indicated that the time spent on the placement process
‘was more flexible for the master plan agency than for the non-master plan
agency. The master plan professional appears to be able to vary the amount
of time spent on a child depending on the needs of the child.

For the master plan annual review, the principal;-designafed Instruction
“specialist, and special day class teacher spent more time on both tThe annual
review process and the filling out of paperwork for each child. ‘

Yearly time estimates for various professionals. The interviews were con-
structed to obtain time estimates for actually filling out the paperwork,
+ime estimates for the placement process and time estimates for the review
- process. These yearly estimates were obtained by asking each professional
the number of students placed and the number of students reviewed each year.,
The esfimafed Time for the ye&i was obtained by the following formula:

rl‘/

Average time on “the activity x ayerage number of sfudenfs
_.involvqg,in acflvify per year = Estimated yearly time spen+ o
i
on the activity. : B
e
Brom the yearly es?imafes, it was fou Thaf The master plan special

day cf%ss‘feacher principal and regular +ea her spend less time actuailly




filling out paperwork. This was true even though the master plan special

day class teacher, designated instruction specialist and principal con-
sideredvmore placement changes than the non-master plan agencies (see Table 6).
This finding was considered To be due to the role of the resource specialist.
The resource specialist was usually responsible for the assessment of

special education children and the coordination of placement meetings at the
school site level. One would expect the t+ime used to actually fill out
paperwork to be reduced for the special day class teacher, principal and

tThe regular teacher. This was found.

~ The largest time difference between master plan and non-master plan
professionals was for the designated instruction specialist. The master
plan designat instruction specialist spent many more hours both In the
placement/rev process and in actually filling out paperwork than the

non-master plan speclallsf This was verified by the other interview
quesfions.

The master plan designated instruction specialists reported that
tThey were involved in more placements at the site level. The master plan
designated instruction specialists also reported that they were usually’
involved in more of the learning handicapped placements than they had been
involved in before the master plan implementation. Many of the, speech
therapists considered the additional demands on their time due-to the
increased documentation. This was a definite distraction from therapy.
At the first of the year, large blocks of time were reported to be consumed
in assessment paperwork, placement paperwork, and team meetings.

Process time as related to its administration. In order to accurately
estimate the times spent in placing and reviewing the program of a special
education student, questions regarding the process were asked. Flow charts
with respect to the administration of the'placement review process were
constructed for the major events in the process (see Figures 2-3). The
number of team meetings was found to vary widely from agency to agency.

The master plan agencies had placement and review processes very similar
To each other. The least number of team meetings used to place a student
was one. The most team meetings possible for master plan agencies was
three (see Figure 2). The usual number of team meetings to place a student
was one or two. '

The PL 94-142 LEAs usually had a minimum of three team meetings In
order to place a student (see Figure 3)., Offen an assessment team was
included making the number of team meetings four.

The most number of meetings encountered in an agency was six. ‘The

'added factor of inefficiency was that the eligibility and placement meefnng

had at the least six members (see Figure 4). So, for the LEAs the number of
team meetings varied from three fo six.

- The number of team meetings used to place the student had a mulflpller
effect on the mafi“hours spent in team meeflngs For purposes of demonstra-
Tlon, assume the fol lowifig: :

>l
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Table 6

Y  Yearly Estimates For Various Special

Education Professionals
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Master Plan
-Designated Instruction '

Specialist 3.1 61.6 116=310 | 5I
-Resource Specialist 22.4 27.1 174=275 39
-Special Day Class Teacher 7.7 1.7 - 35-86 7 3/4
-Principgrir‘\\\¥ 48.0 83.8 103-182 I
-Teacher* 3.5 - =12 0
Non-Master \
~Designated Instruction '

Specialist 23.3 55.3 57=-77 39
-Special Day Class Teacher ) 3.9 12.2 40-58 9
-Principal ‘ 2041 119.8 69-9| 24

| ~Teacher* 3.5 - 24-T4 Ty
*not interviewed but esffmafedvfréﬁ
reported involvement by. Special
Educators
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(1) each team meeting was 1 hour in length, and
(2) the number of persons involved was four.

Then, for the master plan agencies the number of manhours used in
placing a student was as follows:

one team meetling

1 x4=4 manhouré

two team meetings

2 x 4 = 8 manhours

for the rang three team meetings

N

3 x 4 = 12 manhours

But for the PL 94-142 LEAs, the minimum number of manhours was as
fol lows: ‘ .

A

" three team meetings

.3 x 4 = 12 manhours
or if an assegsmenf team was included:

fdur team meetings (wlith assessment Team'meefing‘added)

4 x 4 = 16 manhours.

a

The most team meetings encountered was six. For this agency, one of
+he meetings included at the minimum of six members. SO the manhours in-
"volved would be as follows: ' :

" gix team meetings

5x4+6 =26 manhours.

For the masfer plan agency the manhours could vary from four to
twelve. For the PL 94-142 LEAs the manhours could vary from twelve to
twenty-six. So the manhours involved in placement team meetings can vary
from four to twenty-six manhours depending on the local administration
of the placement process. From just the number of team meetings, the
master plan agencies would be more efficient with respect fo the pro-
fessional time than the LEAs. ' o

The bottlenecks in the placement/review process. Toward The end of the

stions on Time estimates, the Teachers were asked what elements in the
process and paperwork they considered to be. maJor time consumers, The
bottlenecks were ‘identified as follows:
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Referral

Schoo!l Appraisal Team

(4

Educational Assessment Team7

Assessment

Assessment

1

Regular

"Regular "
c ! Education |

Education - TONE

Placement Placement

\\ often combined
N into one_mesting

en combined b
> one meeting<

. |EP \'
Obiecfives

IEP
‘Object+ves

* = team meeting
usual ly %=1 hr.
in length with .
3-4 members but
can vary to 10
members ‘

Annual Annual

Review

Review

Figure 2. Master Plan Placement and Review Process Flow

- Number of team meeting for placement:
if placement and IEP considered together = |
if placement and |EP considered separately = 2
if SAT team referred student to EAS team = 2-3

Number of team meetings for aﬂﬁt?l review = |
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Referral

Regular ‘Assessment \*

Education

~ (included by
~ some -agencies)

Elfgibility | *
& Placement
Team

* = team meeting
© usually %=1 hr.
in length with
3=-4 members but
can vary to 10
members

-

" Team

IEP Team
(Annual
Review)

Figure 3. PL 94-142 Placement, and Review Process Flow.

Number of team meetings for placement = 3
Number of team meetings for placement, [f assessment:.team is Includéd =4
Number of team meetings for annual review = |
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"1EP Team
‘Annual

Education

Regular

Referral

Screening
Team

Site Special

Ed. Team

Assessment

Assessment
- Report to
~Site Team

Eligibility
& Placement

Placement
- Report to
Site Team

IEP Written

. Review

Figure 4.

By Site Team

Number of meetings for placement = 6

number of team meetings fqr annual review = |

3¢

-

“feam meeting

usually %#=| hr.
In length with
3-4 members

team meeting
usually | hr.
in length with

6-10 members

PL 94-142 Agency wifh the Largest Number of Team Meeflngs
in the Placement and Review Process Flow .



. 1. Parent cortact. Any kind of parent contact can be time consuming.
The type of parent contact was ordered from the least fo most time consuming
- contact. The parent contact was |isted as follows: (a) letter, (b) phone
- call, (c) meeting at school, and (d) meeting at home or place of busjness.
For a single parent contact, the reported fime can vary from 5 minutes to
2 hours. The problems which can increase the time are many. The reported
‘parent contact problems are listed as follows: (a) the parent is a working
parent and must be contacted during the evening; (b) there is 2 language
or cultural problem; and (c) there is no phone at home and student delivery
of a letter is not reliable. The urban agencies usually reported the above
~ parent contact problems more often +han the suburban or rural agencies. K

2. The assessment of the student. The asseSsmenT of the student
can consume one to three hours of staff time if the handicap is mild.
But, assessment can take three to six hours or more if the handicap Is
severe. L ;

‘ LA

3. Notifying members of the team meeting. The neégotiating of 2 time
+o meet can be frustrated by conflicts in calendars, arranging time for the
‘special education +eacher to be out of class, and parent unavailability.
This gathering the t&km togefher can be extremely +ime consuming, especially
Uf many members are lnvolved. [f central office staff were involved, the
"+ime to schedule the meéting was reported fo increase.

4. Any team meeting. The team meeting can be unpredictable with
respect to staff time. The amount of time was usually reported to be one
_ 'hour. But, a team meeting can take twenty minutes or it can take up 1O

* three hours. T -

: 5. High student mobillty rate.. A high student mobillty can considerably
Increase the.amount of time that a team spends on placement. Mobilify rates
of up to one~third of the student population were reported for a year. This
one-third rate would Increase the time a staff spends in placement by one=
third. But, there Is no matching Increase in money or staff fime to compensate
for this increase. |t was reported that a student often would move before

- he could be placed In spe¢ial education classes rendering the expenditure of
staff +ime useless. The urban agency reported that the mobility of the student

- was a major problem. The problem was also encountered in rural agencies fhat
-had a large migrant population or schools near military installations.

Summary of the time spent on paperwork. The time spent on filling out
paperwork was a smal| percentage (6%-12%) of the actual time spent in
placing and reviewing a student in special education. The master plan
persons at the site level spend less time both completing paperwork and
coordinating role/of the resource specialist and also the lesser number of
team meetings for each placement. The master plan designated instruction
special ist spent more time in both placement process and paperwork than the
non-master plan designated instruction specialist. :

A
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The administration of the placement process can inflate the t+ime
considerably. Just 2n increase in the. number of team meetings can inflate
the staff hours by a factor of eight. The master plan agencies were more
efficient with thelr staff hours used for meetings than the LEAs.

The major bo++ienecks identifled were parent contact assessmenf of
the student, the scheduling-of a team meeting, the team +ing and a high
mobi | ity rafe. Urban agencies appeared to have more problems with
‘establishing parent contact, scheduling the team meefings, and lessening

- the impact of a higher mobility rate.

Usefulness of the Documentation

Sinca a large amounf of staff time goes into the placement of the
student, construction and review of the [ER, the documentation should be
viewed as useful to the special educators. A series of questions were
asked regarding the usefulness of the special education documentation.
These interview questions are presented below along with the percent of

-the responses in appropr:afe cafegorfes followed by a summary of the

comments.

Questicn: How do you feel the cost of data collection relates to its

usefulness?

Useful Not Useful Uncertain

443 32% 24% - Percent of Administrators

Only the administrators were asked this question. Many administrators,
even the principals, were unaware of the actual Ttme that their staff spent
in special education data col lection. They considered the time of data
collection to be quite large. Some administrators considered this ftime to
be largely non productive, but the admnnisfraforSAwho considerad this time
to be warranted were In +he majority.

The majority felt that the documentation helped to Idenfifz/dﬁildren
that in the past were unserved. The documentation helped assure~the parent
rights and provided for accountability with respect to services provided.
This majority of adminlstrators felt that judgments were now based on the
results of a careful assessmenf rather than the capricious judgment of a
single teacher. :

Some administrators reported that only parts of the documentation
were useful. Other parts were there only to assure that the agency would
not be legally liable. Some administrators indicated a necessity to
streamline the documentation system.  There was a need to be cost
efficient to provide the most service af the least cost.

The minority of administrators felt that the cost was unwarranted.
Many in this group felt that the due process was |ike insurance. DOue
process and consent were only needed for a small percent of .students.
The agency spent enormous amounts of time documenting to insure against
a3 possible sui+ involving this small percenf

27 .
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This same minority usually stated that parts of the documentation were
useful - the assessment and goals and objectives. This group also indicated
a need to be cost efficient with the data collection. Many of the admini-
strators indicated that the costs have been elevated by the frequent changes
in the forms, These changes were consddered to be a direct result of the
changing mandates from the state and federal governments. Many of the
directors supported this idea. The directors indicated that yearly clianges
‘and printings of the forms were due to The changlng mandates.

_ A few negative administrators felt that a lot of money'had been spent
for nothing on paperwork. These administrators felt that Judgments could
" be made.on educational placements. and programs without the extensive data
col lection and the formal team meetings involving the parent.

Quesfidni -To what extent do the data that you are required to collec+
in special education relate to the educational decisions that
you make? ' - {" .

"In every case In some cases I[n no cases -Uncertain

\ 56% 329 - 8% 4% - Percent of .
\ _ : T . - Administrators
A . : B ' ) : .
\ In this question, the majority of administrators suppdr+ed the usefulness of
\ the data collected. A clear majority indicated that the documentation
\§uppor+ed +he placement decision. The data were consistently used:. The data -
* ¢ol lected were seen as essential to placement and planning. The assessment

déja were viewed as very valuable to most educational decisions about the
student. : e : '

The larger minority of-adminisfrafors‘(SZﬁ) fel+ that for most students’
+he educational decision was supported by the data collected. In some cases,
+he educational decision was made .by the parent. Often the decision of the
parent did not follow from the collected. data.: In these cases, the parent
overrode the educational decision which was supported by the data: Most ad-
ministrators in this group also indicated that the placement and review process .
provided information which was critical fo.their educational decision regardfng
the special student. The paperwork was seen as just an. organizational
structure for the decision. This group's comments on the. whole were very
close to the comments of the majority.

The smal lest group of.édhinisfrafors‘indicafed that the data were not
useful. The only reason that the data were .collected was to comply with the
law. ' L

Question: What parts of the paperwork are useful for daily instruction?

Referral Assessment Placement "IEP No Parts

2% 3. 0% - 73% 103 =~ Percent of Special <i:i

Education Teachers
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results and. IEP were useful for daily Instruction. The parts of the IEP
identified as useful were always the goals ang objectives. No other part
of the IEP was indicated as usefuyl unless a summary of the assessment
was' included on.the district IEP. Many of the special education teachers
. indlcafedrfhaf'+he more specific the objectives were, the more the
- objectives were used for daily instruction. The less specific the
objectives,. the more likely it was that the 1EP would be filed and
referred To only occasionaily., - . : :

as fol lows:

l. 'nofes on teacher observations of the student behaviors and the
accompanying comments by the teacher, , A ‘

2. test results which Inclyded diagnosis|af skills in magh,

reading and ‘anguage, , ’ o
_ S , ﬂK ) . B

3. obsérv;fions of_behavior in the classroom by the Psychologist,

-

4. the psyéhologfcgl evaluation report, and -
5."#Qé'medical evaluation by a nurse or doctor.

A minority of teachérs (|0%) indicated that no,parfgfwere'aseful;

They just constructed the goals and objectives in order to compiy with the _:;._

law and then filed them. They did. not consider the goals and objectives
to be any help to their teaching. The assessment. results were rarely
) reaq“for'dfagnosfic reasons. - . o T
. ) o . . T N : 4
Quesflbnﬁ' Does the: supporting Paperwork scatter and distract or add to
: . "2nd focus the aim of the team meeting? . :

~

Adds to' Distracts from .Both -Neithet 'Not Asked

S6%. 2% U gig e eg .08 - Perdgnt of
Ry : Y . S Specfat'Educaf
. ) . : . tion Teicﬁegg'-
56% 123 2% 2% 22% - Percent of ©
) , ' ‘ ' Administrators
62 73 B4 08 -Totar )

T . . Iy

, Nearly one-quarter of the administrators were not asked this question.
This group of administrators reported that they were not d[recTJy;jnyolved

in the team meetings. The remaining administrators consisfedf{argely}¢$ T

Principals and special education case managers. B SR D

\ The‘majorify (62%) of the team participants indiqéTed That the ﬁéber-J-‘
work adds to the team meeting. The paperwork reported to function as an
‘ .29 : : S
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agenda for the meeting. The paperwork also hglped-fo.fOCUS'fﬁé attention
~of the feam on documented results of the assessment rather Than the
" observation of an tndlvidual -about the handicap, of the child. The more
 experienced special equcafton~+eacher.repgr¢¢d;ﬁaking +he documentation a
natural part of the meeting.. - L

~ The teachers who reported that the paperwork distracts from the
aim of the team meeting were usual Iy new teachers or teachers nof ex-
perienced in conducting a team meeting. .The principals also reported
‘”1"‘Thaf“fhe“paperwork’of+en“dis+rac+sTheinexperiencedTeacher._ R

Suggested practices which could [ncrease +he efflciency of The team + €iLs
_meetings were reported by +he participants. These practices are .2s 5

\ follows:™ e ) BN

: l. Thérberson‘cbnducfihg the meeting: should have a‘preZprinTed
A~:ch9cklis+ of Tfems to be covered in the meetfing available.

. M

\*,' 2 2. The case manager should comp’%fe as much'65“¥h

.
. e .paperwark as
possible prior.to The team meefing. - o

R ~|\1 ”;-..

- 3. The cése manager should suggest goals an objecfives-inndraff M
. form to present to.the parent, but allow the parefit to modify the suggestions.
o 4, Appdfﬁfféi@é}édnjfpﬁppndu¢+-i@e meefingléhﬁka person to record at

: the meefing;:/pb]n¢¥zccmblﬁe;fhese functions, If possible.

Question: .Od‘;éﬁ'¥éé}.th§$“+ﬁe presenfrdocumen+aFfdﬁmL§ useful in

< ) \~§ssurith ha+{Thb most appropriate education .is del ivered
' : to each child? *':. o 7/ »
- " Yes.. ln Most Cases No : S S
isS% o 2§%  "~ |3% - Percent of Special Education Teachers
’66%"'”‘3 24% 10% - Percent of Administrator ‘E » ‘
hogsk o 23% 12% - Percent of Total AT
Many}SpqcrajlquCéfion t+eachers and specialists saw +he logical
connecflon;be?wééﬂithe assessment of the s+uden+,.lqen+|fica+|on of needs, .
determination: of el'tgibllity, construction of goals ‘and objectives, place-
ment In pr§gram}"ép¢?p9rlpd[c review of goals and objectives. They clearly
stated Théﬁ i+ T¢:this total process and its careful, efficientfadminis?ra-
+ion which:assures +the most appropriafé’educafion Tor The child,. ' inhe
paperwork'was;sgenéas just a reflection of the process. ihe paperwork can
be filled out and the most appropriate education not provided. They
mphasjzed That +rained people assure the most appropriate education, not
A 2> e paperwork. The mosT appropriate educaf{pn,b?dfﬁe <RT1d depends largely
gt> .~fffqnv¢he cpmpefenée of .the professionals inYotyeq_in +He. process.
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The IEP process as outlined by the law was seen as providing , 4
many Things. Some of these were as follows ' T :

The parent was involved ln The IEP process along wifh all the
' necessary people.A ' .

Y
S N S . S S P o

2. A broad assessmen+ using several Tesf was provnded. rhé-fés+§i;ai :

were lnferprefed by several professionals. Ce 1.,“ I fiiliffj?
;gsw_mmes.- A prov:s«on—was made for fhe no+ifica+lon of parenf righfs.
:'.,. . \ .
k 4. Many alfer five placemenfs were considered These placemenfs
*were-verlfied by seW8ral professionals.r‘ _5" ~ e _,,

‘f 554‘5. The - |EP process was a useful working procedure. It idenfified ‘
+he needs of the child and helps to organize relevant resources.

_ 6. The IEP paperwork provided for an‘audif trail to keep +he teacher
oh Task and goal direc#ed for each child.

&

"7. The paperWork was a. record of t+ e child's accomplishmenfs.
4“ ,_.'“ ‘.

l | 7

8« The paperwork was'a ,Fer| commqnicafion befween the parents
and professionals as well as just beTween +he professionals.

Many teachers and'adminisfrafors fel# +he IEP process could be
streamlined. The comments for improvement gqnerally concentrated on
suggestions for lmpro&fmenflofvfhe local admihistration of the [EP e
process. . N D T : :

L
LAY

nggsTion: What changesrin the laws and regujations do; ybu feel could
N ' insure a mozghefflcienf pracfice? .

Change No € rige Uncerfain 9.5-) T
71% @ T23% - Percehff'/ Special Educaiion g
/,‘JM ‘ Teacher§ o

m. . l8% - Percen‘l‘ of Adminis‘l'ra‘l'ors

- . [ ]

: 6 .r'ra “13% 218 - Total
2 A | : )
The " espoﬁsebﬁfo this question ranged wldely Funding was a topic . :
most ofta address - |t was felt that there .was a need to recognize

“ and fund thescgst reaafed to implemenfing the papeérwork mandates. It
-was’felt that the.funding'hid in the past not been related to the added
'Wﬁ~Serv1ces Thaf the disirﬁg*s were requ1red to perform.-

_ The nex+ subject most frequenfly addressed wa'ffh need for placement
‘criteria. .It was felt that the learning handicappe; category was too open.
[f the child was border!|ine witfr.£gspect to placemer¥ [n an LH program;'
often the determining factor for{xicement was whetfler there was space,
‘available in the local clas¥. KRgfeis also reporteg?+hat students served

4
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.:3iPn qne dfsfricf were not. ellgible.fo_ the same. program ln:anofher
: “Q,_;d1s+rlcf, because the criferia varied between. distrlcfs,,_3l

. -, e, _>~-. R

: . Parent nnvolvemenf was seen as too exfenszve 1n~cer¢ain areas
o of the- process. There was too much parent consent and" due ‘process _
o required. It Was seen that for many parents sendnng«home fhe assessment -
plan and obtaining:the consent to assess was not needed The parent
was . reported to be rarely interested ¢n writing the SPeC|fIC obJecTIves
- once the goals had been constructed. éﬁ;sking The parenf -to help write -
..+ the objectives was seen as a non-productive time consumer. St was
. suggested that parent Involvement be |imited to the placemenf meefing
'.consenf To placemenf and writing of goals. w - > -
‘ Many of the special educators reporfed a need for be++er preparafion
by The universifies and colleges of new teachers. A better certificati
, s was needed for the areas in which they serve. In-service f
’bof ipals and special education teachers was reported to be needed.
Bett paraflon and in-service could help the professionais To be more
efficient with the placement and reV|ew of the special educafion sfudenf

N There should be a2 condensation of the placement/review process and
LA sfreamllning of the paperwork. The State Department of Education should
-r“provnde more help in brlnging This abouf

5.

“93 ~;,Q£gsilgn; What kind of attitude do.you have toward the processes docu-
- e mented by the paperwork irrspecial education? How do you feel
N ‘abouf acfually filling ouf the forms? - LA
| POS'TIVG Negafive UncerTain Ambivalent - ¢ o
i - ‘Procéss 7%“'8#$T:i15f23%.1;- 3% 2% - Percent of Special

P : Educa#ion Teachers

T Forms o "48'%"';‘;"_'- . 40% % 7% - Percenk. of Specqat.

. Educafipn Teachers
. A Iarge number of the teachers infervTewed sfafed empﬁaflcaTTV that
-'the present placement and review process was prévidin ng "the most appropriate
.gducation' for most:of the children. |t was felt that the processes were,
achlevlng the.goals of the legisiation. The parents were more involved is
«the educainn of their children. The special education teachers considered
The assessmenf by several professionals as most helpful in deciding on the
placement and educational program of the child, The documented process was
seen as"valid, natural, and necessary for the placement of the special child.
The documented process was helpful to both the parent and the teacher. Few
of the ?eachers were negative about the documenfed process. XY

Many of +he Teachers (48%) saw the forms as usefu| in the adminisfra-
tion of the processes. The forms were seen as Iimportant to do a good job.
The rest of the teachers. (40%) gdenerally-admitted that they did not iike

“filling out the:. ‘gpecial- education forms. They reported.that [t was time
consum!ng and - *often. took away from the teaching effort. But, most of
these teachers saw the forms as helgéng to meet the needs of the student

v

.-..._. .

N
. g . . [ DN
- S R
.. B S o
- . £x . " s - L
. . et ot
‘ LAt . . E .
: M .
.




r

and fherefore useful ¢ Any improvemenf of the forms would be appreciated
by the fteachers. Most of the teachers who were negative toward the
forms had constructive commenfs for Improvemenf of the forms.

Questions regarding State Forms for Pupil’ Counfs. The district personnel
responsible for the completion of State Forms for Special. Education Pupil
Counts were identified. . They were then interviewed regarding this type of v
form comp‘efion. The |nfervxew sample size was twenty. The sample Included
directors, program specialists, management information specialists, and
evaluators. Three questions were asked regarding these forms The questions
are as follows: -

|. For what. federal and sfafe reports_in special educafion are
you responsible7 ’ ;

2. Whaf percent of your time goes into the complef(on of The
federal and statée reports In speclal education? '

3. To whaf extent do you feel fhese reporfs are used to make
local decisions7 . Couid some - be elrmlnafed?

» " The sbecldl educaflon direcfor was rarely involved in the dafa
collection. for state forms. This function was usual ly delegated to
_;fhe Manegemenf information Systems consultant, program specialist, or
evalua+or~. The usual forms that these professionals filled out were

the R30 'and F3 forms. Federal forms were not usga]jyjpomplefed by the : sﬁ
local .agency. FOE S :
The reported problems with the R30 forms werekas follows
.n“;., L E. N
0 [. Not enough lead tIme has been glven k-3 JER 0 out the forms. It

»

'was reported that one week had been given to fill out the forms, when
i+ takes one month just to gather the data. Reasonable |ead flmes should -
~be adhered to by the State Department of Education. . : “
2. The.forms appear not to have been field tested before they are
put into ude. The categories were reported fo be poorly defined. For
example, on Form R30, Speciai-Education Pupil Count and Staff Data,
1979-1980, the cafegories for levels of training were a problem. |t was
difficult to differentiate between "Awareness" and "Knewledge" and between
"Skill Practice™ and "Skill Application". There was a problem with.
.~obtaining unduplicated counts for the°R30, Special Education Pupil Counf
..and Sfaff Data, 1979-1980 form. 5 °
Clear directions were needed for compleflng the R30 forms. These
directlons should Include a definition of The cafegor(es used.

The persons‘infervtewed Indtcafed fhaf there had been a decrease
in tThe amount of paperwork required by the State. They also reported
that the forms had Improved over time. It was reported that the meetings

- provided by and phone calls to fﬁe OffIce of Speclal Educafion were helpful =
In completing the forms. :
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’ . State forms for pupil counts were seen as’ userI To c0mply with the
law and to provide information for fiscal decxslons The looal use of the
information contained in the state forms varied widely. . Some reported the ]
information to be dseless. But, others regarded The-informafion as essential

: To establish flscal and staffing policies. The agencies which had MIS i

., Systems. Tended to.indicate that the data for the state forms were easier fo -
obtain. ‘-These saime’ agencles fehded To indicate that The,nnformaflon was A
of local vatue. : B

Summary of the Findings

Both a placement/review process and a documentation system was =~ # -
mandated for special education. Assuring the most appropriate education
of the child was the goal of both the placement/review process and the
documentation system. The language of the mandates, in some instances,
does not clearly state whether a mandated’ action should be documented.

to more cafegorles +han are needed on The documenfafnon ystem.
Sl
The ‘number of data items mandated for the SESR.wad seventy-nine; for
the LEAs, It was seventy-five.- To adminigfer fhe paperwork system, the
SESRS and LEAs need additional 'data items for student identification and
local administration of the documents. Therefore, the SESRs need a paper-
work system containing 101 data items; the LEAs system needs a system
. with 97. In practice, the SESRs collect 132.9 and the LEAs collect 108.2.
""“'The existing forms were not perceived fo be a major problem by the .
special educator. Some deletion was seen as needed. Inservice of
teachers and clear-directions for the forms were seen as essential.

1%,
I

The SESR special _educators spent less time on the placement paperwork
for each student.than the LEA educators. The SESR special day class
teacher, prInpral and regular teacher spent less time per year filling
out paperwork than the comparable LEA professional. This was frue even
Though the SESR professlonals considered more placemenfs than the LEA
profeSS|onaIs.’

The SESRs had fewer team meetings in order to place a student. The
number of team meeflngs bad a multiplier effect on the staff time in team
meeflngs. SO0
. . The major time consumers were parent contact, assessment of the
student, scheduling a team meeting, the team meeTIng, and a hIgh mobility
rate In the student populatlion.

The special educators felt that the present placement and review
process was providing "the most appropriate education" for a high percent
of the children. . The documented process was seen as valid, natural, and
necessary. .They clearly stated-that it is this total process and its
careful, efficient administration which assure the most appropriate

: education for the child. Trained people assure that this is provided,
e not the completion of paperwork The paperwork can be a useful part
’ of the total process.
34
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CONCLUSIONS

The review of the federal and state laws and regulations indicated
that many data items were required fo document the placement and review
processes. The typical documents on which these mandated data items were
col lected . were the referrai sheet, the assessment pian/consent to assess
letter, notice of parent rights, notification of the IEP team meeting.
and the IEP. The IEP was the most complicated of these documents.

The mandated data items could vary from a data items which could be

easlly documented such as "date of consent to assess" to an item such as
"cognitive levels" which couid be more difficult to document. According
to our analysis of the state and federal mandates, the number of data
items which were To be collected on the student documents by the special
service region (SESR) was 79. For the PL-94-142 local educational agency
(LEA), the number of mandated items was 75 (see Appendix A for a listing
of fhe mandated 1tems). Qf. the special education student documents, the
IEP. contained the most mandated data items. The SESR was required to
collect 42 data items to document the |EP and +he LEA was required to .
collecf 43 data items on the I|EP.

] . : Tl

Items Col lected . ‘ - B

Hid

The analysis of the special education paperwork from 18 SESRs and
19 LEAs was used to determine what was col lected. The SESRs collected an
average of 132.9 data items for the student placement and review. The
LEAs:collected 108.2 data items. On thée average, the SESRs collected
. almost 24 more data items than the LEAs. The range of the number of.
data items was large. For the SESRs the range for the fotal number of
data [tems collected was from 79 to 213. For the LEAs, this range was from -
83 t0.143. The document which had the largest range was the |EP. The '
SESRs col lected from .35 to 123 data items on the IEP. The LEAs collected
from 30 to 77 data items on the IEP. Several of the SESRs collected many
- more data items on their paperwork; these larger numbers tended fo inflate
the SESR average and widen the SESR range reported.” From these findings,
it was concluded that several agencies colleécted many more data items than

was necessary to comply with the mandates. The SESRs tended to do this more
often. ‘ '
A further analysis of the special education paperwork indicated that

data {tems are often duplicated on several of the documents. Some of these

data 'items were needed to identify the student. Some data items were needed

for the administration of the documents. When these needed data items

were added to the mandated data items, the totai number was 101 for the

SESRs and 97 for the LEAs. Therefore, for an agency to reduce the number
“of data [tems well past 100 and remain in c0mpliance would require a change

in the mandafes.

A
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. The large range in the number of data items collected by the agencies
could be based partially on the language differencesybetween the state and
federal mandates. For example, the state required thpt a possible area
included In the assessment was "affective functioning ‘The federal
regulations |isted "social and emotional status" as a Possible assessment
area. The inclusion of both the state and federal terms on the paperwork -~
did, in fact, increase the total number of data items collected.

The laws and regulations mandated both a placement/review process and
a documentation system. "In order to assure that the mandated data items
would be uniformly collected, the agencies used forms. To the persons
constructing the forms, the laws and regulatlons often were not clear as
+o whether a mandated action was to be documented. For example, the parent
had the right to request a fair hearing, but should the request for a fair
hearing be placed as ‘a data item on forms? When agencies placed such ifems
on the forms, |t Increased the number of data Items.

Another reason for including data items on the forms was based on
- a concern about possible legal actions. The special educators often
reported that many of the data items were collected in order to protect
the agency against possible suits. This reasoning usually resulted in
+he inclusion of data items not needed for the basic planning of the
student's education. -

These two factors, an unclear mandate for documentation and a fear:
of possible suits, were seen as a basis for the wide range in the number
of data items collected by the participating agencies. Therefore, for an
agency to minimize the number of data items each agency should carefully
examine the reasoning behind every item included on the forms. '

Construction of Forms

In order to gain information about the present construction of the

forms,questions were asked regarding their construction. For the

agencies included in the interview sample, the following conclusions

were made: there was enough room in which to write; there was a place for

all the necessary information; and some deleftion of [tems could occur. v
~ For most of the agencies, directions for completing the forms were clear.

Therefore, the way the forms were constructed was not a major problem.

Yet, some deletion of items and condensation of the forms could be done.

Suggestlons for deletion of items and condensation of the forms were
as follows: (a) determine what items need fo'be included on the forms;
include only non-mandated Items which are necessary; (b) eliminate data
i+ems which are duplicated on one or more pages; (c) duplicate only the
[tems needed to identify the student properly; (d) condense the forms to
as few pages as possible, but allow enough space in which to write; and
(e) include a form which Is an addendum page with the name and birthdate
of the.student at the fop. The addendum page could be used as a continua-
tion page for items of unpredictable length. '
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Paperwork Bottlenecks
~'In a search for paperwork bottleriecks, time estimates were made for

both the placement/review process and the paperwork, No bottlenecks were

. found in the complet paperwork. The major time consumers in the
placement and review processes were concluded to' be-as follows: (a) any =~
contact with the parent Such as a letter, phone call, or conference;
(b) the assessment of the student for either a change in placement or an
annual review; (c) the negotiating of a time, date and place for a team
meeting with the members; (d) any team meeting; and (e) a high mobility
rate In the student population. it was concluded that these time con-
sumers should be analyzed by each |ocal agengcy to defermlne +heIr Impact
on staff time and on +he accompanylng paperwork; P

Anlanalysls of the tTime esflmafes.was made from the SESR and LEA
professionals involved .in the interviews. The following were conclusions
regarding these time estimates: (a) the time actually spent in completing
pIacemenT/revnew paperwork was one~tenth of the time spent on the placement/
review process; (b) the time spent completing paperwork for a SESR. placemenf
was less than for a LEA placement; (c) the SESR team member spent: |éss Tlme_
per year filling out paperwork than the corresponding LEA team membér, R
(d) the ability: To differenflafe t+ime In the proces cording -1o. The %aeds
of the student; was greater for the SESR team- fhan‘+ EA Team, and (e)’ The
SESRs used: fewer meef!ngs to place a student. Than “the LEAs.” The- Iargér R
number of Team meeflngs Increased the. amounf of LEA staff time used TOrpIace i

e

L

a student. i

L\\ The Interviews with special educators established several needs related
to paperwork. These needs were as follows: (a) recognize and fund the costs
related fo the implementation of the paperwork mandates; (b) expend a greater
local effort to make the data ¢ollection cost effecfive, and (c) provide
better preparation of teachers regardlng the placement/review processes and
the . accompanylng documentation. - : , :

\

Administrative Views of Paperwork

According to our analysis of the interviews, administrative declsions
regarding items to include in the paperwork were made from two different
viewpoints. These viewpoints were as fo]lous:

. Legal viewpoint. This approach viewed the paperwork as a necessary .
evil.. The paperwork was used to establish that the agency was in compliance
with the mandates. Data items were included on the paperwork mainly to
establish compliance. in order to safely comply, dafa lfems of questionabie
mandate were included on the paperwork.

The paperwork was designed to insure against any possibie suit. Data
Items on due process details were included on the forms to document the

agency's intent to provide the proper educational service. o
. . s
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Educational planning viewpoint. This approach valued the Total

processes of placement and review. Thé'placemenf/review processes assured
the most appropriate education .for the child. The careful,-effic{enf
"administration of this total : process established the mosT,approprxaTe
education for the child. This efficlent administration depended [argely
on trained, competent professionals. The paperwork was.seen as just an
organizational tool fo help bring about the most approprxate“educafjon ‘
for the child. The current documentation was useful In assuring that the.
most appropriate education was delivered, but, without 2 trained staff,

+he  documentation was not a sufficient condition for delivery.

The following findings supported the educaflonalzplanning viewpoint:
(a) the parent involvement In they |IEP meeting was seen as bsneflclal to
+he child's education by most of the educators interviewed; :(b) the assessment
results were considered by +he.administrators fo be a real support to the
placement declsion; (c) a large majority of the special education teachers
considered the assessment resulfs, goals and objectives To be ussful in the
dafly instruction; (d) most teachers considered the forms to be usefgl in
+he placement and review processes, but admitted that They did:nof | ike )
£il1ing out the forms; and (e) generally, the paperwork was seen as a deflnITeu
support In conducting the IEP team meetings. However, [f the person conducting
+he meeting was inexperienced, +he supporting paperwork could be a distraction.

Even though the legal aspects play a part in deciding which data
should be collected, it was concluded that the value of the data i{tem tTo
educational planning should be the basis for including an item on the
paperwork. _ ’ .

Conclusions consistent with +his educational planning viewpoint
regarding paperwork were as fol lows:

1. Since the paperwork was an organizational tool, the number of
data items col lected should be minimized. Enough information should be
provided for the effective administration of the placement and review
.processes.. ' '

. A .

2. Since the placement and hevlew\}rocesses provided the most
.appropriate education, enough information should be documented to support
good educational decisions in the team meetings.

3. Since the educational plannTng was the major function of the
paperwork, the minimal amount of data needed to assure a due process
should be identified by the State Department of Education.

4. Since a trained, competent staff provided the most appropriate
educatlon, inservice should be provided on the proper administration of the
placement and review processes. This inservice should include the proper
use of the assessment results, goals and objectives. New or inexperienced
+eachers should be provided training regarding the completion of paperwork
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5. "Since the: paper&ork was simply an organizational tool to assure
The most appropriate education, the most effective administration of the
placement and review processes should be identified by the State Department
of Education. Then, construct a documentation system consistent with this
effective administration.
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 APPENDIX A: SUMMARY OF LEG')L REFERENCES FOR THE PAPERWORK REQUIREMENTS
. _IN SPECIAL EDUCATION ,

The following summagy.fablefrefers_fo state and fedg:al legislation
and rules and regulations which provide the reasons for many of the items
contained in special education forms. The references have been separated
by two categories: (1) the laws which apply to the Special Education
Service Reglons and (2) the laws which apply to the Publlc Law 94-|42
local educational agency.

Affer the summary table, the references are quofed ‘and matched with
" the speclfic ‘item contaitred in fhe special educaflon forms.

The legal sources. are:

(1) clifornia Education Code (as amended by ABI250 and AB3635)

(2) California Administrative Code, Title 5 Regulations

(3) Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, amended in comp!iance
with Public Law 94-142 as presented in Federal Register, Volume
42, No. 163 (August 23,.1977) and No. 250 (December 29, 1977),
Part 12la, Assistance to States for Education of Handicapped

~ Children.

(4) United States Code, Title 20 Secfions 1401=-1411 (as" amended by

Public Law 94-|42). -«

The abqve legal sources coded as follows: « -
(1) California Education Code = EC -

(2) California Administrative Code = CAC
(3) - Code of Federal Regulations = CFR

(4)". Unifed States Code = .USC :
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i

SPECIAL EDUCATION
SERVICE REGION

LOCAL EDUCATIONAL

Referral Paperwork’

"7 .Rationale i

_.Date of refarral . U

-Parental notice of referral

Primary Ianguageasf +he home

N ‘<7

. CFR S05(a)(2) =« -
“CAC 3103 -

i
- e

_ CAC 3|os<d)”

&
T-,,* ve?

-Facts which make referral. ﬁeéessary

;Explanaflon of procedural saﬁa- ;“

. guards

Description and explanafion of
action proposed ,
.Parental understanding- of the
context of the notice - In
native language - .
.Sfafem;*f—descélbfng p}ograms
and services available.

.Parental consent to referral
assessment “

..Parental consent date

Assessment Paperwork

" .Consent to assessment

.CBnsent to assessment date
.Parent notice of assessment

=-primary language of The.gome
-oxplanation of procedures and
.objectives of assessment and the

- facts which make assessment
necessary

-exp lanation of procedural safe-
-guards and description and
explanation of actlon proposed

CFR 504 505

CAC 3104(a),
EC 56337(a)

EC 56337(a)

CFR 505(1)

CFR 505(1)

 CFR 505(c)

CAC 3104(b)

+.CFR 504(b)

EC 56337(a)

CFR 504(b) (1),
EC 56337(a),
CAC 3105(e)

EC"56337(a)

CFR 504, 505 .
EC 56337(a) -

CFR 504, 505
EC 56337(a)

CAC 3105(a)

43
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. CFR 505(1)

,.._
LEI L

AGENCY.(PL94-J42)

GFR 505(a) (2)

oy
' CAC 3303(b)

CFR 504, 505

CAC 3304(d)

WL
v i

" CFR 505()),

o

CFR. 505(1)-

" CFR 505(c)

CAC 3303(b)

CFR 504(b)

CAC 3304(d)

CFR 504(b) (1),
CAC 3304(d),
CAC 3305(a)

CAC 3304(d),

- CAC 3305(a)

CFR 504 505

v
CFR 504, 505
CAC 3304 B



e
e A

R SPECIAL'EDUCAleN "LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
U roPIe _SERVICE REGION - ' AGENCY (PL94=142)
-Parent notfice of assessment (contfd) ol

'.fpaFén+é| understanding of. _ ; | . 0 ' | 1\‘; 

,*. . the context of the notice - " _ o . o . '/:”.

__"in native language . _CFR.505(c). -~ CFR 505(c).
.Ethnicity (non-discrlminafory CFR 530(b), CFR 530(b)
“testing) L © CAC 3105(a)  ..°  CAC 3304(d) -

TfQAssessmenf maferials in. pupi’lls CFR 532(a) 7§; .1i, CFR 532(a)
) _primary Ianguage e CAC 3105(a) "CAC 3304(d) .
o _ A~£?xg,*ug;‘4;“:_.’- 20 USC f412(5¢) zo_usc I412(5c)

.No single procedUre used as’ . ER . R
sole criterton ~CFR 532(3d) CFR 532(3d)

;Possible‘areas of assessment: _ CFR 532(3f) - CFR 532(3f)

-heal th o : ‘
-vision ‘ v . : A oA
-hearing ' '

=social status - ' N o o ' L
<?:;ofional status . o P

general intelligence . ' el
:academic performance . A _ | wae g TR
-commun icative status G )
‘-mofor_abillfles G

..},-l_

Possible areas of asseséhenf h - EC 56330(b)’5?}f ~ CAC 3304(f)

-aducational :
-psychoeducational : :
-health ’ -
and Include the areas:

.development in’language

.cognitive .

.affective .

.sensory . ..

.sensory mofor

.Complete-and specific written- EC 56337(a) - o
record of: . ~© CFR 505(a)(3) CFR 505(a)(3)

~dlagnostic procedures
. =conclusions reached ,
l -suggest course of education : o .
\-ahficipafed duration o S~ e
» -spbelflc objecflves : o : &

N x : . a ’ . :
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R P

.

TOPIC

.SPECIAL EDUCATION

o
~

LOCAL EDUCATIONAL

.Report to the parenf o+—
assessmenf findings |

, '-descripfion of .options
. =description of evaluation
procedure

T .-descripflon éf any ofher

relevant factors

*Vil,dbmpiefjon date of assessment

\".
’

SERVCE REGION -

.’_
CFR 505(a)
EC 56337(c)

CFR 533

pFR3534

- "}Placemenf PaDerwork (usually Included -on the 1EP)

: Persons in affendance of
L placemenf meeflng

3: Parenf nofiflcaflon of meeflng

: jzf-scheduled ‘at a mufually agreed'
b fime and place

-purpose, time,. Iocafion of
meeting and persons ln
, affendance

Llsflng of special educafion
seffings _ .

.Parent agrees to assessmenf
findings

.Parenfel consent to placemenf'

e Rafionale for least resfr[cflve'

) environmenf

Flndings of aSSessmenf
Y
-variety of sources

T -placement criteria documenfed

-=parent. notice of assessment:
flndlngs

.Assessmenf conference upon

parenfal reques+

- D
e.Extended school year;

o

v;:fCFR 344
" (CAC3106.5(a).

CFR 345J,.

CAC 3106.5(a)

CAC-3106.5(f)

. CAC 3108

CFR304(8) |
EC 56338 .
chssso7(5);‘,

L. CFR 533(a)(4)

PR 533

i 45

. EC 56337(c)

'€C 56337(c)

CAC 3106.5(e)

"+ CAC 3307.5_ .

CFR 533 -

AGENCY (PL94-I42)

CFR 505(a)
CFR 533

CUCFR B34 v
“ CAC.3305(a). ‘.-

’3»j CFR 344 |
I CAC 3306(a)

“CFR 345

L CAc 3306(a)
‘CAC 3306(f)

CFR 504(b) -

_CAC 3308(a) * .-

CFR.533(a)(4) .

. CAC 3%06(e) , -



, ‘: Y " SPECIAL EDUCATION - “ LOCAL’ EDUCAT IONAL
ToPiC SERVICE REGION ~ AGENCY (PL94-142)
. .Consultation wifh team member I L
- (parenfal consent) ! : EC 56338 o
,Primar%épenguage of home . CAC 3106.5(d)  ...:" CAC. 3306(d)
g ‘:‘ I'!
+.lgg of parent dontact o CFR 345(d) o CER'345(d)
-telephone calls , - | ' ) LI 1e
-correspondence . . - . : L F ]
-visits to homeand place of SR : '
‘emp loyment ; : : , o
-results of contact R o - e
?ﬁ | EP Paperwork . j}'; ;iq
.Meeting fype 5 ' CFR 343¢d) CFR 343(d)
i . CAC 3107  CAC 3307
. -SAT - - 2 EC 56336 2
. -EAS
. -ReyieW' Bt
-"*r;': - :
.Eligibilify for special S | ‘ "
education - | . CFR 533(b) . . CFR 533(b)
.Birthdate or Age R © CFR 123 " CFR 123
Classificatlon =« "€ 65302(g)
Programs reqfired CFR 346(c)’ . CFR 346(c)
o - - © EC 56336.5(a)(3)  CAC 3305(d) (1)
CAC 3106.5(a)(3) - |
\ 4 -«
.Effecfive dafe of program EC 56336.5(a)(4)
and duraflon _ _,CAC 3!06 5(a)(4)
.School of sarvice S cRRs22ea0(3) ¢ CRR 522(a)(3i
.Team members present - o CFR 334(a) - CFR 334(a)"
| : = EC 56336.2 "/ CAC 3305(d)(4), (e)
Notice of parent rights .,  CFR 121 * CRR 121
_ | s " EC 56507 CAC 3302
.Parental consent ‘ B CFR 504(b)(I) CFR 504(b)(|) e
S ' EC 56338 el A
-signature(s) : L ER.
.Date of consent and date CFR 342(b)(2). CFR 342(b)(2) -
“of Implementation - CAC 3106(a) ..  CAC 3306(a)(3),(4) -.
: EC 56336.5(a) (4} k ‘
: 46 L i
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. TOPlC'-'

SPECIAL EDUCATION
SERVICE REG|ON

LOCAL EDUCATIONAL -

AGENCY (PL94-142)

.Present levels of educafional
per?ormance

.Placement rationale

.Extent of rnfegrafgoniﬁg_”
ﬁ"f :

.PrOJecfed date of inifiafion of

the services and durafion of
sarvices

s
-

.ngh school graduafion status for:

-Englnsh .
-American Hisfory
-American Government

,‘}Ju—Mafhemafics .
,--,_;-_‘:--Sc ience : ¢

vw=Physical Educafion
© . Annual go;]s_
.Goal and specific objectives

.Appropriate objective criteria

.
«Evaluation, criteria and

" schedules - -

.Liﬁguisfiéally approprfafé goals

.Person)responsible,for
implementing IEP

.Annual review

Periodic review

-

CFR 346 .
EC 56336.5(a)
CAC 3106.5

CFR 552

CFR 346

CAC 3106.5(a)(3)
~ EC 56336.5(a)(3)

© CFR 346(d)
* EC 56336.5

CAC 3106.5(a)(4) |

EC 56336.5(c)

" CAC 3106.5(c)
-EC 51225

. CFR 346(B)

EC 56336.5(a)(4)
CAC 3106.5(a)(2)

CFR 346(d)

EC 56336.5(a)
CAC 3106.5(a)(2)
CFR 346

EC 56336.5(a)(5)
CAC 3106.5(a)15)

CAC '3106.5(a)

CAC 3106.5(d) °

“CFR 552

' EC 56336.5

CFR 346 °

CAC 3306(a) ()
" CFR 552

CFR 346 .
.CAC 3306(a)(6)
* CFR 346(d)
. CAC

3306(a)(4) .

CAC 3306(c)
EC 51225

CFR:346(b)

_CFR 346(d)
_CAC 3306(a)(2), (b)

CFR 346 .~
CAC 3306(a)(5)

K

CAC 3306

"CAC 3306(d)

-

- CAC 3306(b)

CFR -552

' CAC 3306(b) -



. ) " SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
TOPIC . SERVICE REGION AGENCY (PL94-142)

hd

'Fggeral Data ngﬂiremenfs for
Program Ev#luation ‘

-

'

".Provide i‘ﬁorﬁaflon,necessary for

y state agency to perform Its duties 20 USC 1414 20 USC=I4i4
’ -spéciflc performance crir:rla E \ |
~educational achievement o
*.Provide for redrd keeping - 20 USC 1418 £20 USC 1414
.Provide: o

-the number of handicapped children
with each disability ’
-the number of handicapped within
each disability in regular education
~the number of handicapped children
‘removed "from regular education
-the number of handicapped children
recelving an appropriate education,
and those not receiving one
~the number of personnel by.disability
category employed in the education
‘of the handicapped chlldren : :
. -estimated number, of handicapped :
' children

.For each current school year: CFR 123 . CFR 123

-number-of handicapped children ' v
0-2 vyears '
-number of handicapped chlldignf
.receiving a free appropria
public education
.not receiving a free appropriafe
public education .
.in public institutions
.in public Institutions not re~
ceiving a free approprlafe
education
-astimated number of handicapped
children.for next year .
-description of data”base
-each estimate”and count by
disabillty category amd age -
range = ‘
-additlonal number of various
types of special education
teachers needed and number .
currentiy. employed

48
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-~

D SPECIAL EDUCATION  LOCAL EDUCAT IONAL. .
__ToPIC SERVICE REGION  AGENCY ) (PL94=142)

.For each -current school year CFR 126(b) CFR 126(b)

. -number of additional DIS
specialisfs ‘needed or currently
employed

- - =total numbef of personnel and

salary .costs

~ -number and ‘kind of special

~ education facllities needed and
in use .

-total number of transportation
units needed and in use for
special education ,

.For the above categories: .CFR 146 CFR 146
' CFR 232 . CFR 232

-gstimates. for serving all

handicapped children:

.current year data

.estimates for next year )

.4 =annual evaluation to assess

effectiveness of programs in
meeting educational needs
-enabling regulation for state
.educational agency to collect
data to perform its duties

State Data Reqyiremenfs For
Program Eva]uafion

.Annual Report ’ EC 56350
;Program evaluation to Include: EC 56350

» =program costs

-pupils by classification

-placement of pupils in non= : o
restrictive environment ) '

-pupils transferred

-racial and ethnic dlsfribufton

.Program outcome to include:_ ' ED 5350

-pupi| performance
-placement of pupils in non-  =~x
restrictive environment .
-degree to which services are
. provided , .
-parent, pupil, teacher and admin-
i strator satisfaction WAth services
and process provided

49 -y
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‘ SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
TOP(C __SERVICE REGION AGENCY (PL94-142)

-Numbers of pupils with exceptional -‘ED.5350
need by: S '

.=racial and ethnic data
-special ed program
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fopic
Referrafihaftonale

Jate of retferral

°ar9n+ notlice of
referral

‘Primary Ianguage

Explain procedurs and
objective of assessment

Facts which make
referral necessary

Explanation of proce-
dural safeguards

Description and
exp lanation of
action proposed

Parental understanding
of the content of the
notice in native
|anguage

Statement describing
programs and services
available

'CODE.. REQU LREMENTS

Referral -

CFR I2Ia 505Cal(21 A descrtpfton of the action proposed or
refused Gy the agency, an explanatlon of why the agency
proposed or refuses to take the-action ... See also CAC 3103.

CAC 3105CdJI Each responsible local agency shall complete:
the assessment plan and {nform the parent of the consent plan
wlthin flftean school days from the day of referral. (See
also CAC 3303(bl.

CAC 3104(a) Written notice in the primary language shall
be glven to each parent of an individual with exceptional
needs, or .one.who IS thought +o need special education
services, providing information in accordance with CAC
56337(a) and 56337(c) and Title 45, Code of Federal
Regulafions, Sec. 121a.504 and 505 (see also CAC 3304(d)).

EC 56337(al Thls written notice" shall be In ordinary and
concise language and {n the primary language of the pupil's
home, and shall fully explain the procedure and objective
of the assessment and the facts which make an assessment -
necessary or desirable.

CFR 121a.505 (1) A full explanation of all procedural
safeguards available to the parents under subpart E. :

(2) A description of the,action proposed or refused by the
agency, an explanatlion of why the agency proposes or

refuses to take action. (3) A description of each evaluation
procedure, test, record, or report the agency used as a
basis for the proposal or refusal.

CFR 121a.505(c) |f the native language or other mode of
communication of the parent {s not a written language, :
the state or local educational agency shall take steps To .
ensure: (l) that the notice is translated orally or by
other means to the parent ‘in his or her native language or
other mode of.communication, (2) that the parenT understands
the content of the notice, and (3) that there is written "7
evidence that the requirement in paragraph (c)(I) and (2)

of this section has been met.

:

CAC 3104(b) In addition to the required content of the
notice in subsection (a) (Notice to Parent), each Special
Educatlon Service Region shall include in +he written notice
a statement describing the programs and services available.
Such a notlce shall be delivered within fifteen (15) school
days from the day of referral. See also CAC 3303(b).

51
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Togga o L Referrai )
Parental consent to CFR 121a.504(b) Consent (1) Parental consent must be
referral assessment obtained before (i) conducting a pre-placement ‘evaluation,...

Parental consent date EC 56337(a) ..., the consent of the parent of the pupil

S , ' shall be obtained and the parent of the pupil shail be

_ given written notice of the intended assessment and be
given at least 10 school days in which to arrive at a

- decision before . assessment begins (see also CAC 3304(d)).

<

@ @Y . |
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o - o ASSESSMENT <:

! - PAPERWORK .
Topic B - | '  ' Assessment

. o P .
Consent to assessment CFR_121a.504(b)(I). See also EC 56337(a), CAC 3304(d),
- CAC 3305(a), and CAC 3105(e).

Consenf to assessmenf CFR 121a.504 Wrltten nofice which meets the requirements
date under [21a.505 must be given to the parents of a handlcapped
. ' child a reasénable time before the agency: (l) proposed to .
initiate or change the idenflficafion, evaiuation, or
@ducational placement of the child ... See also EC 56337(a),
CAC 3I05(a) and CAC 3304.

Primary Ianguage v .See- parenf no#lce of referral and CFR I2I 504 and 505.
ofham . . 1%1, . . : oy
Explain procedure and - See parenf notice of refercal and EC 56337Ca) or L
obJecflve of assess- CFR 12la, 505(3)“' D B ‘
~/ment.:and. facts which ’ , o b
" Make ‘assessmert ’ . 3 gfi“._' >
necessary CoL el

: Explana‘l‘lon of proce- See referral assessment and CFﬂ‘ZIa.SOS(,I),.
' durai safequards and ' ‘ C o
_description and explan-

afion of actlon proposed .-

Parenfal understanding  See referral assessment and CFR ‘2[3,505(¢i:. P
of the confexf of the C : ’ ; S
‘notlde- i native | anguage

Ethnicity , CFR [2Ia,5§0(§ Tesflng and evaluation maiarials and
. . . - procedures used for the purposes of *evaluation. and place-
ment of the handicapped children must be selected and
administered so as not to be racially or culturally dis-

criminatory. See also CAC 3105(a). Al| assessment materlals . -

; ' ', and procedures should meet the department's speciflcafions
- for non=discriminatory assessmenf See also CAC 3304(d)

Assessment materials fn CFR 121a,532 State and local educational agencies shal |
pupil's primary language ensure, at a minimum, that: (a) fests and other evaluation
' ’  ‘materifals: (|) are provided and administered in the child's
native Ianguage or other mode of communication, unless it

is clearly not feasible to doso ... * = %
I -y; )
CAC 3105(a) With Iimited English-speaking lndlviduals,
* the assessment plan:shall include and use mafecﬂals and

procedures that are in +he primary language of the Indi-"
viduai. All such assessment materials and procedures N
should meet the department's specifications for non-dis- . -

o criminatory assessment. See also- -PL 94-142, Sec. 6I2(5)(c)
' and CAC 3304(d).




.vTogie

“.heplth

‘No single proce-

dure used as sole .
criterion

Possible areas of
assessment as
appropriate

.vision

-hearing

.social and emofuonal
status

-general intelligence
-académic performance:
-communicative status
-motor abilities

Complefe and specific
written : record of
Al) dvagnoSf;c proce-
: "dures i

f(2) conclusions

reached

(3) suggested course of
education suited to
needs .

Assessment
CFR 121a.532(3d) No single procedure is used as the sole

criterion for deTermlnlng an appropriate educaflonal
program for the child;

CFR 121a 532(3f) The child is assessed in all areas .
related to the suspected disability, |nclud|ng whece

.appropriate, health, vision, hearing, social and emof;onal
" status, general intelligence, academic performance, com-

munrcaflve sfafus, and motor abnulfwes;

EC 56330(b) Assegsment procedures shall include provisions
for educaflonef aQSessmenT psychoeducaflonal assessment,

and health asséssment as appropriate.. Such procedures

shall include provisions for the assessment of the

|nd|V|dual s development in. language, cognaque, affective,
sensory, and sensory mofor functioning. See also CAC 3304(f).

EC 56337(a) Those persons assessing the pup|l shall maintain

.-a compliete and specific written record of diagnostic
- procedures’ employed the conclusions reached, the suggested

course;of educaflon or treatment best: Suited tothe pupili's
needs, s anfuCnpafed duration, and specific obJec+|ves
To be attained. “See- also, CFR I2Ia 505(a)(3)

(4) anticipated duraflon

(5) specific objectives -

Report to the parent

of the assessment

findings.

(1) explanation of
, action
(2) description of
options
(3) description of
" evaluation procedure
(4) description of any
° other relevant
factors

-

CFR 121a.505 (a) the notice under 121a.504 must include:

(2) a .description of the action proposed or refused by Thees//,(
agency,an explanation of ‘why the ' agency proposes or refus

to take ‘action, and a description of any options the agency.
considered and a description of any. options The agency
considered and the reasons why +hese opfuons were rejected;

(3) a description of each evatuation procedure, test,

record or report the agency uses as a basis for the proposal

or refusal, and (4) a descrupflon of any other factors thCh
are relevant to The agency's proposal or refusat.

EC 56337(c) The pafenf of the pupil shal! be notified in

. writing in ordinary and concise language and in the primary

Completion date of
assessmenf

language of the pupil's home, of the findings of the
assessment, the recommended educational decision, and the
reason for The procedures. See also 121a.533.

CFR 121a.534 FEach state and local educational agencY‘shaiI
ensure:...(b) that an evaluation of the child based on

- procedures which meet the requirements under 121a.532 js

conducted every three years or more frequent!y if the condi-
tTions warrant, or if the chiid's parent or teacher requesfs
an evaluation. See also CAC 3305(a). :
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o I . PLACEMENT MEETING
) . L - PAPERWORK

Topic ' ‘ ' Placemenf
>.Peggons in - . CFR_12la: 344(a) The publlc agency shal | ensurelfhaf each

attendance ‘ meefing includes. the followjn§ participants:

y (1) a representative of the public agency, other than the
= child's teacher, who is qualified to provide or super-
vise the provisions of special educafion. o

(2) the child's teacher. -
(3) one or both of the chlidls parents, subJecf to 121a.345.
- (4) the chlild, where appropriafe. .
e . (5) other indivlduals a+ +he discrefﬂon of fhe paren+ or

-agency.

£ T, Tl (6) evaluaflon persOnneI For a handicapped .child who has-
" . been evaluafed for The f&rsf Txme, the pubTTc‘agency ,]‘
ERl : shal| ensurg : :
e - (1) that a- member of the evaluation team- par+icha+es
’ in the: ‘meeting; or

(2) that the represenfafive of The publlc agency, the
chlld's: Teacher, or some other person Is present
at the meeting who s knowledgeable about the
T evaluation _procedures .used with the child, and is
R fami l-iar with the resultsiof.the evaluation.

T e '(see also CAC 3I06 5(a9 and CAC 3306(a) '

Parenf no+|f|ca+ion of CFR I2Ia.345(a)_Each public agency ‘shal | +ake s+eps to

. the placement meeTTng ensure that one or both of the parents of the handicapped
, child are present.at each meeting or are afforded the
-Scheduling at a ‘opportunity to participate, including: (I) notifying the
. mutual ly agreed ' parents of the meeting early enough to ensure that they
- tTime and place will have an opportunity to attend; and (2) scheduling

the meeting at a mutually agreed on time and place. (b)
Purpose, time loca- The notice under paragraph (a)(!) of this section must

tion of meeting, . Indicate the purpose, time, and location of the meeting
persons In " and who will be in attendance.
attendarfce 7 - ‘ _
- Listing of Special -~ CAC _3106,5(a) ... A parent hasva rigﬁf to an independent
assessment findings assessment at public expense If the parent disagrees with

an assessment obtained by a school district. See also
CAC 3307.5.

Rationale for a CFR 121a.533(a)(4). Iﬁsure that the placement decision is

lease restrictive made in conformity with the least resfrlcfive environment
-environment : rules in CFR 12la.550-121a.554.
4
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Findings of the
' assessmenf P

Variety of sources

Placement criterion
documented

Parent notice of the
findings of the i
assessment

Assessnenr'conference
upon parenfal requesf

behé@ffétion with
- team ‘members

N

" hEx+ended school year

¢

@

""Lfnguisilcably

appropriate education =~

program

Log of parent confacf‘

%

Parent consent to -
p lacement

5 R

< Xa)’In |n+erpre+nng evaluation datg

‘CFR 121a.533 Placemernt procedures

and in making placement
decisions, each’ publnc agency shalfi: (1) draw upon informa-
tion from a variety of sources, ificluding aptitude and
achievement tests, teacher recommendations, physical condi-
tTions, sdéx\é or culfural backgrdunds and adaptive behavior.:
(2) .Ensure that the information fobtained from all of these
sources is documented and i1 ly copsidered.

Eﬁ_iﬁiil;iniu The paren e pupi'l shall be notified in ;
writing in ordinary and cdoncise language and in the primary =

language of the- pupll's home, of the findings of the

assessment, the:recommended educational decusuon, and the
reasons Therefor The notice shall sfafe that:. (1) a
conference with tha. parent and his .or: her represenfaflve

' wnll be schedUIed upon request.

EC 56338 Parenfal consent To;g;rficipeflon ...’ After

. 7 consultation with a member of the school appraisal team or

educational assessment service, such consent may be wnfh-

: drawn at any time.

'CAC 3106.5(e) Extended school year services when needed, as

determined by the School Appraisal Team or Educational
Assessment Service, shall be documented in the Indtvlduallzed
educaflon program. See also CAC 3306(e).

CAC 3I06 S(d) In the case of United-Engl ish-speaking
Individuals, theindtvidual ized-education program should

_provide for Itngunsflcally appropriate goals, objectives, .

programs, and services.’: See also CAC 3306(d)

CFR 12]1a,345(d) A meeting may “be conducTed wifhouf a parent
in attendance if the public agency is unable to convince
the parents fthat they should attend. In this. case, The -
publfc agency musf have a record of its attempts to arrange
a mutually agreed on time and pla-e such as: (|) detailed

 records of telephone calls made or attempted and the results

of those calis, (2) copies of correspondence sent to the
parents and any responses received, and (3) detailed records
of visits made to the parent's home or: place of employmenf
and tThe results aof Those visits.

EQ_EQ}}& No pupil may ‘be required to parficipafe in any
special class or program under this chapter unless the parent
of the pupil ‘is first informed of the facts which meke
participation in the special program necessary or desirable

‘and thereaffter consents in writing to such a par+ncnpa+ion

See also CAC 3308(a).

3
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< | o © PAPERWORK
ngic »
Meeting +ype ' ~ EC 56336. 2 Each local comprehensive plan shall <~ - T
SAT, EAS or . - provide for at least.fwo levels of teams for ' . . .
Review . . review' and decIS|ons og eligibility, lndividuai1zéd
2 R education and placement. These two levels shall be
SN - .- @ school site level called the school appraisal +e§wﬁ
. ' ’, o and a regjonal level called the education assessme

. 'team. (See also CFR 1212:343(d), CAC 3107 4nd CAC 3307).

Cm AREN : i

Eilgible for .. CFR 121a.533(b) 'If a determination is made that a child
‘Special Education I's handicapped and needs special education and related

services, ‘an’ individualized educatfon program must be
devéloped for thefchild in accordance with CFR |2la. 340 - -

“. . ;1214349 Gf subpart e | o
. . ST A _ o e :
. ¥ ’ i .
Birthdate or Age : QFB !é!g,IZI‘ o - -
CIassnflcaflon ) ' EC*ESSOZ(Q) Programs for the &ommunicatively handi-

capped serve those pupils with disabilities in
one or more of the communication skills such as
| language, speech and hearing. Programs. ‘for +he
3 physically handlcapped serve those pupiis with.
: : physical disabilities such as vision, including
disabilities within the function of vision re-
sulting in visual perceptual or visua! motor
dysfunction, and mobility |mpa|rmen+s and ortho-
pedic or other health impairments. Programs
for the learning handicapped serve pupils with
o significant disabilities in learning®or behavior
. : such a}.learning disabilities, including

disabikities resulting from visual perceptual-
disorders and visual motor disorders,. behavnor
disorders, and educational retagdation. :
Programs for the severely handicapped serve
pupils with’profound disabiljities and who require
“intensive instruction and Trainlng such as the
developmentally disabled, trainable mentally
retarded, autistic, and seriously emotional ly
disfurbed

Programs  required . EC 56336.5(a){3) The individualized education
. program shall be a written statement determined
in a megting of a school appraisal team or. ' -
educational assessment service team which shall
include...(3) the specific educational. programs
and services required by the pupil and the gxtent
- the pupil will be able to parTlC|pa+e in. rezular:
educational programs.
See also CAC 3106.5(a)(3), “CFR 121a. 346(c) and
. CAC 3305(d)(1). :
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SRR CI 1

, Effective date of EC 56336.5(a)(4) .the projected date of
-+ program and duration initiation and anflcspafed duration of such
N programs and services. , : :
‘ See also, CAC 3106. 5(2)(4). ) D
School of service L CFR 522(a)(3) Each public agency shall ensure
:  that (a) each handicapped child's educational
s - Pplacement: (3) is as close as possible to the

child's home,...(c) ‘untess a handicapped child's
individualized educational program requires

;f ' some other arrangement, the child is educated
y ¢ in the school which he or she would affend i-f
.. - not handlcapped
- . Team members presen+. CFR 121a. 344(a) General The public ageﬁcy shal |

3 ensure that each meeting includes the fol lowing, +
parTnc:panfs (1) a representative of the public
agency, other than<the chlld's teacher, who is
qualified to provide or supervise the‘provision
of special education. (2) the.child's teacher.

- (3) one or both of the chlld's parents subject =
- . ' ’ t+o CFR 121a.345. (4) the child, where appropriate. :
' S (5) other individuals at the dlscreflon of the S
parent or agency. (b) Evaluation personnel. For
a handicapped child who .has been evaluated for
- the first time, the public agency shall ensure:
(1) that a member of the evaluafion team partici-
pates in the meeting; or (2) that the representa-
tive of +he public agency, +he child's teacher,
or some other person is present at the meeting.
who is knowledgeable .about the evaluation proce-
dures used with the child and is famlllar wnfh
" the results of the evaluation.
See also CAC 3305(d)(4)(e).

R

ScthI appraisal = EC 56336.2 Each local comprehensive plan shall

team members == . provide.for at least two levels of teams for review
‘ B ‘ and decisions on eligibility, |ndiv1duallzed
education program, and placement. These two
levels shall be a school site level, called
the school appraisal team, and a regional
level, called the educational assessment service
_ team. (a) The school appraisal team. The minimum
. _ membership of the school appraisal team for
Lo . o purposes of review and decisions on ellglblllfy,
' o individualized education program shall be:
S (1) the school principal or his or her adminlsfraflve
] ' . ‘ B designee; (2) the special education teacher(s)
: - ~ or specialist(s) most appropriate to the needs .
® of the pupil, and; (3) the parent, at the option
' of the parent, or both, gr if neither the parent
nor a representative agvke’to attend, a pupil
58 , - b
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Togic'.’

‘School appraisal -

team members
(continued)

. . Educational assess-
" ment service team

Parent rights notice

[N

-

services worker of the district or Special
Education Services Region who is not supervised
primarily by the school principal, such member--.
to serve as a child advocate.

See EC 56336 2 for additional members.

'EC" 56336. 36.2(b) Educational ‘assessment serv4ce.
The' educa+|onal assessment service shal | c0nscs+
of professional specialists representing healfh
services, psychology, social work, speech,
language, hearing, and .special education, who
shall conduct assessments as appropriate and

"education program-and make recommendaflons for

. placement of - pupils referred to the educafion .

‘assessment service.

The minimum membershlp of an educaflonal assessmenf
service ‘team for purposes,of review and decns:ons
on eligibility, individualized education program,
"and placement for -any pupil shall be: (1) a

. program specialist or special education admin-

" istrator appropriate to the needs of the pupil;
-(2) the special education feacher or teachers or
specialist or specialists most appropriate to the
needs of the pupil; (3) professional member or '
‘members of the educational assessment service

who has personally assessed the pup:l, ‘whenever -
the results or recommendafuons based on 'such an
-assessment are signifjcant to the development of
the pupil's individualized education grogram

and placement, and (4), the parent,. at the option |
of the. parenf or a represenfafnve selecfed by .
the parent, orw bofh, or if neither parent nor a :53
represenfaflve agree to anend, a pupil services.
worker of the d;sfrlcf or Spacial Education
Services. Reglonwﬁsuch membegfﬁn serve as a chlldp
advocate. o

See EC 56336 2(b) for addiflonal membershlp.

\

EC 56507 Procedura¥‘0ue Process. | - ;. 3
(a). Both a parent: and" \2 pupil are guaranteed .- :

and may, initiate procedural due process prd#ec*ngn ux'

in any decnsion regardlng and resulflng from.ihe

individualized education program; and The. Qeuial
placement, fransfer, or termination of the" pupJI .
in a special or-related services program (for,lusf

.-_of rights see EC 56507%. . -

AR

. R

_participate ‘in: the development of the IndIVIduallzed-

pupil's Idenfiflcaflon as an .individual with.: ‘gﬁé

exceptignal: needs t+he pupil's- ldenfifycafioo f‘fa
. as an ividual with exceptienal needs;- fhé L
. pupi assessment and the lmplemenfaflon qf +he o



) Togjc

Parental consent

1P

CFR_121a.504(b) (1) Parental consent must be obtained

before: (||) initial placemenf of a handicapped in

a program prOV|d|ng spec|al education and related
services. - .
EC 56338 Parenfal consenf to par+|C|pa+|on No &
pupi | may be requured to participate in any ' ’
special cla§$ or program-unless the parent of

© the pupil is first informed of the facts which

Date

Date of implemen-
tation of IEP

Present levels of
educational performance

Placement rationale

Percenfiof'
integration

make parTxC|pa+|on in special program necessary
or desirable and thereafter consents in wr|+|ng
to such participation.

. CFR 121a.342(b)(2) When jndividualized'educafion

programs must be in effect. " (b) An individualized
education program must: (2) be implemented as

soon as possible following the meetings under

CFR 121a. 343, .

CAC 3106(a) ...,.the Individualized Education
Program shall be implemented as soon as possible
but not [ater than twenty (20) school days following
its development; except that in a situation where
an appropriate placement cannot be made within
twenty (20) schoo! days, a projected date for

p lacement and the reason for the delay shall be
stated in the Individualized Education Program,

and the parent shall receive a copy.

See also EC 56336.5(a)(4) and CAC 3306(a)(3) (4).

CFR 121a.346 The individualized education program
for each child must inciude: (a) a statement of. '
the child's present levels of educational performance.
EC 56336.5(a) The individualized education program '’
shall be a wriften statement determined in a

meeting of a school appraisal team or educational
assessment service team which shall inciude .

(1) the present levels of the pupll's educa+|onal
functioning,...

See also CAC 3306(a)(1)and CAC 3106.5.

CFR 121a.552 Each public agency shall ensure :
that (a) each handicapped child's educational place~
ment: (2) is based on his or her individualized
education program.

CFR 121a.346 The individualized education program
for each child must include: (a) statement of

the specific special education and reiated services
to be provided to the child, and the extent to
which the child wili be-able to participate

in the regular programs.

See also CAC 3106.5(a)(3), EC 56336.5(a)(3) and

- CAC 3306(a)(6).
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Topic ' ’ ' h : o ILEE |
Projected dafé of CFR 121a.346(d) The individualized education

'lpiflaflon of services program for each child must include (d) the
' : projected dates for the Inltiation of services

Durafion of the and the anticipated duratjon of the services;... *
services See also EC 563%6. 5(a)(4) CAC 3I06 5(a)(4).
and CAC 3306(a)(4). ' R
High School S '_EQ_EQ}}Q;iLQ) A secondary grade Ievel pupil's
graduation status individual ized education prégram shall also
o “include any alternative means and modes necessary
. for the pupil to complete the district's prescribed
‘ course of study and meet exceed proficiency

standards for graduation, In accordance with
section 51225. See also CAC 3106.5(c) and
CAC 3306(c).

Subjects required EC_ 51225 No pupil shall receive a diploma of

for diploma , graduation from Nigh school who has not completed
) ' the course of study prescribed by the governing
board. Requirements for graduation shall Include:

(a) English, (b) American history, (g) American
government, (d) mathematics,” (e) science, (f)
physical education, unless the pupil has been
exempted pursuant to the provision of This code,
(g) other subjects as may be prescribed.

CFR 121a.346(b) The individualized education
program for each child must include: ...(b) a
statement of annual goals, inciuding short-term
instructional objectives. S8e also EC 56336.5(a)(4)
and CAC 3106.5¢a)(2).

Annual goals

Goals and short +erm CFR !Zla.§ 6(hd The lndlviduallzed educafion program
obJecflves for each child must include: ...(b) a statement of
: annual goals, |ncluding short=term. insfrucflonal
objectives; ,
EC 56336,5(a) The individualized educafion program
shall be a written statement ... which shall |nclude:
... (2) the annual objectives;
CAC 3106,9(a) The individualized education program,
... shall igclude: ... (2) a statement of annual goals,
including short-term Instructional objectives. See
alip CAC 3306.3)(2) and CAC 3306(b). v

" Appropriate objective CPR_121a.346 The individual ized education program fdr s
criteria ~ each childgmust include: ... (e) appropriate objective".
® criteria and evaluation procedures and schedules for
determining, at leastT on an annual basis, whether the
short-term instructional dbjectives are being achieved.
See also EC 56336.5(a)(5), CAC 3106.5(a)(5) and -
CAC 3306(a)(5).

Linguistically . CAC 3106.5¢d) In the case of Iimited English-
appropriate goals "~ speaking and non-English-speaking individuals, the
- o individualized education program should provide for
. linguistically appropriate goals, objectives, programs
" and services. See also CAC 3306(d)

. , | - ke




' s PERIODIC OR ANNUAL REVIEW

Topdc . : _ Revnew:
Persn resgensible - CAC 3306(b) Any local public agency shall describe
(PL-94-142 consortium the personnel responsible and the procedure To be.
v oniy) ' o~ fol lowed in assuring that each pupil's individualized
" education program is being implemented,
L - . i
Annual review . CFR 121a.552 Each public agency shall ensure Tha#;

(a) each handicapped child's educational pfacement:
(1) is determined at least annually, (2) is based
on his or her individualized education program,
.and (3) is as close as possible to home. :
Periodic Review EC 56336.5(b) In addition to the annual objec~ -
roo tives included in the pupil!'s individualized
education program, the special education
teachers or specialists of the pupi! shall
develop and periodically review the activities:
for each pupil.

. P See also CAC .3106.5(b) and 3306(b).
-
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Topic

Provide information

necessary for the

state agency to perform

its duties, i.e.

1. specific performance
criteria; and

2. 'educational achieve-
ment information

Provide for
record keeping

¢

"Provide the number of

handicapped children
within each disability.
The ‘'number .of handi=
capped children within

each disability in

regular education.

-The number of handi-
- capped children removed

from regular classroom

Number of\handicapped
children receiving an
appropriate education

- and those not -

receiving one.

- _ ,
The number of personnel

by disability category .
quloyed in the educa-
+ .

idn of the handi-
capped children.

FEDERAL DATA REQUIREMENTS

20 USC 1414 (a) A Idcal educational agency or an

intermediate educational unit which desires to
receive payments under section 1411(d) for any
fiscal-year shall submit an application to the
appropriate state educational agency. Such
application shall =

(3)(A) Provide for furnishing such information
(which, in the case of reports reiating to per-
formance, is in accordance with specific performance
criteria related to program objectives), as

may be necessary 10 enable the state educational
agency to perform its duties under This part,
including information relating to educational
achievement of handicapped children participating
in programs carried out under this part; (b) provide
for keeping such records; and provide for
affording such access to such records, as the
state educational agency may find necessary to '
assure the correctness and verification of such
information furnished under subciause (A). '
20 USC 1418 (a) The commissioner shall measure
and evaluate the impact of the program authorized
under this part and the effggtiveness of state
efforts to assure the free appropriate public
education for all handicapped chiidren., (b)...the

- commissioner shall (1) through the National

Center for Education Statistics provide...such
information from state and local educational
agencies and other appropriate sources necessary
for the implementation of this part, including

(A) the number of handicapped children in each
state, within each disability, who require speCIal
education and related services.

(C) the number. of handicapped cthdren in each -
state, within each disability, who are participa-

_ ting in regular educational programs consistent

with the requirements of section 1412(5)(B) and
section 1414(a)(1)(c)(iV) of this titie, and the
number of handicapped children who have been

-'placed in separate classes or separate school
. facilities, or who have been otherwise removed
“ from the regular education environment;

(D) the number of handicapped chi!dren who are
enrolled in public or private institutions in each
state and who are receiving a free appropriate pub-
lic education, and the number of handicapped
children who are in such institutions who are not
recefving a free and appropriate public education;..
(F) the number of personnel, by gisability category,
emp |6yed in the education of handicapped children,
and the estimated number of additional personnel
needed to adequately.carry out fhe polucy esfabllshed

. by this act.
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Topic

esfimaféd number of
handicapped chi!dren

‘For each current

schoo! year

(1) number of handicapped;‘
*children (i) receiving
a free appropriate

public education,

(Ti) are not receiving a
free appropriate public
education,

- (iii) in public institu=

tTions not receiving a
free gppropriate
public education.

(c) Estimated number
of handicapped chil-
dren for next year.

(d) Descriptien of

data base :
To be estimated for
each disability
cagetory X age ranges.

Percent of handicapped
children to have full

- educational opportunity

X disability category
and age range. ‘

- through five, six thr X
, Through Twenfy-one o

Additioma! number of
various types of spe-
cial education tea-
chers needed and num-

‘ber currentiy- -

emp foyed.

Number of additional.
DIS specialists need-
ed and currently

emp loyed.

CFR 121a.123 Beginning with school year 1978-79,

each annual program plan must contain the foIIowung
information:

(a) The estimated number of handicapped children
who need special education and related services.
(b) For the current schoo!l year:

(1) the number of handicapped children aged
birth through two, who are receiving : ‘
special education and related services; and

(2) the number of handicapped children:

4 (i) whqg are receiving a free appropriate
© public education -
~ {il) who need, but are not receiving, a
' free appropriate public education
(iii) who are enrolled in public and private
- institutions who are receiving a free
. "appropriate public education, and
(iv) who are enroiled in public and private
: institutions and are not receiving a
free and aoproprlafe public education.
(c) The estimated numbers of handicapped children
who are expected +0 “receive special education and
related services during the next school year.
(d) A description of the basis used tTo determine
the data required under this section.

‘(@) The data required by paragraphs (a), (b) and

(c) of this section must be provided.
(1) for each disability category (except for
children aged birth through two), and
(2) for each of the following age ranges:
birth through ftwo, three through five,
six through seventeen, and eighteen
tThrough twenty-one. - ®

CFR 121a.125(b) Content of timetable. (1) The
Timefab{é’musf indicate what percent of the total

estimated number of handicapped children the

state expects to have full educational opportunity

in each succeeding school year. (2) %

under this paragraph.must be provided; (i%), for

each disability category (except fbr hnﬂdren -y

aged birth fthrough fwo;% and (ii) for each of

the following age Fan : birth fhrough fwog three
%h seven‘reen, and elgh‘reen

gja‘l'a required
2,

CFR 12]a 126(b) Sfaflsilcal descriptioh. Each

‘annual program plan must include the fol:lowing data:

(1) The number of additional special class tea-
chers, resource room Teachers, and lflneranf or .
consultant teachers needed for each disability
category and the number of each of these who are
currently employed in the state.’ e
(2) The number of other additional personnel needed,
and the number gurrently employed in the state,
including school psychologists, schooL social

" workers, occupational Theraplsfs, physscal

\
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Topic

Total number of per-

sonne! and salary costs

Number and kind of
special education
facilities needed
and in use

Total number of trans-
portation ‘units needed
and in use for special
education .

For the above cate-
gories N
(1) estimates for
serving all handi-
capped children

{2) current year data
(3) estimates for next
year

Annual evaluation to
assess effectiveness

of programs in meet- '

ing educational needs

e

Enabling regulation

)
?

.‘(d) Rafionale.

" CFR.121a.l146 Annual evaluation.
.- program plan must include procedures for evaluation

~ cappeq children,

therapists, home-hospital teachers, speech--
language pathologists, audiologists, teacher aldes,
vocational education. teachers, work study
“¢oordinators, physical education teachers, therapeu-
tic recreaflon specialists, diagnostic personnel,
supervnsors, and other lnsfrucflonal and non-
instructiona| staff.

> (3) the Tofal number of personnel reporfed‘under

paragraph (b) (1) and (2) of this section, and
the salary costs of those personnel.

(4) The number and kind of facilities needed for
handicapped children and the number and kind
currentiy in use in the state, inciuding regular
classes: serving handicapped children, self-
contained ¢lasses on a regular schoo! campus,

. resource rooms, private special education day

schools, Public special edugation day schools, pri-
vate special education residential schools, public
special education residential schools, hospital ’
programs, Occupational therapy facilities,

physical therapy facilities, ‘public sheltered
workshops, private sheltered workshops, and other
types of faclllfles '
(5) The tota] number of transporftation units needed
for handicapped ‘children which are in use in the
state, and the number of handicapped children

who use these units to beneflf from special edu-
cation.

*(c) Data CaTegOFIeS The data required under
paragraph (b) of This section must be provided
as follows:

(1) Estimates for serving al| handicapped
‘childref who require special education and re-
lated services.

(2) Current year data, based on The ‘actual numbers
of handicapped children receiving special educa-
tion and relafed services (as reported under
subpart G)hjand

-(3). Esfumafes for the- next school! year.

Each annual program plan musf
include a descPiption of the means used fo deter-

. mine the nNumbper and salary costs of personnel.
2 & j—

Each annual

‘at least.annually of the effectiveness of pro-
grams-in Meeting the educational needs of handi-
including evaluafion of indivi-
duallzed educaflon programs

CFR.121a. 232 Each application must provude that the

. local educational agency furnishes information as
" may- be necessary to.enable the state educational

agency TO perform its duties under ThIS act.

/e
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Annual raporT

Program evaluation
to include:

_+Program costs
-Pupils by cIassn-
“fication _
-Placement of pupils
in non~restrictive
environments A
-Pupils transferred
_-Racial and ethnic
" . distribution

Program ouTcome to
include:

-Pupil performance
-Placement of pupils .
in non-restrictive
" environments '
-Degree to which ser-
vices identified are

provided
-Parent, pupil,-

tisfaction with ser-

Vices ‘and process provfggd';
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.STATE DATA REOUIREMENTS -

EC 56350 Each special education service region
shall submu* to the superinteddent at' least
annually a report in a form and manner pre-
scribed by the superlnfendenf Such repgrtsy
shall include that information necessary for: the.
superintendent to carry out his or her res bn-
sibilifies described in Section 56351 and such )
-other statistical data, progra descriptions,y'
and fiscal lnformaflon as the superanfendedf
may require.
. ; .
EC 56351 In accordance with a program evaluation
plan adopted pursuant to subdivision (e) of .
‘Section 56310, the superintendent shall submit
to-the board, the Legislature, and the Gowvernpr,
an annual evaluation of the special -education
programs impiemented under tThis chapTer This
evaluation shall:
(a) be performed consistent with The genera!
provisions of sections 33400, 33401 and 334Q4 ¢
(b) be an individual program evalustion for the " S
purposes of section 33403; ,,: : '
(c) include, But not be !lmlfedy'a;
(1) Descriptive information, >3nt it
not limited to: iR
(A)
(8)
()

program costs
pupils by classifig
piacement of pupi g
tive environments$g, -+
- (D) pupils transferredgk"
(E) racial and ethnic B4
- (2) Program lmplemenfaflon =
- including but not ’lmlT-:
- (A) pupi-l pemformance
(B) placement
tive envi

to: s
Xy

0
ip# pupils |n°leas+ restric-

e

ments '

o (C) degrge to whidh services identified ,
in ifdividualized educaflon programs
are provi@ed
(D) parent, pupil, Téacher and admunlsfrafor

satisfaction with services and process
proV|ded

v §O§26352 The annual reports required under sections
6350 ang 56351 shall also identify. the numbers &
of indisgfduals with exceptional needs,
J’afhncc data, and the special education progr S
P proyided in the following classifications: LY
* (a) Communicatively handicapped , .
¢ ') Physically. handicapped Tl : b
v (c) Learning handlcapped
ﬁ;. (d) Severely handicapped 1.
‘Numbers of pupils with excepfronal need by: S
-racial and ethnic d
specxa! ed program

CH‘.LH .PH .SH .

" . . I3
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AF’PEND,IX‘ B: INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRES

- TEACHER SF’ECIALIST OR PROGRAM SPECIALIST ¢

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR J' i , ,

PAPERWORK STUDY IN SPECIAL EDUCAT ION, .. e d‘h-'?i’
M ’ ‘v" ;. i
PREFACE: | am conducting a study regarding Special %8
by a grant through the State Department of Educationy:
Education. The purpose of this study is to analyzef N
of the "primary paperwork" used in special education. '_dis‘t Is

e cs“f Spagdal

Just part of a statewide sample. - The approach of this 'in By ‘ E;s to
séllcit honest and forthright comments. The thrust 9% DRIk
interviews ‘s to, fir;s‘l' determine what paperwork ipract oENgT: and,
second ly, fo determine how fhese practices can be improved. ;“§% “}.
- o~y . ) ,"“ -9?“’} !
1. FoRM consTRucTIen: ¥ - o L ;j,'.:aé
“~ t hid
R :Are ﬂre dIrecﬂéns for col Iecﬂng "dafa clearfw '
N . 'I
BRGNPV — A Yes f_/ NB /—/ Uncertain . ,(;(:4\.,4* v
SR wpt s
B. Afe the forms legible? ‘?' "3”
Y —— — P o @
~ /_/'Yes /_/ Neo /_/ Uncertain % '

. C.7 Is there enough room in which to write?
iy -/ Yes /__/ No, / / ‘Uncertaln

.ivl’g

D ‘I's there a plage for all ‘l'he necesshﬁ’, (uf'or'ma~l'ion7
‘o (
/__/ Yes /_/ No /—/ . Uncer‘l‘ain o

1
AR )

E.. Was feacher ‘Tipuf invoived in consfrucﬂng,;;rhe forms?
N /__/ Yes. /_.L/ No 7/ / .Uncefrain E

F. What informa‘faon is reques‘l'ed on oﬁg, two or more forms ‘l'haf could
" be dele‘i‘ed’ .

/:7 "Nofhing /_/ Some repetition '/:/ 'Uncer'rain'
2. TIME ME ESTIMATES: , |

A. In f!lling ou‘l' paperwork, oﬁ'en The processes involved in

col Ieﬁﬂng .data are confused with *he actual filling out of paper-
% work. »For each sfudenf how much ~l'nme do you spend on sach?

1
‘ .

~tiK \-(
T
)
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Total Process Filling
' - . Qut
Max Min Forms

neferfal paperwdrk
asgessménf paperwork ..
/ : - ’ placement/|EP paperwork
team meefing
other _. /
=7

B. What fraction of the flme do you spend completing paperwork in
the fébm meetings? !

/=) 8 Iy e I/ 172 7 s [T/ The entire time

C. How many students do you process each year?

‘Referred? In program? W
l‘ . - . ,..‘

. USEFULNESS ;

o ~ 3. Do you feel fhaf the presenf documentation in special education is

. ~ useful in assuring that the most appropriate education Is dellvered
to each child? : . . »

» r /_/ Yes /:/ Not in all cases /_/ No

4. What par+s)of the paperwork are useful for dally instruction? Why?.

A Referral /_7] Assessment /__/ Placement /:/I IEP /_/ Other

R

v

/~/ No parts
5. If'fhe_sfudenf is not placéd whaf use is made of the assessment findings?
\g\ ‘ /-—7 No use / / FIIed /_, / To ciassroom teacher /_ / No knowledge of use

6. Does the .supporting papecwork scatter and dlsfracf or add fo and focus
'~ the alm of the team meeting?

/] Addto /_/ Distract trom
CHANGES

7. ~What changes in fhe laws and regulaflons do you feel could insure more
efficlent practice?

/__/ Change . /::]4 No change . /_/ Uncertain.

‘ " | T ' .68 A 77




8. What would ydu change in the paperwork ta diminish the completion time?

. /_7 ‘Process change /__/ Forms change. /_/ No change /__/ Uncertain

-

9. What kfnd of attitude do you have toward the processes documented by the

paperwork in special education? How do you feel about actually filling
out the forms? - ‘ , . '

Process /__/ Positive /_/ Negative /_/  Uncertain

Forms /__/ Positive /_/ Negative /_/ uUncertain

-
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7 S - MANAGEMENT .
- - “INTERV [EW QUEST IONS FOR oS e
PAPERWORK STUDY IN- SPECIAL EDUCATION S %%@# S
PREFACE: | am conducfing a sfudy regarding Special Educafion Paperwork

by a grant through the State Depar+men+ of Education, Office of Special .,

Education. The purpose of this study is« analyze and critique a Sample

of the "primary paperwork" used in specia #ducation. Your district is

Just part of a stafewide sample. The approach of this Interviewer is to

sollcif honest and forthright comments.” The thrust of the paperwork

.interviews is fo, first; determine what paperwork pracfices exisf and, <
., secondly,s fo defermlne how fhese‘pracflCes can be 1mproved. »

|. FORM CONSTRUCTION: . § . - .- S
B ‘ "~ - A. Are the dlrecflons for collecfing dafa clear?
oo /_/ Yes /_/ No / —/ Uncertain
"A . .

B. Are the forms.legible? :
/_/ Yes /_%¥ No /_/ Uncertain

: .
C. Is there enough room in which to write?
/__/ Yes- /_/ No [/ Uncertain

D. Is fhere‘a:place'for all fﬁe necessary information?

2 ' /—/ Yes / I/ No /_/ Uncer+aIn '7

E;_.Was feacher inpuf involved in consfrucfing the forms?
/__/ Yes I~ / No /. —_/ Uncertain

F. Whaf information is requesfed on one, two or more forms fhaf could g
be deleted? - '
- /__/ Nothing /__/ Some repetition /__/ Uncertain '

v , | -
2. TIME ESTIMATES: »

¢

A. In filling out paperwork, offen fhe processes Involved in coIIecflng
data are confused with the actual fil1ing out of paperwork.. For
each student, how much time do you spend on each?

. : _ . o ' e




Total Process Filling
o Out
Min ~ -_Forms

=
1
X

RENEE &

referral paperwork

assessment paperwork -

placement¥ |EP paperwork

.team meeting ok

other

B. How many speclal'educaflon students do you seérve?
C. How many’ sfudenfs are referred and processed ‘each year?

;D._-Whaf percenfage of the sfudenfs referred are ellglble and pIaced’
(dlsfricf only) . K

3, Of your total day, whaf percenfage does ‘“the complefion of specual
‘educafion paperwork requure’ ' : - S

A Large amounf /_/ Small. amounf /__/ Uncerfain

’USEFULNESS , *

4. Do you feel fhaf The presenf documenfafion in specxal ‘education is S
useful in assuring that fhe mosf approprlafe educafion is delivered - .
. to each child? . . - '
/. / Yes / / Not in all cases /—_V'No' T L ) v ¥

' .'f:‘:
5. If fhe sfudenf is nof pIaced ‘what use is made of fhe assessmenf fxndlngs?
/_ _/ No use /. _/ Flled / / TOkcIassroom feacher / / No knowledge of use .
6. Does The supporflng paperwork scaner and dIsfracf or add fo and focus
- the aim of fhe team meeting? R . : : .
//Addfo //Disfrac‘l'from, S | :
7. How do you feel the cost g dafa coIIecfion relafes fo |fs usefulness’

sy , ‘

Y __/ Useful « / / Not ugfi'l / / Uncerfaln

B
[

"m!?-f .you are requlred to collecf in special
» . education relate to fhelﬁg Ritional decisfons that you make’

Supports Decision: | | . |
/—/ In'every case /__/ In sée s /_/ Inno cdses /_ / Uncerfaln
- 9.- What changes in the laws and r ulations do.you feel could insure more '//C
,«efflc1enf practice? o ; : -
/__/ Change / —/ No change, /| ./ Uncertain-




. W
podl.

- .?

S,

1~Wha+ would you change in the paperworf

‘DISTRICT PERSONNEL -

"“ﬁimlnish the complefnon f!me?
Vi / Process change /I _/ Forms change / / No change /__ —/ Uncer+a|n

, .

comp leted by the local dasfrlcfs.

Federal and STaTe laws and regulafions reqULre many reporfs to be -

For example, t+he Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR ‘12la. 123) requires the’ puril counts for various
categories be reported. .y The Code of Federal ‘Regulations (CFR J421a.126)
also requires an annual evaluation to assess the effecfnveness of
programs ‘in meeflng educaTionaI needs.

Lep L,

,uFor what Federal and Sfafe reporfs in specnal educafion are you
responsible? *

What percenfage of your time goes into the compleflon of The Federal
and State repor+s in specnal educaflon7 o ) 4 ‘ =

' To what -extent .do you feeI these reporfs are uSed To make local decnsnons’v
- Could some be- ellmlnafed? : : ,
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_APPENGIX C: SUMMARY OF THE TIME ESTIMATES

i
B

TIME ESTIMATES FOR THE USUAL

i PLACEMENT TEAMS IN'HOURS =~ ..
o Masfer Plan :‘ - " f ;),/-"

S . _PROCESS TIME - -

g POSITION . MAXIMUM-MINIMUM o PAPERWORK TIME
Placemenf from Regular Class fo Desagna?ed Insfrucffcn;aervace "
Adminisfrafor S o o 2 28°-"70.98 -f'f-;h 0.2
DIS Service A “F 16 - 1.62 SR 0.70
Teacher .., ’ ' : 2 46 - -0.43 S "Q,OO
Parent - . S - B ' o SRA

"~ Total ( : o '“':IJ.QO.-,_S.OS hrs.. . - . 0.72 hrs. " -

T ‘ o , : o A e .ol :
Placement f}om Regular Class to Resource Class = = = .- R ]
Administrator - 0.98 o 1' 10.02 -
Resource SpeCIallsf - 5.47 o MR I N I
Parent & : / Lo )

Total .45 hrs. . 1.2 frs.
1e2 . _0.01_

+o|s Service *°
: ' 8 07 hrs. _' 1.19 hrs.

Tofal

~ (A) Placemenf from Resource Class To Specnal Day C!ass (LH)

Program Specialist - = L .58 .85 '_' o .‘ 0.54

- Special Day Class Teacher o 4,00 - 1.85 -7 .0.32

Parenf » = - L - o : o
- - Total . ;’ . 9.18 = 3.70 hrs.© T %86 hrs

_ Psychologlsf* - ' v 2.21- 1,07 - _ 0.22. .

. Speechiand Language. . . ; 7.16 =< °1.62 . - 8.70
Administrator oL 2.28 - 0.98 : 0.02 ~

. ‘Total % '20.83 = 7.37 hrs.. - 1.80: hrs.
(8} Piacement from Resource Class to Special Day Class ' (LH)

R Program SE%Clallsf g _ | 5.8 - 1.85 o 0.54 -
Resource Specialisf _ ’ 8.73 - 5.47 o S
.Parent - - v R : -

o Total . - © T3.91 = 7.32 hrs, "~ 1.64 hrs.
‘ - - . '.. . . Tk . . .
Psychologlsf* —— 2.2 07 0.22 -
Speech and Language - - 7.16 - .62 « Y - .0.70
. Adminisfrafor o . _ 2.28 - 0.98 - : 0.02
’ :Total : ... 25.56 - 10.99 hrs - . 2.58 hrs
- N ) ) . . X . L R P
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t

» ) " PROCESS TIME

POSIT.ION ; o MAXIMUM-MINIMUM PAPERWORK TIME
Placement ffom-SpeciaIODay'ClaSS (LH) to Special Day Class (SH) 4
Program Specfalist . . 5.18 - 1.85 0.54
. Psychologist* - 2.21 - 1.07 . - 0.22
Parent ’ . : : : '
Special Day Class Teacher(LH) 4,00 - 1.85 0.32
Special Day Class Teacher(SH) “4.00 - 1.85 0.32
' Total = © 15,39 - 6.62 hrs. .40 hrs.
Administrator (sending) ‘ 2.28 - 0,98 - ‘ 0.02 ” )
~ Administrator (receiving) 2.28 - 0.98 ol . 0.02
Speech and Language 7.16 - 1.62 . 0.70
DIS Service (other) ‘ o 7.16 - . 1.62 O 0.72 :
: Total » _ 34,27 - 11.82 hrs. ;?g”° 2.84 hrs,

“

Non-Master Plan :

'ng‘.): o

PIécemenf from Regular Class to Designafed~|nsfruc+ion‘SeFﬁice -

Teacher* e 123 - 0.76 - 0.13

Administrator : | 1.79. = 1.5 - . 0.19"

DIS Service : ' 5.72 - 1.94 ~ 0.90

Parent : L o ' .
Tofal ~ i - 8.74 - 3.85 hrs. ’ .22 hrs.-

' Placemenf from Regular Class tTo Special Day- Class

0.76 ' 0.13

Teacher* " ; .23 -
Administrator o 1.79 = 1,15 _ 0.19 -
Special Day Class Teacher ' 4.58 - 2.25 _ 0.44
Psychologist = ' 5.48. - 2.25 1.50 . -
DIS Service ' 5.72 - 1.94" . 0.90
Parent o .
' Total : ., -18.80 - 8.78 hrs. ~ 3.16 hrs.
Placement from Special Day Class to Special Day Class o :
Special Day Class Teacher : : . .
(sending) - B o 4.58 - 2.68 , .. 0.44
Administrator ' . o
(sending) 1.79 = 1.15 _ 0.9 v,
Psychologist | . 5.48 - 2.25 1.50
DIS Service . S 5.72.- 1.94 _ - 0.90

- Special Day Class Teacher _ . } v :
(receiving) . 4.58 - 2.68 0.44
Administrator S ¢
(receiving) .~ .- S 1.79 = .15 , -0.19
Parent . Lo : ' . ' ‘
< Total E 23.94 - 11.85 hrs. : 3.66 hrs.

- *Estimated from LEAs
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3
S ©
| TIME ESTIMATES FOR - "
‘ ANNUAL REV.IEW TEAMS ‘
-»
Master Plan
POSITION |  PROCESS TIME PAPERWORK TIME
DIS Service |
o : T ' .
DIS Specialist - 2.81 - 1,07 : 0.47
" Administrator . 0.88 - 0.67 . 0
Parent - ‘ 3 - :
' Total o, #7369 - 1.74 hrse 0.47 hr.
e . .
Resource Specialist Proq‘ram
Resource Teacher o . 2.93 - 1.9] . 0.53
/Administrator ; © 0.88 - 0.67 : 0 °
Parent. ' i o . %
. Total q 3381 = 2.58 hrs. 0.53 hr. -
Special -Day Class '
Program Specialist : 1.52 = 0.94 : 0.30
Special Day Class Teacher 3.29 - 1.80 0.46
Parent ‘ i . L
 Total : 4.81 = 2.74 hrs. ' 0.76 hr.
Administrator S 0.88 = 0.67 - 0
: Total ’ . 5.69 = 3.4l hrs. 0.76 hr.
' Non-Master Pléhl ) .
DIS Service . |
DIS Specialist 0.67 - Q.22 0.32
-Administrator _ » 0.46 - 0.38 ! - 0.04
Parent ' ' N :
: Total ' » .13 - 0.60 hrs. . " 0.36 hr.
Special; Day Class _
Administrator ~ : 0.46 - .38 ; 0.04
"Special -Day Class Tegcher -3.28 = 2.43 , : . 0.59
,, Parent ‘ R ST . o
& Total ., 374’ 2.8l hrs. 0.63 hr&
. : \ )




PROCESS TIME

AVERAGE TIME/SPENT ON PROCESS AND .
PAPERWORK PER STUDENT -

Master Plan - Principal

A17.7 - -

(3.29

Average number of sfudenfé‘placed each year = 7.7

MAX | MUM=M [ N | MUM PAPERWORK TIME TYPE OF PAPERWORK
20.0 - 11.9 111 ° Referral . . = -
20.0 - .7 0 Assessment Plan/Consenf‘
10.0 - 4.5 0 Assessment
6.7 = 1.6 0 Notice of Mfg/Prep for Mtg
80.0 - 38.9 _0. Placement Meeting
136.7 = 58.6 min. l.ll min. _ : Total time to place
(2.28 = . 0.98 ‘hrs) (.02 hr) - ' _ o
5.0 - 3.3 min. 0 Assessment for Annual Review
47.2 - 36.7 min. 0. -~ Annual Review Meeting
52.2 - 4070 min. 0 min. Total for In-Program
(0.88 - 0.67 'hrs) (0 hr) ' . b
Average number of students placed each year = 48.0 : -t
Average number of students in program each year = 83.8 ' ‘
Master Plan - Special D;xﬁCIass Teacher
32.8 - 7.7 .4 Referral -
0 - 6.7 _  Assessment Plan/Consent
I11.9 - 60.0 . 0 : ' Assessment _
32.7 - 18.1 ~10.0 Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg
62.7 =, 25 2.3 Placement Meeting )
240.1 - 110.8 min. * . 19.4 min. Total time to place
(4.0 - 1.85 hrs) - (0.32. hrs) :
110 - 66.3 min. 18 min. ' Assessment for Annual Review
87.3 = 41.4 min., | v 9.5 min. ... Annual Review Meeting
197.3 = 107.7 min. . 27.5 min. " Total for In-Program
- 1.80 hrs) : -

- (0.46 hrs)

Average number of sfudénts‘invgrogram each year = |1.7 ' -

32.3 -
31.3 =
62.3 -

310.6 = |
(5.18
43.8
47.3.

8.1
3.5
24.6
67.0 - 16.5
48. |
10.9
l.

+31.1 min.
25.4 min.

gl.1

56.5 min.

(1.52 = 0.94 hrs)

85 hrs)

_Masfa;,Plén - Program Specialist

2.3 Referral

6.2 Assessment Plan/Consent

0. Assessment

1.2 Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg
22.7 Placement Meeting
32.4 min. _ Total time to place
(0.54 hrs) ' . S
4.6 min. Assessment for Annual Review
3.1 min. - Annuai Review Meeting
7.7 min. = -« Total for In-Program
(0.30 hrs)- ' o

Average number of students placed each year - 69.2
Averagé number of students in program_each\year = 265.3

<

1
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Master Plan - Resource Specialisf

PROQESS TIME ; S :
MAXiMUM%M[NIMUM . PAPERWORK TIME . - TYPE OF PAPERWORK

7400 - ’”53.‘% ' il 7.5 Referral

T20.4 - 11,8 - 14,5 Assessment Plan/Consent
294.5 ~ 196:4 s i 13.1 . Assessment -

53.2 - 40.9 - AT PR 15 "~ -, Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg -

81.8 - 40.0 15.9 _ Placement Meeting :
'524.0 - 328.1 min. 66,0 min. - Total time to place

(8.73 = 5.47 hrs.} (1.10 hrs) ‘ -

'96.8 - 67.% min. * 5.5 min, Assgssment for Annual Review

79.1 - 46.8 min. . .~ 16.8 min: Annual Review Meeting '
175.9 = 114.5 min. - 32.3 min. , Total for In-Program
. (2.93 - .. I.9I-hrs) ~ (0. 53 hrs) : ' S

Average number of sfudenfs placed each year = 22'4 :
Avérage number of students in program each year = 27.l|

Master Plan = Designated Instruction Service

37.2 -:"1 Reférral

4.7 . 4.8
50.0 - 3.9 2.2 Assessment Plan/Consent
150.0 - 38.3 5.6 "Assessment
4 44.4 - 14.4 14.4 Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg

147.8 - 25.6 13.0 - Placement Meeting
429.4 - 96.9 min. - 42.0 min. Total time to place .
(7.16 =~ 1.62 hrs.) (0.70 hrs.) ‘ ,

95.6 -. 37.2 min 12.2 min. ~ Assessment for Annual Review
72.8 = 27.2 min. 16.1 min. Annual Review Meeting
168.4 - 64.4 min. 28.3 min. Total for In=-Program

(2.8l = 1.07 hrs) (0.47 hrs) ‘

Average number of students placed each year = 3I.l| o

. Average number of students in program each year = 61.6°

B
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”
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, : ESTIMATED TIME EXPENDED ON PROCESS -
P - 'AND PAPERWORK FOR A YEAR
| ‘Master Plan i N
PROCESS TIME - SRR
MAX | MUM=M N | MUM U _ PAPERWORK TIME - ’ ACTIVl% &
Principal - | T g
. . y i
109.36 - -46.88 | .96 . 'Pléacement
72.91 - 55.87 ' 0 Annyal Review
182.3 - 102.7 hrs. 0.96 hrs. *Total ®
: . , . _ rfp
Special Day Class Teacher ® e - T e t
47.48 - 14.22 B 2.9 "™ acement
38.47 - 21.00 . e 2:36 R Annual Review
85.95 - 35.22 hrs. 7.85 hrs. Tot8 |
/ . !
Program 3pecialist . | .« 4
358.23 - 127.91. . 37.%7 : P lacement
402.81 4 249.83 ® 79.50 ' Annual Rev.iew
761.04 - 377.74 hrs. » 116.96 hrs. , Total -
[ > . ) . .
Resource Speciali$t
‘ K , . ‘
195.63 - 123.49, o 24.64 ~ . Placement
79.45 - ,51.72 Sy 14.36 . Annual Review
— 275.08 - 174.21 hrs.. = . 39.00 hrs. - Total
Designated Ins‘l‘_ruc?fo?%rviée -t _
222.57 - 50.20. 21.77 " Placement
87.29 - 66.11 29.06 ' Annual Review
309.86 = 116.31 hrs. - 50.83 hrs. Total
N
\
'" _ e
s 87




ESTIMATED TIME EXPENDED ON PROCESS

AND PAPERWORK FOR A YEAR

Non-Master Plan

w

PROCESS TIME

MAX I MUM=M I N | MUM } PAPERWORK T IME

Principal
35.98 - 23.12 | 422,76
55.11 - 45.52 N ¥ 0.80
91.09 - 68.64 hrs. .+ % 23.56 hrs.

Speclial Day Class Teachér

17.91 = 10.48 "A_r”[£72
39.95 - 29.60 Y A |
57.86 - 40.08 hrs.® : < 8.91
. ] L 3 . ) /
Psychologist/Program Specialist :
1380.96 - 567.00 _ , 378.00
161.19 - 89.55 g 4.98
1542.15 = 656.55 hrs. . 382198

" Designated Instruction Services

37.02 - '45.12
_39.78 - 12.16
76.80 - 57.27 hrs.

hrs.

L ..."-,'\

) .

5 O
L 4 .‘d

U

3

. E?{;

-;Plaéemenf of s+uden+ %Mtifﬂ

Annuéf Réview o ‘g’v'_;*gi
Total = - A,m s :I‘_‘ F ' .
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APPENDIX D: SPECIAL EDUCATION AGENCIES SOLICITED AND AGENCIES INCLUDED
a IN THE PAPERWORK AND INTERVIEW SAMPLES
Solicited ' " Provideg " ~ Interview b o
Agencies - -, - Paperwork ™ + - . Sample '
. i | E : . y . ' .

w
m
w
poj
w
4

Contra Costa Co. '
Humbo| dt-Del Norte Co.
Los Angeles U. (Area 1&4)
‘Sacramento USD
~ Santa Barbara Co.
Santa Monica USD
Stanislaus Co.
Tulare Co. ~
. Whittier Area Coop.
10. Fresno USD
Il. Glenn Co.
" 12. Merced Co.
I3. Riverside Co. -
l4. San.Diego USD
15. Santa Clara Co. (1,2&7) ’
" 16. Santa Cruz/San Benito Co.
7. Orange USD "
- 18. West Orange Co."
. 19. San Juan USD

.
v

O @B ! N —
. . . .. L]
><><><><>é

- &'.

.><><><><><><><><><><;<><><‘

Public Law 94-142-Consortiums

Mf. Diablo U - v
- Fresno Co.
Butte Co. ) '
Mendocino Co.
Long Beach USD
Pomona USD
Pasadena USD
San Joaquin Co.
West San Bernardino Co.
‘Qakliand Unified
Il. Sacramento Co.
_ San.Diego Co. 2 : o
* 13. San Luls Obispo USD o : X o .
4. Alameda Co. . : : S
IS. Monterey Co. X ,
16. Stackton USD S X &
7. Kern Co. i %
18. Garden Grove U S X
19. San Mateo Co. ' ’ . o X .
20. North Orange Co. ' X

WVWodousaWuN —

50 o _e o o o o o
L 4

XXX X X X X X X

o

‘ | w89 T




‘ ';‘{-“ﬁ Solicited. - . Provided B Interview
R Aggncies . ~ Paperwork Sample

"« 21, ' Placer/Nevada Co.
» 221 San Francisco USD -
.- 23. Ventura Co.
-1t 24, Imperial Valley
»- Lassen Co.

X X X X

.
. ..1 .
v
' ;
|
o
- h
{,
3 :
..
‘Pv
) g
¥ o
\J . .
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APPENDIX E: SUMMARY TABLES FOR THE TYPICAL PAPERWORK IN SPECIAL EDUCATION

The following tables are a summary of_ the typical paperwork in
special education for the following: * @

. TABLE | . . . . . Referral Paperwork <
TABLE 2 . . . . . Assessment Paperwork _ !
TABLE 3. . . ., . Forms for the Assessment Results with the '
Number of Data Items
TABLE 4 . . . . . Individual Education Plan

The notice of 'a team meeting was not summarized.: The forms concerning

the fair hearing process wdre coillected and included in a catalogue of forms,
buf not summarized. g

The Jhdgmenf as to ;hefher the data item is required by mandate._should
be viewed as tentative. A data item in question should be checked against
the actual mandate before the decision is made to collect fhan item.

’.*
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RE-ARESSIENT ATA

K
0
K

18

1

X

¥
fefr]ax)x

¥
X

61516

8

6

i

REFERRAL DATA

0

§

16] 1

|

M

135

e

FARERT DATH

fofolsgio]is

1fzds |

’

¥
X
X

v
X fx
| 4

STUDENT BATA

¥

AR A LR AR

!

X

SIS0 (6
X

X

0

X

1
XXX

X

X
X

X

X
= 51 Itemy

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
x
H
1
X
LA IR
1|y

gz || sle
{

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
x
X

L
X

e

Wl

1
ik
X
X
¥
%
¥
b,
»
'
¥
B
1

X
1

*Including computer £ilg
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" Appendix F: A Criflque of “the Forms Drafted by the Office of

S Special Educa+1on. Forms Coiwittee’ }

* - l‘
The Californ:a Deparfmenf of Educaf‘hﬁ Office of Specnal Educafion

. producf sample .special ‘education forms. “&'draft of fhese forms were

: obfained February, 1980.

. ~ The data Ifems included on fhese forms were critiqued using the
-following codes:
M ‘& Mandated data item

Mandafed dafa ifem, buf dupllcafed on a prlor form '

OM

Dafa ifem needed fo idenflfy the sfudenf

A = Dafa [tem needed for the admlnisfrafion of the aducational program,
buf duplléafed on a prior form.

- M = There Is'a question as.to whether fnis defa_ifem was mandated

N = Data item was not needed

. ON

Data item was:of questionable need

x
t



1.1 REFERRAL FORM

oare_/L /
Name: /Lf | Birth Date /I// -/ __Sex /A
‘ o - Last First M. I, : ' - '
a Address: _ - ay Phone: f/
..Referred 5y: /-T—/ I | ) ' : 4

(Name/Tiﬂé, or Position)

Individual referred is: / N / "/ / In public school /___/ In private school

/ / Not in school

/A o i

School: - "=/ _Grade:__'—— _ Teacher/Cqunselor: /A \
District of Service: | ./—A'—_/ District of residence: vy )
Name of Parent/Guardian: /I/
Address (If different): /At

{ Home phone: ax L w;rk_ Phone: /A

,:~Language in home: Eng!i;h_Spanish ~Bo1'h Qther /:/;
Primary Language of pupil: /I/ . : \
A. REFERRAL INFORMATION .
1. ’Reason for referral: avgy

2. Describe steps that have been taken to assist pupil in area(s) of difficulty:
/M_/ - SESRs only | :

h

-

3. Other agencies involved: /N ' ' > C
4. Optional: How did referring person hear about Special Education? /_QN/ -

Word-of-mouth Brochure

Radio TV Newspaper

Inservice | Posted Notice Annual Notification from sechool district

Principal . ' : B o '

" ‘ .
B. SCHOOL INFORMATION
" 1. |If referred is of schoo| agé, but not attending school, where are pupil rqbordé?

/N . '

S -




-

CLASSROOM TEACHER/COUNSELOR SHOULD COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING:

" .

1. List prior special education programs/%ervices:. /ON_/

2. Number, in priority order, only those areas of concern /ON_/

AN

AREA - L . AReA
.'Speech/vérbal Qommﬁnicafioh }  Work Habits
/ Yis%a! | - | | o GeneralAMofor Behav{iclarv
/ Audedry ‘ ; Academics
‘ In-Class Social Behavior ,. Attention N
Ouf—of-CIass‘Socfal Behavior ' ’Aﬁsenféeism/Tardiness

3. Indicate specific observed behaviors for areas checked above:

/N_/ "
4. Describe progréh and materials used with student:
| ] |
5. Estimated pe;formance level: /§E:? - _ J
‘Reading: N | )
Math: | A

- Oral Language: '

Written Language: ’ o \\;,///'

Other: |
S _ 3
6. Areas of strength and/or interest observed in student; /%N /

\

\
/N NS -y /
Signature ’ Qafe

-



1.2 NOTIFICATION OF REFERRAL AND INTENT TO ASSESS

Dear__/ = . .. OATE/AY/ / /
/17 has been referred To The School Appraisal Team/
Educational Assessmenf Service (SAT/EAS) as perhaps being in need of special education
.services. Not all individual& who are having difficulties in school need special

education. The pupil| may remain in the regular class with special materials, equip-
ment, consultation, or assistance provtded to the regular teacher. But some ,have

- exceptional needs which cannot be met in The regular school program "alone. Your
child may have a nee%’for one or more of The fol lowing Special Educaflon Services /M /

The pupil remains in the regular clgss Specual maferlals or equnpmenf,
consulfaflon or’ assusfance are provuded to The Teacher and -pupi l.

)

Designated Instruction and Services: The pupll ‘is enroII in the Regular
School Program and receives special support which may ifclude\such services
as adapfive physical education, speech or language therapy, assistance for a
hearing or visual impairment, etc. (A pupil may also be enrolled in,eny of
the programs |isted below and receive these services.) <a

.Resource Specialist Program The pupil is enrolled in the Regular School
Program for the majority of The school day and receuves assistance from a
Resource Specnallsf

—_—

SoeCIaI Class: The pupil is enrolled in a special class for the majority
of the school day, unless otherwise specified, which provides instructional
emphasis for his/her special needs. The pupil may also spend some time .in
regular school programs. The special class may be at +he student's home
school or may bé\ff another school in the communlfy )

Non-Public School: The pupil is enrolﬂ;hun a private school if The Educa-
t+ional Assessment Service determinmes Thay/services appropriate to the individual's

specific needs are not available in “the /public school. This is provided at no
= cost to the parent. . o '

. / , )
In order to determine need for these services, it may be necessary fto conduct an

. assessment of your child. !f so, an assessment plan with a request for your consent
to assessment: ) :

VA is attached, /_A / wil‘ be sent to yam within 15 school days

/_A_/ is not necessary.

The .assessment plan will outline the areas in whlch your son/daughter needs to

be assessed. The results of the assessment will help us make recommendations for
programs/servuces to be proviged at no cost fto you in order to more adequately meet
. your son's/daughter's educational needs. Read the plan, fThen reply as scon as

possible. |f you wish, you have at least ten £10) school days from the above date
to reply. No assessmenf olacement or service will occur without your written
permission. You will be invited To discuss The assessmenf results and to plan” LI

your Chlld'S school prOQram

~

Enclosed 'is a copy of Parenf and Student Righ+s. I f you have any quesfions, please
oonfacf \V . . . . - .
SAT/EAS Representati - N r

School/D:sTrlcT/Agency

Telephone

= .
e

I |



<. o 2.1 ASSESSMENT PLAN v I ‘
R e VATE_= "/ /
To parent of: . a ] ) Birth Date: /1 / /’
| (Last) . (First) (Middle) -
“'School /Area: . /DA_/ o : .
. . 4, ] . t

The purpose of thi's assessment is te determide individual needs. the assessment
-results may indicate a need for special educat{ion services or may indicate the
need to modify the regular program Assessmenf in areas checked below will be
conducted by approprlafely quaTified staff and, when appropriate, use a suitable
|n+erpre+or or pre-recorded tests in the xndnv1dual's primary language. The
assessmenf may include student observaflon in a group se++|ng and/or interview
with you, plus.a review of any reports you have authorized or that already exist
In current school records. .-

. e
The followfng assessments as checked will be administered.
/—M—/Academlc/Pre-Academnc Achlevemenf | g
A Purpose: .These tests measure currenf readlng, spelling, ang arithmetic

or pre-readiness skills such as matching or sorflng. Tesfs may include,
but are not |imited To ’

/‘M'/Sdéialixgé$+ive Behavior S . - .
PUFPOSé= Th cales of developmen+ help To Tell what an indivudual

ese
can do for hi/sgﬁf and how he gets along with ofher people They may

) ~ include, but~are not |imited to: A
N . \ . ) /, ‘ ’
\
. /M /Psycho-Mofor Development .
.Purpose Instruments in this area measure how well an individual coordirates

body movements in small and large muscle activities. They are also measure
- visual-perceptual skills. They may include, but are not limited to:

'_/-ﬂL/Communicgfion Development .
Purpdse: These fests measure the individual's ability to understand,
relate to and use language and speech clearly and appropriately. They
"may include, but are not limited to: . .




. - ‘ ‘ ‘ ' . : 4
2.1 ASSESSMENT PLAN ; \ I
. B . . ’ r
W /M Intel lectual Development s : ' -
X S Purpose These tests measure how well an indivndual remembers what
' he has seen and heard around. him, how well he/she can use. that infor-
mation, and how he/she solves problems. They also refleéct learning
rate and assist in predicting how well (s)he.will do in school. Verbal
and performance instruments are used, as are appropriate. Tests may
include, but are not |imited to:
. ) ) n : |
/-——;Vision and Hearnng . ’ . - o
. Purpose:- To evaluafe the abirnfy to see and hear "These may include:
AlL]Oevelopmenfal Hisfory . .
Purpose To check fhe paffern of pupil's growfh and develgpmenf These
may Include
. | Il
AlL!Career Assessment : B T
Purpose: To\measure career relafed occupational interests and aptifudes.
These may in€lude:
/:Ecjbfher (include Vocational or Medical Assessment Here) o
g _ . : — . _ » v . .
A3 ’.t ! ' . v »
4 .
_ ¢
P
& » ' .
' ¢ )
.. [
* 7/
\ .

)"




. - | SR I : L
2.1 ASSESSMENT PLAN

r
The professionals checked below will be involved in The Individual assessmen+
- outlined above: / M _/ J T ‘
A3 o
Addiologisf;" Nurse; Physician; Psychologlsf Remedial/

Adaptive Physical Education Teacher; _Resource Special ist Teacher;
Speech and Language Specialist; Teacher; '_d*her ' '

Specify

™~

It yoﬁ.haVe any questions about the above Assessment Plen,'please call the

fdllowing person before signing:. -
' /DA < : , / DA/ '
" Name of SAT/EAS Chairperson , o Phone Number
- o

. _ N S W
- Please check the following Items, if appropriate:

- |f student often speaks other Than‘Engllsh at home, please indicate

language: B _/ oY : 2 i !

rf(appropriefe) w[fl submit a written report from: : -

(Name/Title’ of person/agency who has assessed my son/daughter)
. >' | | S,

| hereby give my permission for the assessment |nd|ca+ed above to be made. |

understand\ that the results will be kepf confidential and that | will “be invifed‘

to attend fhe School Appraisal Team or Educafional Assessment Service meeflng
b

.‘
To discuss The results. . It is also my undersfanding that no educational

' plaeemenf/service will result from;fhis assessment without my written permission.
/7 | - /M7
Signafure of Parent - Date. D
.
’ 4
' \
3 2 '

3 106 b



/

‘AhnualiR%view Z:E? e

W

: N
‘ ; 3.2 PARENT NOTICE'OF MEETING ,
Dear . L/ S pate /2t - ‘:/
We are plannlng a meefing of the School Appraisal Team/Educational’ Assessmenf
Service concerning your child, /17 . You are invited to
attend and participate in fhns meeting. We hg ‘scheduled<Ihe meeting for:
\, _ A ) o ) - . e
' o Date _/ M/ / va -

©

o
!

Tife_/ M/ v

[y

Place / M/ 0
Please use the form below to notify us if this is convenient.

The purposes of this meeting are to discuss or review your c/)$d s,peed for speciz
education and/or services," o recommend an appropriate educatidnal placement, and,
when special (education) is necessary, to wrife ag individuatized edwcation progrz

You wnlk’meef with one or more persons from our s hool sfaff ‘The following staft

membecs have beer asked to participate: /—77 ,
/ / Special Education Admnnnsfrafor/Desxgnee / 7 Speech and Language SpeclaI|s1

/ 7 %pecial Education Teacher ) /_7 Program Special ist

. = TR .
/__/ Regular Classroom Teacher - - o/ Resource‘Specjalisf
/7 Psychologist .« ° /TTother

You may bring a represenfaflve with you or you may desngnafe anofher person fo
be your represenfaflve if you anp unable or do nof choose to a??end./ M/

A summary of your righfs and the due process. procedures for appeals’ and fair
hearings is given on the back of this sheef,/ — I'f you want further lnformafion

about your rights or the purposes of this meeting, please contact: )

R /Qﬁ ' . " felephone_number 128/
Sincerely, ' . ) ‘

cut off fill ouf and refurn
[327 I plan fo attend the meefing. :§7-I do not pian to anend fhe meefin

7:§y | request a different fime/place . / / /f—7 / Q7. CL
75 | will send a representative: ' Fff:?? B (fxme)
T T . o ‘(name of represenfaflve) (;
= s -
Parent's Signature e i o Sfudenf's Name) .
RETURN TO:__ . /-8 Y S -
( - - :



-/

S

~

STaTe furTher acflons Taken

3.4 INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM/PUPIL PLACEMENT SUMMARY
(CompIeTed Annual ly)

13
3

School. /DA __ District 4R/ Meeting Da+e/DM/ [/
SAT Meeting/DM/ EAS Meeting /DM/ . Review Mtg. /QM/ '
/17 /7 - /7 ' /D
_ »Pupil ‘Name — 2 Sex: M'— F Birth Date  '— Age '—
. - . JO—— '\’f - . .
RStreef Address /DA/ o ~Mailing Addregs / Q7
S e x o — ' p—
~ . Clty__ /DA - Zip_/DA/ District of Resndence /DA7 Grade/DA/
3Pqpen+/Guardfan __/DA7 ¢ : ~_Telephone /AT '
Primery Language"of Home_/DM/ Primary;Language of Pupll /Bﬁ7

NES/LES (circle if appropria+e) /Q_/

% Paren+/Guardian was. advised of meeting by: /_Q/ Telephone Letter____ Other

/7 _/ Parenf/Guardlan and/or /I~ __/ Parent's representative / —/ did /_/ did not attend
/N7 ‘ . meeTIng

SAT/EAS RECOMMENDATIONS / M/ START / M/ END /_M/ COMMENTS (LOCATION, TIMES/WEEK)

/
/
L
x

/

o/

/ :/_ RESOURCE SPECIALIST PROGRAM B R

7 DIS_ . . - ;
Tl

—7oois

/T PECTYPE: . .\

/—7 SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION\ | |
T7 CONTINUE IN CURRENT PROGRAM i o
7 MODIFY. REGULAR PROGRAM | -

7 REFER TO EAS.

/7 SPECIAL CLASS OR CENTER

/7 REFER TO STATE SCHOOL

/_7 NONPUBLIC,” NONSECTARIAN ScHooL |

/_7 EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR SERV.ICES | , .
/:70THER-, I S -
/7 PARTlCIPATION IN REGULP?% PROGRAM_ /M 7

—7

TRANSITION RECONME?\)JDATIONS ) /M_/‘

/ / PLAN FOR MEETING DISTRICT GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS (IF APPLICABLE) / M/




-

4The persons whose signatures appear below participated in the development
of the IEP and agree to its contents unless otherwise noted.

Slgnafure of Attendees gd*é

. /W7 Y--'jr__e_a_s_ N=No
Administrator/Designee fg?{ _
g .
Resource Specialist fgg{k .
i W L
Teacher : égg! L
W .
Other fggg -
y

g

/QN/ | have a copy of my rights.
™7

| approve of The placement of
my child

/QN/ | participated in the develop-

ment of the EP

QM7 | approve of The IEP developed
for my child

| disapprove of the recommended
placemént

/QM/__ | request an independent
assessmenf at publlc

expense
/OM/_ 1| request a fair hearing
" /QM/_ | refuse special education
for my child
/_7 /—7 /
Signature of Parenf Dafe

THE SECTION BELOW 1S FOR UNDUPLICATED DIS ONLY-QTHER SERVICES USE PAGES 2&3

Present Performance Level /_M/
Annual Goal / M/
Implementor /_M/ =~ LEA Only
Minority Report (If any) /§E7

Education Need /QN/
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3,4 Individialized Educatlon Program for Al - e . Date W [
- I | Student's Name
v
Person completing form'
. t S " . |
l Presenf levels of performance — -~ &  Annual.Goals - Responslble
PR o | | Person
. e, development In language, cognltlve, attectlve, o }
- sensory; and sensory mator fuocflonlng) 3 by | |
w W W e e Only
1 - . | \ C |
- 3
(

l..

- PL %-142 (SecTIon 121a,349 - Though the-IEP s not a Iegal conTracT the agency and Teacher wIII make good faITh
| | ‘mmmmMmemmwmmwMM%) -

Pfogress towards these goals’was veviewed | | .« hnew IEP vas developed / |
| | | (date) / _A/ | - /DA/ (date)

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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. District /Qﬁ/ R _ Jchool W

3.4 Individualized Education Progrem for [ . ‘ | /Qﬂ/
L Student's Name

Personnel responsible fof Imp | ementation; - LEh O"IY |
| |  Name(s)

- Person compléflng form

“Ggalll Oy ¥ Short Term IhsfrgtflonaI‘Objecflves ‘Evaluation  Criferia of Success-  Evaluatlon

Procedures  ful Performance “and
| Programs
W W | w o W W W
D
D
LA |
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