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FOREWARD

Statement,of Funding

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

Disclaimer

The full report is reproduced here in this form for distribution
as a technical report under the grant. Results of this study are the
sole responsibility of the investigators. Official endorsement of the
California State Department of Education or San Juan Unified School
District is not implied.
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EXECUTIVE S

This statewide study reviewed the s nd fede41 paperwork mandates,
'analyzed the paperwork of 37 agencies and arized the interviews of 120
spedial educators. The findings of the study were as'. follows:

. Data items were mandated, but, except for the IEP, the do&ments on which
these items were to be collected were gilt specified by state and federal
mandates. The mandated data items coOrdiffer in complexity.

. The special education agency was required to collect at least 75 data
items on each student. The average agency collected 120 data items.
Some of these additional data items 'were used to identify the student
and for the administration of the placement /review process.

. Some-agencies collected many more data items than were needed to comply
with the mandates.

.For most special egilptation agencies, a reduction 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 inconsistent language of the mandates.

.Two reasons were used by administrators to Justify the collection of a
data item. The data item was collected to comply with the mandates or
to provide for educational planning%

.The time used to fill out placement paperwork was one-tenth of the total
placement time.

.The Master Plan professional spent less time 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 other site professionals by completing most of the documentation.

. Most special education teachers considered the4documentation of.,the

placement 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
appropriate education was identified as'a result of the placement and
review processes,, but its delivery depended largely on trained,g
competent professionals.

. There were no paperwork bottlenecks. The bottlenecks were in the
placement and review proceSses.

.The administrators considered the assessment results to be essential to
the placement decision.

.The Master Plan agency used fewer team meetings to place' a student in

special education.

.There was a decrease noted in the amountof papierwo'rk required by the
state for special education pupil counts. The state forms for pupil

counts had improved over time.
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RECOMMENDATIORS---,

Recommendations to Local Agencies

.Each agency should deve)op a handbook to explain (1) the steps to
follow in the placement and review process, and (2) how to complete
the special education paperwork.

.Special education teachers
,

should receive annual inservice on the
special education processes and the efficient completion of the

paperwork.

.Each agency s ould determine-which data items on their paperwork are

mandated an hich are for local use. The items included for local

use should b kept to a minimum. Duplicatioh of data items should

,he avoided.

-4 .RLAs with computerized student i_dentification systems shoul6Isupply
preprinted student identification items for as many of the required

forms as possible.

,
.Each agency should combine forms when it is possible. For example,

combine the assessment plan with the consentto-assess letter, with
the parent rights on the back.

.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 the data items which are clearly required to be collected,

the decision to collect a data item should be based on its value for
educational planking. .

Recommendlations to. the Department of Education

.The Office of Special Education should develop a list of the 'data

items mandated by law and regulation. The Office of Special Education

should identify the data items where differences of interpretation

exist. Resolve the differences of interpretation. Update this list

with each law/regulation change. 'Communicate 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
of multiple districts, (3) LEAs consisting of one district and (4).

LEAs consisting of multiple districts.

.The Office of Special,5ducation should provide procedure guides

for the most cost efficient management of the placement and review

process for the four agencies above.



. The Office of SpeciakEducation should examine the process 'and ,

paperwork load for each of the designated instruction and services
in orde to suggest a modification of the placement/review process.
Such dification 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 responsibility for
much of the mandated paperwork completion, Thereby, reducing the work
loads of the principal, special class teacher and the regular teacher.

State legislative recommendations.

.A simplification of the assessment prqsess could enable the-staff to
notify parents of -the referral, explaintheir tights and gain consent
for assessment in a single step.

.Parent consent to assessment should be required only, for the initial
assessment. California Education Codef(56337) states that, "Whenever.

V)

an assessment is to be conducted by a school appraisal team or an
educational assessment servkce, the consent the parent shall be
obtained...", This requiremilot is also mandated in the California
Administrative Code, Title 5, 3304(d). This requirement should be
deleted since it goes beyond the flpderal requirement of parental
consent for the initial assessment and placement (see Code of
Federal Regulations, Title 45, 121a.504(b)(2)).

Federal legislative recommendations

.Parent contact involved with informed consent are a bottleneck and
can be a major time consumer of unpredictable duration. Legislative
consideration should be given to how often parent participation is
manda ed. Parent participation in the placement and review process
was nsidered desirable by the special educators. Such involvement
was noted to decrease as the number of contacts and/or meetings
i reased.

.Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, part 121a.346 (see also
Education Code 56336.5a and California Administrative Code 3306(a)(1))
indicates that, the individualized education program for each child
presently must include a statement of the child's present levels of
educational performance. This requirement should be deleted from the
federal and state regulations since the assessment must be documented
elsewhere lsee Code of Federil Regulations, Title 45, 121a.533(a)(2)).

. Include the nual .goals on the IEP, but delete the short term
objectives fro* the IEP 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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INTRODUCTION

Often, legislation is not perceived as an underlying cause of
paperwork. Government' agencies draft regulations to implement the laws
with little thought abqut the paperwork impact. Funds were rarely
appropriated to compensate for the paperwork costs. The data collection
was infrequently related to the mandated action of an agency.

Recently, larger amounts 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 =milted by the Education for All Handicapped
Act of 1975 (PL-94-142). California also had similar legislation which
established the Master Plan for Special Education.

This and subsequent legislation have had an impact on the special
education paperwork required statewide. Pending legislation will also

have an effect on the special education dlocumenta+ion. As the laws and
the interpretation of the laws by which the agency is governed change,
the paperwork also changes to comply.



REVIEW OF THELITERATURE AND

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Studies of paperwork have been made at both the Federal and State
Levels. These studies have identified inefficiee practices and have
recommended changes to reduce the paperwork 'load :\ The problems reported
in the studies reviewed briefly in this section poiht out the' difficulties
in finding solutions to the paperwork problem.

Federal Studies

The study of paperwork at the Federal level has a long history
and has included many committees and Eommissions,extending back to the
Civil War. These groups were as follows: (I) the Cockrell ,Committee,
(2) the Dockery-CoORNall Committee, (3) the Keep Commission, (4) the
Taft Commission, (5) the Bureau of Efficiency,-(6) Hoover Commission,
and (7) Commiss4on on Federal' Paperwork (U.S. Commission on Federal
Paperwork, 1977, 3-8).

The latest commission on paperwork reported that there were several
types of burdens that excessive paperwork had imO4sed on institutions
and individuals. These burdens were the economic, psychological and
the cumulative effects of numerous requests for information (U.S.
Commission on Federal Paperwork, 4776, 3-5). The eCommission reported

that "the ever increasing volume of paperwork plagues both government
and Industry alike,"amel that the volume of paperwork created by the
Federal Government is increasing at an exponential rate (U.S.' Commission
on Federal Paperwoik, 1977a, 3).

The Carrion reported some key causes of paperwork. Among these

causes were the following: (I) a lack of communication; (2) requests
from overlapping organizations; C3) poor program design; and C4) in-
comprehensible forms and instructions.. The Commission noted that
"legislation and regulations are drafted with little thought as to how
paperwork or burdens might be minimIzed." W.S. Commission on Federal
Paperwork, I977e, 19-21).

e Commission found that frequent- paperwork complaints by
dove ment, industry and individuals were: (I) late feedback; (2) in-
sufficient lead time for data collection; (3) unrealistic data requests;
(4) idcdnsistent terminology in the requests, and (5) an excessive cost
for the data col lectioh (U.S. Commission on Federal Paperwork, 1977d, 12).

The Commission reported many. case studies on ways 1 cut paperwork

and, then suggested ways-to cut paperwork costs (U.S. Commission on
Federal.Paperwork, I977f, 24-33).

The Commission recommended to the President that audits be con-
ducted byagencies of the various regulatoryand program agencies.

2
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'Information gathering systems of program agencies should include: (1) cost
benefit analyses to eValuate the usefulness of data in relation to its

* cost; (2) consideration of the usefulness of the data to other Federal
agencies and private organizations; (3) evaluation of data for quality

Pr
and reliability; (4) determinations as to wheth the data being collected
are being used;eand (5) possible alternative " urces for and methods of
acquiring the data requested (U.S. Commission on Federal Paperwork,
1977a, 72).

--'

In -its report on'educAtion, the commission warned thatdetermihjng
the cost of providing educational. data is a complex problem.: AlthoUgh

Amour-Ate 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 soon to determine the_zosts
of data production and collection (U.S. Commission on Federal Paperwork,

' 1977d,-12).

The Federal tovernment has made extensive attempts to cut through
the paperwork maze with the Federal Paperwork Commission and HEW Secretary
Califanots Operation Common Sense. Secretary CAllfano asked for the
recoding of all federal regulations. Congress in response has attempted
to include the new languagerequired by the Office-of Education in new
laW. ThiS is true of the recent enactment of the ESEA Titles

I and II

(Edelstein, 15-18). -But, much of the paperWork required by Federal,
law remains.

In special education, Public Law 94-142 has been hailed by
legislators and educators as a law of tremendous potential, 'but also
a challenge (Kennedy, 7; Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, 1;.
Abeson and Zettel, 114-115; HawkinsrShepard, 95). Kennedy (1978) stated,
"Nobody ever said the task would be easy." Indmplementing-the law,
special educators reported a few of the challenges to be'as follows:

1. The IEP construction was a time consuming child assessment
tool (Washick, 34). This amount oftime appeared to give
educators much concern (Hawkins-Shepard, 95).

, 1
2. 'Obtaining parental consent and the explanation of parent

rights was a time consuming necessity.. The dOcumentation of
the crucial- communications for the,parent's benefit was re-
quired, Put a time consumer .(Hoff, 1978)..

3. The lEF documeht was a complicated written Statement. The
viewed'as both a process and a productand provided

many functions ( ye and Aserlind, 139).

The IEP was an extension of the procedural protections,- e'management
tool, a compliance monitoring docuMent, a commitment-of (resources and
a-communication vehicie(BUreau of Edbcatlon for thev.HandiCapped; 2).

.

KaYe.and Aserl-ind (079) viewed the lep as the "ultimate prodess".
This view appeared to be ratified by the mii#4things that the IEP
documeritation process is required to/achieVSunder Public Law 94-142:-'

3



The simple achieVement of the IEP documentation required by Public Law
94 -l42 implied the creatfonifid maintenance of an extensive paperwork
system. The challenge was to create and maintain an efficient paperwork

fr

system.

Price and Goodman (I*) studied the 'IEP documentation costs. They
found that the amount of time expended per pupil varied greatly across .
eXceptionalities. They alto 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
IEP was 390 minutes (6.5 hours) per student (Price and Goodman, 448-449).

They suggested that there was a need to streamline the IEP process
without detracting from quality. There was also a 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 representatives
many adverse attitudes toward the entire Federal-State education data
coIlection process, such as (I) proliferation of requests for informa-
tion; (2). lack of adequate Tad time; (3) inadequate or out-of -date
feedbeCk; etc. it was estimated that Federal information'requirements
can comprise 30 to 60% of the district's total reporting burden and
account for over 35%. Of:the Local Education Agency's reports required
by the State DepartMent of Education (California Educational Management"
and Evaluation Commission, 102).

As, a result of the commission's report, the State has attempted
through.a departmental Data Acquisition Committee to rdView, approve
and schedule statewide paperwork. Existing regulations have been TE1-
viewed and consolidated and legislatiom has been sponsored to abolish

.certain code sections requiring information which i&.no longer needed.

.A tiroadly-based statewide committee now reviews all proposed paperwork

.toassess tonterit, time requireMents, possible duplication, and
collection methods (Madden).

Local Studies

At the local leved principals have viewed with alarm the burden
Of excessive paperwo.5110 It was considered to detract.from the of

of schoot-personnel in the instructional Program. Many data re-
quests

,

depltwith the same issue In different forms with poorly conceived
directions, requiring inordinate hours to compile (Keller, 90).

School bOards were also asking for the paperwork load to be
relleved'(petchkel, 30). Although principals and school boards were
concerned. about paperwork generally, there was particular paperwork
problems for those in special education:

Spectral education teachers igmeaster-Plan consider paperwork to

be of.:amajor,COncern(Barrick, The InPiyidual EduCational Plan

4
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(IEP) development required several facets which\nvolved'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, it 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-
culties have'alto come fro6 data mismanagement (Marver and David, 9):

Special education direOtors 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 studies 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 data
collection and the scheduling of various reports.

A study should be made of special education paperwork to identify
the range of problems and to identify those procedures which could
lighten 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

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 coordinate the
paperwork effort. "Primary paperWork" includes all paperwork collected

.

to document programs for special education students'and to use for State
and Federal reports.

The study attempted to answer the following questions about the
primary paperwork in special dbucatIon:

- 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 duplidation 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?
- Did the data affect decision making?

sfr -What data were required by laws and regulations?
5



- What-changes in the laws and regulations mould insure more

efficient practices?

This study will, in investigating these questions, looked for and
reported efficient paperwork practices. Recommendations for improvement

in the practices was reported.

Summary

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 reliability; 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 incre ed the documenta-'

tion time for special education,

6



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 that should be collected in order to comply with the legal man
dates. The sedbnd was to analyze a sample of statewide solicited forms. The
final task was to interview special education personnel from selected districts
throughout the state to identify paperwork bottlenecks.

Analysis of State and Federal Mandates

The analysis of State and Federal mandates includes an analysis of the
California State. Education Code, the,California Administrative Code, the
Code of Federal Regulations and the United States Code. More specifically
the legal sources were the following:

(I) California Education Code (as amended by"AB 1250 and AB 3635). .

(2) California 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 121a, Assistance to States for Education of Handicapped
Children.

(4) United States Code, Title 20, Sections 1401-1411 (as amended by
Public Law 94-142).

The various mandated data items were categorized by paperwork category
and agency.type. The agency types were either (I) Special Education Service
Region (SESR) or (2) Public Law 94-142 Consortium or Local Education Agency
(LEA). The typical paperwork categories were (1) referral paperwork,
(2) assessment paperwork,(3) placement paperwork, (4) individualized
educational program, (5) annual review, (6) Federal data requirements for
program evaluation, and (7) the state data requirements for program evalua
tion. The specific legal references were cited for these categories,. Then
the actual text of the law was included again across these categories. The
summary of legal references for the paperwork requirements in special
education is found in Appendix A.

Selection of the Forms Sample

The method of sample selection was to solicit all the SESRs and a
matching number of Public Law 94-142 LEAs. At the time of the study there

were twentytwo 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 parent agency. This,

dropped the number of different SESR form samples' to 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 nonparticipation of some LEAs.

7



Each agency solicited was asked to provide special education
paperwork in the following categories:

I. The referral paperwork of the special student,
2. The epessment 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 periodic/annual review paperwork for the special student,
6. The management information system data requirements for special

education, and
7. The paperwork used in the fair hearing process.

For the SESRs eighteen of the iineteen responded.. For the Public 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 solicited agencies).

The Analysis of the Forms

The provided forms were separated into ,two.major classifications. SESRs
and Public Law 94-.142 LEAs (See Tables 1-4in Appendix E).. Typical forms
were used as major categories. For example, the referral form was used as

.:

a major category. Subcategories of data items were, also can trusted. The
individual data items were then,marked to indicate whether t agency
collected that data: The number-of data items collected by a agency was
totaled. The number of agencies which.00llected each individual data item

iy

was reported. The data i ems were also compared to,the State and Federal
mandates, using-the sum of legal references for the paperwork requirements
in special education in ppendix A. The Office of Special Education, Forms
Committee, constructed sample forms to include the mandated items. These
sample forms' were included in the Tables (see Appendix E). The data items
were analyzed'and the data items collected were reported. Efficient practices
were identified and reported, and changes in State and Federal mandates were
recommended.

The Selection of the Interview Sample

All of the SESRs and LEAs which were'selecied 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
their special education forms granted this permission. From this pool, five
SESRs and five Pullic Law 94-142 LEAs. were selected to participate in the
interviews. The SESRs and LEAs were categorized by the number of data items
collected on the typical paperwork. The five SESRS and LEAs were then
selected 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 low category.

The persons interviewed 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. Special day class teachers (2),

8
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5. Resource specialist teachers (2),
6. Designated instruction specialists (2), and
7. Principal or Vice Principal directly responsible for the

supervision of special education teachers (2).\

The LEAs had personnel which had titles and job roles which varied from
the above persons, but a comparable professional was interviewed, if possibl
The total number of professionals interviewed was one hundred nineteen.

Pilot Interviews

The San Juan Unified SchoOl District was used as the district in which
the pilot interviews were-conducted. the 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 questionnaire. Sixt n selected special education personnel
were interviewed in the district) t the elementary, intermediate, and
secondary levels. These personne were the same kind of professionals that
were to be interviewed statewide The questionnaire was differentiated
with respect to management and on-management personnel. The resulting
interview questionnaire is,found in Appendix B.

The Interviews

The interviews were conducted in relatively adjacent districts by
pairs to facilitate tr,avel,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. exist in the LEAs. The other matching
personnel were interviewed. The answers to the questions were recorded
as accurately as possible. d/he interviewer reviewed the answers immediately
after the interview for acc racy. The interviews were then compiled for
each question. The answers usually could be categorized or classified.
These answer categories were then reported in the findings chapter. Typical
answers were also summarized and repor=ted.

Summary

This study analyzed the State and Federal mandates as the data
requirements in special education in California. The'SESRs and Public Law
94-142 LEAs were solicited for a representative sample of their forms.,
The forms from the thirty -seven agencies were classified, analyzed and
critiqued as to efficient practice. Fi4e SESRs and five LEAs were selected
for interviews of special education. These SESRs and LEAs were selected
by the number of data items collected on the mandated paperwork and
geographic area, but also paired by-the number of special eddcation
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.

9
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STUDY RESULTS

With the funding"and establishment of the California Master
Plan for special education in. 1975, there has been a continual change
in the California special education mandates. With the passage of
the Education for All Aandicapped Children Act of 1975 (PL 94-142),
there has teen an additional change in the Federal mandatet. The
documentation of the local special education agencies has changed to
comply.with the new mandates. These laws and regulations were examnip

to determine how many special education data items should be collectlb
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 collected, and the attitude of
special education teachers toward the documentation. The bottlenecks
in the paperwork data collection were identified.

The Typical Paperwork in Special Education

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

41(2) the data items required for each document. 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 ources 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 CEC) as amended by AB 1250 and AB 3635, and
the California Administrative Code (CAC), Title V regulations.

The laws and regulations appeared to mandate both a documentation
system and a placement/review procest for the special education student.

Figure 1 matched the'paperwork with the placement/review,process. The

.placement process began with the referral of the student. Thit was

usually done on a referral. sheet. The referral sheet often included a

notice of referral to the parent. At this point, the parent rights,
assessment plan, and consent to assess forms.were often sent to the parent.
The parent retUrned-the-consent to assess. The in-depth assessment took
place and the findings'were documented by the professionals involved. The

parent was notified of the team meeting. This notice contained the time,
place and purpose of the team meeting as well as the people attending the

meeting.

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

10
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Figure 1. The Placement Process With the Review and the Matching
Paperwork for Special Education

needt of the child were identified. The decision to admit the
special education was discussed. This decision was documented,
on the identified learning needs Of the student, the goals and,o
were written. The plalement based on the gbals and objectives w
and it As documented. Lastly, the parent approval of the asses
eligibility for special education goals and objectives, and plac
obtained.

tudent to
Then, based
jectives
s determined
ment findings,
ent was

The annual review process involved almost all of the element of the
placement process. The annual review' assessment was usually not s 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 pfaceMent 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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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 Da Items to Be

Collected for. the P ce nt of a
Special Education tudent

7.

TYP1CAdr
DOCUMENT

DATA ITEMS MANDATED DATA ITEMS MANDATED

\ FOR SESRs FOR PL 94-142 LEAs

Referral
4

13 7

Assessment Plan/Consent
to Assess 19 20

Parent' Rights TEXTUAL MATERIAL

Notification of Meeting 5 .5-

)1'ndividual Education Plan 42 43.

Tote) . 79 75

For some of the data items identified, there was a real question as
to whether that data item should be included on the forms. For example,

the code' of the Federal Regulations states:

If the native language or other mode of communication of the parent
is not a written Inguage, the state or local educational agency shall
take steps to ensure: .. (2) that the parent understands the content
of the notice, and C3) that,there is written evidence that require-
ment in paragraph and (2) of this section has been met.

CFR 121a.505(c).

The confusion, in this case, was not whether the language of the home

should be documented, but whether there were enough cases to 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 ,p form.

But, the problem with making sure that the language of the homeNS'Aocu-

mented in.t e few cases remains'.

.
Dec ding which document should contain the mandated item is another

problem For example, the annual report of.the agency to the state shall

12
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identify 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
required report and how many times should it be collected?

. ,.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 'ties (CFR
121a.532(3)(f)). The state mandates that there will be provision for
assessment of the individual's' development in language, cognitive, affective,

\ sensory, and sens ry motor functioning (EC 56330(b)). Which of, these
terms should be in Luded on the forms: Social and'emotional status or
affective devellop ent of the individual? General intelligence and academic
performance or cognitive development Of the individual? Communicative
status or language development? Are vision and hearing,status the same,
as sensory development or should other senses be i lulled? Should some of
the above categories be included on the assessm plan or should all of
them be included just to be safe? So a major p lem identified withMer
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 dLfferences between the terms. This study provided for the determine-
tion art what was being collected in categories constructed from these terms.
These data collection practices are descibed in the next section.

Paperwork Analysis

The paperwork froM thirty-seven of the thirty-eight agencies was
tabulated by the major documents,: referral sheet, assessment paperwOrk
(assessment plan and consent to assess), notification of the meeting and
the IEP (see Tables 1-4 of the Appendix). The Office of Special Educaticin,

glForms Committee, drafted sample'forms which were also included in this
tabulation. A judgment as to whether each data item,was required by law
to be collected was also, included at the'top of Tables 1-4 of Appendix E.

(The data items collected-could be classified into th 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 iteAs collected on all of the mandated paperwork
for the master plan agencies was 132.9 (see Table 2 below). For the non-
master plan agencies, the average was 108.2. The number of'items collected
on the documents varied widely. , On the referral sheet, the number of items
collected ranged from 9 to 44. On the assessment plan/consent to assess
document, the number ranged from .3 to 38. The notice of the team meeting
contained from 3-38 data ,items. The number of items collected on the !EP.
ranged from 30 to 123. So the practice ranged *'idely for the number of
data items collected. On the average, the master plan agencies collected
more items on each document. The master plan agenci'es collected approxi-.:
mately 25 more items on their documents than the non-master plan agencies.

13

2



Table 2

Data Items C cted Versus Data Items'Mandated
State And Federal GovernmentsBy T

SESRS LEAS

AVERAGE
..

AVERAGE,

SPECIAL EDUCATION NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER
PAPERWORK . MANDATED OF ITEMS .RANGE MANDATED OF ITEMS RANGE

REFERRALa 13 26.6 11 -44 7 19.2 9-26

ASSESSMENT PLAN/
CONSENT TO ASSESS

,

19 21.5 5-38 -20 1946 3-29

RIGHTS

NOTIFICATION OF
MEETINGb 5 20.5 8-3Z 5 17.5 5-31

INDIVIDUAL ......./ .

EDUCATION PLAN 42 . 64.2 35-123 43 51.9 30-77

TOTAL 79 132.9 79-213 - 75 108.2 83-143

a
SESR 18 not included in Tables 1 and 2 on Appendix E
Data items collected by the agencies 'not reported in
in Appendix E -

The average number of data items collected on each typical document was
above ¶he total number of mandated items (see Table 2), The explanation for
the larger average number of data items collected can be partially found by
listing the additional items included on each document (see Table 3).

- When the non-mandated data items usually collected were analyzed, threek
independent categories were identified. These categories were defined as
follows:,_

(I) :the student identifiers were the data items needed on each
document to identify the student.

(2) the unduplicated _items were the unduplicated data 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 documents.

The student identifiers were the name and birthdate of the student.
The number of t.imes these two identifiers were needed on the four typical
documents was seven (the student birthdate was not needed on the notificaL
tion of the team meeting).

The remaining non-mandated items usually included on the paperwork
were,categorized by the duplicated and unduplicated categories. There
Were six duplipted and fifteen unduqticated items. The total number of
items needed on all the typical documents was found by adding the following:

TISsr
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Mandated
items

student unduplicated
identifiers items

A

For the SESRs, this was equal to 79 + 7 + 15 = 101

For the LEAs, this -was equal to 75 + 7 4.'15 =-97.

Therefore, a reduction of the data items fOr many of the agencies was
Possible, but the practical limit for the total number of data items was
101 for the SESRs and 97 for the LEAs.

Table 3

Not. Mandated But Usually teicluded
In the Paperwork as Identification.

ASSESSMENT PLAN/CONSENT
REFERRAL SHEET (II ITEMS). TO ASSESS.LETTER (6 ITEMS) IEP. (9 ITEMS)

I. 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 STUDENT4 6. LETTER DATE 6. PARENT NAME
6. HOME SCHOOL 7. PARENT ADDRESS
7. PA RENT NAME NOTICE OF TEAM MEETING 8. PARENT PHONE
8. PARENT ADDRESS (3 ITEMS) 9. BIRTHDATE*
9. PARENT PHONE NUMBER (MANDATED)
10. NAME OF PERSON MAKING I. SENDER'S NAME

REFERRAL 2. SENDER'S PHONE
II. DESCRIPTION OF ATTEMPTED 3. STUDENT OR PARENT

INTERVENTIONS (LOCAL USE) NAME

*IEPs 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 into question categories.
These categories were form construction, time estimates, usefulness of the
doCumentation, change§ 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 responses summarized below:

Form Construction

Question: Are the directions for collecting the data clear?

Yes No Uncertain

90% 10% 0%.
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The directions were usually either printed on the back of the 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 question, was usually asked about directions. This
question is below:

Question: Was inservicing required when you first used the forms?

Yes' NO Not Asked

46% 4% 49%

Most of the teachers who were asked this question indicated that they
were provided instruction on a one-to-one basis. They, alsO indicated that

observing a person filing out a set of forms was helpful.

'Question: Are the forths'legible?
ti

Yes No

95% 5%

The only comments with respect to illegible fOrms indicated eith r that
the NCR carbon copies were not properly matched or that lie writing o the
last, of the NCR copies could not be read.

Question: Is there enough room to write:

Yes No Uncertain

58 %. 38% 4 4%

The majority reported satisfactory room in'which to write. But a large

minority indicated problems with the IEP. The reported problems'usually were
(I) not enough room to document fhe current performance levels or (2) not
enough room to write the objectives and the criteria for these objectives.

Question: Is there a place for all the necessary information?

Yes No

76% 22%

Again, the majoe4Orvindicated 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 professionals
assessing the student.

16
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Question: Was teacher input involved In constructing the forms;

-Yds L Uncertain

56%., -6% 37%

Most of the persons interviewed indiCated,that fhey were personally
involved.in constructing the farms or knew someonewho.was. it was observed
that the persons who did not answer yes to this question had more suggestions
for improving the forms/.

qr QuestiOn:. What inforMatiOn it requested on one, two or more, forms that
could be deieted?

Deletion of Add

Nothing Some repetition Uncertain Items IteMs

45% 16% 8% 29% 2 %,

Some of the professionals i erviewed indicated that there was
repetition in the agency's ,forms. Usually these items were the identifying
items for the student. Almost one-third of the persons Indicated some
deletiOn could be made. Often, these suggestionS even (ncluded a deletion
of mandated items.

Summary regarding form construction. A few of the agencies had incomplete
or non-existent directions, for completing 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
satisfactory, but somelminor changes could,help decrease the writing time.

Time .Estimates

The, special education professionals were asked to estimate the time
spent on paperwork. These estimates were difficult to obtain since eaOh
agency administered their placement/review process differently. In the
master plan districts (or SESRs), the job roles of the various professionals
were very similar. In the non-master plan agency, professionals may have
had Identical titles, but their job roles, varied widely from master plan
agencies. For this 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 processand paperwork could
vary within each agency depending on the job role of the professional. The
times could also vary depending on the severity of the,handicap of the
student placed.

The estimates were separated into two areas: (I) the time spent in
the placement/review process (process time) and the time spent actually
filling'oUt the paperwork once the data had been collected (paperwork time).

17



The process time and paperwork time were estimated for these types of
doCuments: referral, assessment plan, consent, to assets,. assessment-, notice
of-the. meeting and preparation for the- meeting, placementmeeting,:assessment:
for anpualreview, an the ahnual review meeting. Theestimated times for
each.pr I r'ofesslonal thdt-participates in the placement o reviewmeeting are:
summarized in Appendix C. .

The two items which consumed the most timewere the assessment of the
student 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 total.time. The amount of time spent In both documentation
anclprocesting- varied by, the type of placement withthe more severe handicap

taking thejripst

When:the:time went filling out paperwork was 'summed for each type of
placeMeht wjth'regardt to master/non-master plan,agency a Clear:consistent
pifference did Appear. These times, are reported in' Table 4 below. The
°master plan agency-tpent .1ets.time completing paperwork for every major

type of placement team.

Table 4

:Paperwork Time For Master Plan And
Non- Master Plan Placements of
$0eoial,EdqtatiOnStudehtt

.-'

PLACEMENT FROM MASTER PLAN' NON- MASTER PLAN PLACEMENT -PROM'
,.-

Reglit4r,;Class
. to DIS -:'

.

'.0,-7,2 hrs .

, , .

1 .,22 hrt

Regular to
DIS

' Regular pass:-
to Resource
Class .- ,.''

'

.

1.12-1.:49 hrs

-,.°

3.16` hrs;

.

Regular to
Special Day
Class

--
ResoOce-C1 ati'

to.....Speclal

Day Class

,. ...

0.86-i,..86 a..

1.64-2,:58_0, .66.hrs

.

,..

().0cit,i Day: :'

Class :(tH).

..to Special Day

` Class (SH),

c.

Special Day
Class (LH)
to Special
Day ClassASH)

._,

1.40-2.84 hrt

a = special day class teacher and program specialist major participants

b'= resource. teacher and program specialist major participants in placing

the student

The amount of time spent on actually filling out paperwork'was also
consistently lest for the placement of a student in a master plan agency

(SESR) for the principal, designated instruction specialist and the special
18



.day class teacher. This may be due to the role. of the resource specialist
'teacher. This teachet was reported to handle much of the papeAPOrk of The
students placementijhereby, lessening the load for other site professionals.

The estimated time spent on placement process showed that these same
master plan "professionals 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 placement 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 time spent could 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 1.15-1.79 hri

Designated Instruction

Specialist 1.62-7.16 hrs 1.94-5.72 hrs

Special 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, designated instruction
specialist, and special day class teacher spent more time on both the 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,
time estimates for the placement process and time estimates for the review
process. These yearly estimates were obtained by asking each professional
the number ofrstudents placed and the number of students reviewed each year.,,
The estimated time for the yeah was obtained by the following formula:

NO7

Average time on the activity x verage number of students
involveA in activity per year = Estimated yearly time spent 0
on the ictivity.

Rrom the yearly estimates; it was fou that the master plan special
day cfasslcteacher, principal and regular teacher spend less time actually

19
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filling out paperwork. This was true even though the master plan special
day class teacher, designated instruction specialist and principal con-
sidered more 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 time used to actually fill out
paperwork to be reduced for the special day class teacher, principal and
the 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 designatod.4nstruction specialist spent many more hours both in the
placement/rev-Lea process and in actually filling out paperwork than the
non-master plan specialist. This was verified by the other interview
questions.

The master plan designated instruction specialists reported that
they 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)., Often an assessment team was
included making the number of team meetings four.

The most number of meetings encountered in an agency was six. etr!'e,

'added factor of inefficiency was that the eligibility and placement meeting
had at the least six members (see Figure 4). So, for the LEAs the number of
team,meetings varied from three to six.

The number of team meetings used to place the student had e multiplier
effect on the ma6 hours spent in team meetings. For purposes of demonstra-
tion, assume the followiftg:
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Table 6

Yearly Estimates For Various Special
Education ProfesSionals

PROFESSIONAL
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Master Plan

-Designated Instruction
Specialist

- Resource. Specialist

-Special Day Class Teacher
,-7--,

-Principal -..

-Teacher*

,

31.1

22.4

7.7

48.0

3.5

61.6

27.1

11.7

83.8

-

116-310

174-275

35-86

103-182

14-12

.

51

39

7 3/4

I

0.

Non-Master

-Designated Instruction
Specialist

-Special Day Class Teacher

-Principal

-Teacher*

23.3

3.9

20:1

3.5

55.3

12.2

119.8

57-77

40-58

69-91

2f-7f

39

9

24

# -1

*not interviewed but estimated from
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 meeting

1 x 4 = 4 manhours

two team meetings

2 x 4 = 8 manhours

for the rali three team meeting

3 x 4 = 12 manhours

But for the PL 94-142 LEAs, the minimum number of manhours was as
follows:

three team meetings

3 x 4 = 12 manhours

or if an assessment team was included:

four team meetings (with assessment tearn'rneeting added)

4 x 4 = 16 manhours.

The most team meetings encountered was six. For this agency, one of

the meetings included at the minimum of six members. So the manhours in-

volved would be as follows:

six team meetings

5 x 4 + 6 = 26 manhours.

For the master 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 to the pro-
fessional time than the LEAs. '

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

gyerions 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:

1 22



School Appraisal Team Educational Assessment Team-

Regular
Education

en combined de
D one meeting4C
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.4, often combined

.0
one_meOting

Figure 2. Master Plan Placement and Review Process Flow

Number of team meeting for placement: .

if placement and IEP considered together = I

if placement and IEP considered separately = 2
if. SAT team referred student to EAS team = 2-3

Number of team meetings for ar' review = I
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(included by
some agencies)

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

* = team meeting
usually hr.

in length with
3-4 members but
can vary to 10
members

Number of team meetings for placement = 3

Number of team meetings for placement, if assessment .team is included = 4

Number of team meetings for annual review =

24
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* = team meeting
usually i-1 hr.
in length with
3-4 members

+ = team meeting
usually I hr.

in length with
6-10 members

Figure 4. PL 94-142 Agency with the Largest Number of Team Meetings
In the Placement and Review Process Flow

Number of meetings for placement = 6

number of team meetings fcir annual review =
34



1. Parent contact. Any kind of parent contact can be time consuming.
The type of parent contact was ordered from the least to most time consuming
contact. The parent contact was listed as follows: (a) letter, (b) phone
call, (c) meeting at school, and (d) meeting at home or place of business.
For a single parent contact, the reported time 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 a 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 than the suburban or rural agencies.

2. The assessment of the student. The assessment of the studeht
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. t

3. Notifying members of the team meeting. The negotiating of a time

to meet can be frustrated by conflicts in calendars, arranging,time for the

special education teacher to be out of class, and parent unavailability.

This gathering the tm together can he extremely time consuming, especially

iIf many members are nvolved. If central office staff were involved, the

time to schedule the meeting was reported to 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 to

three hours.

5. High student mobility rate. A high student mobility can considerably

increase the amount of time that a team spends on placement. Mobility rates

of up to onethird of the student population were reported for a year. This

onethird rate would increase the time a staff spends in placement by one

third. But, there is no matching increase in money or staff time to compensate

for this increase. It was reported that a student often would move before

he could be placed in speCial education classes rendering the expenditure of

staff time useless. The urban agency reported that the mobility of the student

was a major problem. The problem was also encountered in rural agencies that

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 small percentage (0-12%) 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 rol,e)Of the resource specialist and also the lesser number of

team meetings for each placement. The master plan designated instruction
specialist spent more time in both placement process and paperwork then the
nonmaster plan designated instruction specialist.



The administration of the placement process can inflate the time
considerably. Just an 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 their staff hours used for meetings than the LEAs.

The major bottlenecks identified were parent contact/ assessment of
the student, the schedulingof a team meeting, the team mting and a high
mobility rate. Urban agencies appeared to have more problems with
establishing parent contact, scheduling the team meetings, and lessening
the,impact of a higher mobility rate.

Usefulness of the Documentation

Since a large amount of staff time goes into the placement of the
student, construction and review of the IEP, 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 appropriate categories 'followed by a summary of the
comments.

Question; How do you feel the cost of data collection relates to its
usefulness?

Useful Not Useful Uncertain

44% 32% 24% - Percent of Administrators

Only the administrators were asked this question. Many administrators,
even the principalS, were unaware of the actual time that their staff spent
in special education data collection. They considered the time of data
collection to be quite large. Some administrators considered this time to
be largely non productive, but the administrators who considered this time
to be warranted were In the majority.

The majority felt that the documentation helPd to identify hildren

that in the past were unserved. The documentation helped assure -the parent
rights and provided for accountability with respect to services provided.
This majof=ity of administrators felt that judgments were now based on the
results of a careful assessment 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 at-the least cost.

The minority of administrators felt that the cost was unwarranted.
Many in this group felt that the due process was like insurance. Due
process and consent were only needed for a small percent of students.
The agency spent enormous amounts of time documenting to insure against
a possible suit involving this small percent.
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This same minority usually stated that parts of the documeAation 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 considered 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 changes

and printings of the forms were due to the changing mandates.

A few negative administrators felt that a lot o# money had been spent

for nothing on paperwork. These administrators felt that judgments could
be madeon educational placements and programs without the extensive data

collection and the formal team meetings involving the parent.

Question: To what extent do the data that you are required to collect
in special education relate to the educational decisions that

you make?

in every case in some cases in no cases Uncertain

56% 32% 8% 4% - Percent of
Administrators

\ In this question, the majority of administrators supported the usefulness of
\the data collected. A clear majority indicated that the documentation
\supported the placement decision. The data were consistently used The data

Collected were seen as essential to placement and planning: The assessment
dta were viewed as very valuable to most educational decisions about the
stUdent.

The larger minority ofadministrators (32%) felt that for most students'

the educational decision was supported by the data collected.' In some cases,

the educational decision was made.y.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 infdrmation which was critical to..their educational decision regarding

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 smallest group of administrators indicated that the data were not

useful. The only reason that the data were collected was to comply with the

law.

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

Referral Assessment Placement IEP No Parts

2% 31% 0% 73% 10% - Percent of Special

Education Teachers
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The special education teachers usually indicated that the assessmentresults and IEP were useful for daily instruction. The parts of the IEPidentified as useful were always the goals and objectives. No other partof the IEP was indicated as useful unless a summary of the assessmentwas included on the district IEP. Many of the special education teachersindicated that the more specific the objectives were, the more theobjectives were used for daily instruction. The less specific theobjectives, the more likely it was that the .IEP would be filed andreferred to only occasional ly.

The teachers who indicated that the assessment
results were usefulusually identified'specific things.-which were helpful. These are listedas follows:

I. notes on teacher observations of the staccompanying comments by the teacher, dent "behaviors and the

2. test-results which included a diagnosis of skills in Math,reading and language,

lc
.

3. observations of behavior in the classroom by the psychoiogist,
4. the psychological evaluation report, and 40

5. 'the medical evaluation by a nurse or doctor.

A minority of teacherd (10%) indicated that no.parts-were Useful:They.juSt constructed the goals and objectives in order to comply with thelaw and then filed them. They did.not consider the goals and Objectivesto be any help to their teaching. The assessments results were rarelyreacr'for diagnostic reasons.
.

9Utstion:r. Does t*-dupporting paperwork scatter and distract or add toand focuS the aim of the team meeting?

Adds to Distracts from Both Neithee:

66%. 21%'- JI% 6%:'

-)

1

56% 12% 2%

62 %' 17% 7% 4%

Not. Asked

10% Perdeht,ol
Special EdUca7
tion Te4chers

1...: , .

22% - Percent of

Administrators

10% - Total

Nearly one-quarter of the administrators
were not asked this question.This group of

administrators reported that they were not directly involvedin the team meetings. The remaining
administrators consisted largely 41principals and, special education case managers.

The majority (62%)' of the team participants indicated that the pper-work adds to the team meeting. The paperwork reported to function as an29
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agenda for the'meeting. The paperwork also helped to.focdt'fhe attention'

:of the team on docUmented results of the assessment rather than the

observation of an individual about the handicap,of the child. The more

experienced special education teacher.rep9rteOaking the documentation a

natural part of the meeting.

The teachers who reported that the paperwork distracts from the

aim of the team meeting were usually new teachers or teachers not ex-

perienced in conducting a team meeting. The principals also reported

-that the paperwork of+en distracts the inexperienced teacher.

Suggeited practices which could increase the
efficiency of the team

meetings were reported by the participanti.
These practices are as

\lc follows:

1. The person conducting the meeting should have a preLprinted

checklist of items to be covered in the meeting available.

2. The case manager should compkte as much ofHthe,paperWOrk as

possible prior.to the team meeting.

3. The case manager should suggest 'goals an
objectives in draft

form to present'Itthe parent, but allow the part .to modify the tuggettieihs.

4. Appoiapersbn:-Io''Conduct *be meeting anda person to record at

the meetingQ6:hotoomb.Thethese
functions, if pOSSible.

Question: DO yoU'feethet the present documentations useful in

ass4ring:tha*the most appropriate educationii delivered

to eactLthile

Yes.. In Most:Cases No

.65% 23% 13% - Percent of Special Eqvcation Teachers

66% 24% 10% - Percent of Administritor uk

65% ° 23% 12% - Percent of Total

Many;Specia)
education teachers and specialists,saw the logical

connectiontetween.the assessment
of the Student, Apentlfication of needs,

determination of eligibility,
construction of goals'and objectives, place-

ment in prOgram-; airWOeriodic review, of goals and objectives. They clearly

stated that it IS:this total process and its careful, efficient-administra-

tion which assures the-Most appropriate-education for the child.,-The

paperwork Watfseen-as just a reflection of the process. The paperwork can

be filled °tit 40 the most
appropriate education not provided. :They

PmPtIal;e0-hat
trained people assure the most appropriate education, not

)1he-.0aperwork.
The most appropriate

education:Of the child depends largely

Orithe competence of.the professionals
involved in the 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

I., The parent was involved,inthe.IEP process alOngfWith,all the
necetsarVpeOple.

4

2. A broadassetsment using several test was'provided* 17he. tettt
,...:.-,,were interpreted by :several profetsiOnalp.

1.- -A proVision-was -made for the notification of parent nights::.
.. :

.

4. Many 'alte4elve placemente.were considered These plbCeMentt'
7were- verified by safflgeWOrofessionals:H

'5. ro.The-IEP proCess was a useful woking'pcedure. It identified
the needs of the child and helps' to organize relevant resources.

6. The IEP paperwork provided for an eudit trail to keep the teacher
on taste and goal directed for each child.

7. The papektOrk was a. record of t e,childrs accomplishments.
4

iii

8% The paperWork was-0 useful communication between the parents
and professionals as well_asAust between the professJpnalt.

Many' teachers and !administrators fe;lit the IEP Process could be
rostreamlined. The comments for improvement g nerally concentrated on

suggestions for impro entof the local admj istration of the IEPIr.
process.

:,QUestion: What- changetin the laws and regujations dca;v0,feel could
insure a mdr efficient practice?,

ia
1

UncertainChance. No C !iqe.

71% 23% - Percent:

.Teacher4

18% - Percent

21% - Total

EC;
The SespCitfte*to th(s question ranged widely. Funding was a topic,::

most oftftleaddrfait*L it, was felt that there was a need to recognize
and fund thiy606t re4ated to implementing the paperwork mandates. It

.ifatjelt that theyfundin :hid-Un the past not been related to the added

il.

.4f:0:vices that the 'distrt t.were required to perform .,

Special Education

of Administrators

The next subject most frequently addressed wa
criteria. It was felt that the learning handIcappe
If the child was borderline wit pect to OaCeme
often the determUning factor f trent was whet
.available in the focal date. ealto re ,Q

th need for placement
citegory was too open.
In an LH program;'

r there.was space
that students served



PK,:ofie:-dfstrict were not eligible.f6.,the same pog,Orli,:inancither
diStrrcf; because the criteria varied between-d*

Parent, involvement was seen as too extensive Wcei-tain areas
of the process. There was too much parent consent and'dye process
required. It Was seen that for many parents sending'home, the assessment ,

plan and obtainingthe consent to assess was not needed. The parent
was reported to be rarely interested n writing the specific objectives
once the goals had been constructed. Asking the parent to help write
the objectives was seen as a non-productive time cogsuiner-. ,It was
suggested that parent involvement be limited to the Placement meeting
consent to placement and writing of goals.

Many of the special educators reported a need for better preparation
by the universities and colleges of new teachers. A better certificati
of t

m

fer
s was needed for the areas in which they serve. In-service fl,

bot geiOals and special education teachers was reported to be needed.
Sett Oftparation and in-service could help the professionals to be more
efficient with the placement and review of the special educationi student.

There should be a condensation of the placement/review process and
a streamlining of the paperwork. The State Department of Education should
p"rovide more help in bringing this about.

question: What kind of attitude do you have toward the processes docu-
mented by the paperwarkIntpecral education? How do you feel
about actually filling:out the forms? -

Positive NeqatNe Uncertain Ambivalent

,'PrOCess ..-87%,
8%': 3% 2% - Percent of Special

Education' Teachers
.

,,

48% 40% 5% '7% - Percefitof Spedia
,

.Educatigh'I ahers'

ry:A latge number of the teachers Inteiewed.stated-emPhiticall that
.the present'placement and review process was pr'o'viding "the most appropriate.
-ducatiOe for most of the children. It was felt that the processes were,
adhleyingthe,goa.1t of the legislation. The parents were more involved is
.the ectucattO oftheii- children. The special education teachers considered
the assessment by several professionals as most heipful 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 do4umeOted process was helpful to both the parent and the teacher. Few

of the teachers were 'negative about the documented process.
. .-

:
. . -- .

Miny'Of,tfie 'feathers '.(48%) saw the forms as useful in the administra-
tio o$ the processes. The forms :were seen as important to do a, good job.
The rest of 'the.1:eachers..(40%) general [y.admitted that 'they did not like
filling out:The,..4peciel, edUcation.forms. They reported.that it was time
consumInganeoften.took.aWay from the teaching effort: But, most of
these taactiers,saw the forms as helping to meet the needs of the student
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and therefore usefulf, Any improvement of the forms would be appreciated
by the teachers. Most of the teachers who were negative toward the
forms had constructive Comments for' improvement of the forms.

Questions regarding State Forms for Pupil Counts. 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
form completion. The interview 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:

I. For what federal and State reports,in special education are
you responsible?

2. What percent of your time goes into the completion of the
federal and state reports in special education?

3. To what extent do you feel these repots are used to make
local decisions? Could some be eliminated?

,A

The sbeciO, education director was rarely involved in the data
collectOn.for state forms. This function was usually delegated to
the Mailf*ent Information Systems consultant, program specialist, or
evaluatorti The usual forms that these professionals filled out were
the R30end F3 forms. Federal forms were not usgally,lcompleted by the
local agency. P

The reported problems with the R30 forms were as,follows:

I. Not enough lead time has been given. to_ail out the forms. It

was reported that one week had been given to fill out the forms, when
it takes one month Just to gather the data. Reasonable lead times 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 u4e. The categories were reported to be poorly defined. For
example, on Form R30, Special Education Pupil Count and Staff Data,
1979-1980, the categories for levels of training were a problem. It was
difficult to differentiate between "Awareness" and "Knooledge" and between
"Skill Practice" and "Skill Application". There was i problewwith

_obtaining unduplicated counts for the'R30, Special Education Pupil Count
and Staff Data, 1979-1980 form.

9

xClear directions were needed for completing the R30 forms. These
directions should Include a definition of the categories used.

The persons interviewed indicated that there had been a decrease
in the amount of paperwork required by the State. They also reported
that the forms had improved over time: it was reportedthat the meetings
provided by and phOne Calls to the Office of Special Education were helpful
In complettng the forms.
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State forms for pupil counts were ,seen-as useful to' comply with the
law and to provide information for fiscal decisions. The jooal use of the
information contained in the state forms varied widely. Some reported the
information to be useless. But, others regarded the information as essential
to establish fiscal and staffing policies. The agencies which had MIS
systems tended to indicate that the data for the state forms were easier to
obtain. 'These' same agencies tehded to indicate that the informatidn'was
of local vaCue.

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 ocumented.
Thedahguage differences between the Federal and State man tes can lead
to more categoriee:lhan are needed on the documentation ystem.

The number of data items mandated for the SES,R.a seventy-nine; for
the L , it was seventy-five.; To adminiAter the paperwork system, the
SES 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 to be a major problem by the
special educator. Some deletion was seen as needed. Inseryice of
teachers and clear directions for the forms were seen as essential.

The SESR special,educators spent less time on the placement paperwork
for each student than the LEA educators. The SESR special day class
teacher, principal and regular teacher spent less time per year filling
out paperwork than the comparable LEA professional. This was true even
though the SESR professionals considered more placements than the LEA

pr64essionals.

The SESRs had fewer team meetings in order to place a student. The
number of team meetings had a multiplier effect on the staff time in team
meetings.

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 population.

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,
not the completion of paperwork. The paperwork can be a useful part

of the total process.
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CONCLUSIONS

The review of the federal and state laws and regulations indicated
that many data items were required to document the placement and review
processes. The typical documents on which these mandated data items were
collected were the referral sheet, the assessment plan/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
easily documented such as "date of consent to,assess" to an item such as
"cognitive levels" which could 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 the mandated items). Of 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 IEP and the LEA was required to
collect 43 data items on the IEP.

Items Collected

The analysis of the special education paperwork from 18 SESRs and
19 LEAs was used to determine what was collected. The SESRs collected an
average of 132.9 data items for the student placement and review. The
LEAs collected 108.2 data items. On the 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 total number of
data items collected was from 79 to 213. For the LEAs, this range was from
83 to.143. The document which had the largest range was the IEP. The
SESRs collected 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 to inflate
the SESR average and widen the SESR range reported. From these findings,
it was concluded that several agencies collected 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 items are often duplicated on several of the documents. Some of these
date 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 total number was 101 for the
SESRs and 97 for the LEAs. Therefore, for an agency to reduce the number
of data items well past 100 and remain in compliance would require a change
in the mandates.

35

44

4



The large range in the number of, data items collected by the agencies
could be based partially on the language differences betweem the state and
federal mandates. For example, the state required t t possible area

included in the assessment was "affective functioning The federal
regulations listed "social and emotional status" as a ossible 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 regulations often were not clear as
to 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 items
on the forms, it 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
the 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 deletion of items could occur.
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.

Suggestions for deletion of items and condensation of the forms were
as follows: (a) determine what items need to'be included on the forms;

include only nonmandated items which are necessary; (b) eliminate data
items-which are duplicated on one or more pages; (c) duplicate only the
items 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 top. 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 bottlenecks, time estimates were made for
both the'placement/rev ew process and the paperwork, No bottlenecks were
found in the complet

4
paperwork. The major time consumers in the

placement and review rbte es were. concluded to,be-as:fotlows: (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 focal agency ,to determine their impact
on staff time and on the accompanying paperwork:..

An analysis of the time estimates.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
placement/review paperwork was onetenth of the time spent on the placement/
review process; (b) the time spent completing paperwork for a SESR placement
was leSs than for a LEA plaCement; (c) the SESR team member spent less time
per year filling,oyt paperwork than the correspondin LEA team member; `-

(d) the abilitytcdferentiate time in the proces cordingto the 'heeds,'
of the studentivis.:gittater for the SESR team:therit EA teamand:J.e)':717*
SESRs used:fewer'neetitigs to place a studentltan:the
number of team:.-Meetings increased the-amount:.ofLEA staff time ised.'t6,-plade

student. "'

The interviews with special educators established several needs related
to paperwork. These needs were as follows: (a) recognize and fund the costs
related to the implementation of the paperwork mandates; (b) expend a greater
local effort to make the data Collection cost effective; and (c) provide
better preparation of teachers regarding the placement/reView processes and
the,accompanying documentation.

4

Administrative Views of Paperwork

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

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, data items of questionable
mandate were included on the paperwork.

The paperwork was designed to insure against any possible suit. Data
items on due process details were included on the forms to document the
agency's intent to provide the proper educational service.
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Educational planning viewpoint. This approach valued the total

processes of placement and review. The placement/review processes assured

the most appropriate education for the child. The careful, efficient

administration of this total process established the most appropriate

education for the child. This efficient administration depended largely

on trained, competent professionals. The paperwork was seen as just an

organizational tool to help bring about the most appropriate education

for the child. The current documentation was useful in assuring that the

most appropriate education was delivered, but, without a trained staff,

the documentation was not a sufficient condition for delivery.

The following findings supported the educational planning viewpoint:

(a) the parent involvement in therlEP meeting was seen as beneficial to

the child's education by most of the educators interviewed; (b) the assessment

results were considered by
theadministrators to be a real support to the

placement decision; (c) a large majority of the special education teachers

considered the assessment results, goals and objectives to be useful in the

daily instruction; (d) most teachers considered the forms to be useful in

the placement and review processes, but admitted that they did not like

filling out the forms; and (e) generally, the paperwork was seen as a definite

support in conducting the IEP team meetings. However, if the person conducting

the meeting was inexperienced, the 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 item to

educational planning should be the basis for including an item on the

paperwork.

Conclusions consistent with this educational planning viewpoint
regarding paperwork were as follows:

1. Since the paperwork was an organizational tool, the number of

data items collected should be minimized. Enough information should be

provided for the effective administration of,the placement and review

processes.

2. Since the placement and review 'recesses provided the most

appropriate education, enough information should be documented to support

good educational decisions in the team meetings.

3. Since the educational planning 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

education, 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

teachers should be provided training regarding the completion of paperwork
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5. Since the.pape4ork 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-documentat4on system consistent with this
effective administration.
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APPENDIX A: SUMMARY OF LEW. REFERENCES FOR THE PAPERWORK REQUIREMENTS
IN SPECIAL EDIJCATION

The following summary.tablerefers to state and federal 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: (I) the laws which apply to 'the Special Education
Service Regions and (2) the laws which apply to the Public Law 94-142
local educational agency.

After the summary table, the references are quoted and matched with
the specific item containad in the special. education forms.

The legal sources are:

(I) Cbifornia Education Code (as amended by AB1250 and AB3635)
(2), California Administrative Code, Title 5 Regulations
(3) Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, amended in compliance

with Public Law 94-142 as presented in Federal Register, Volume
42, No. 163 (August 23,.1977) and No. 250 (December 29, 1977),
Part 121a, Assistance to States for Education of Handicapped
Children.

(4) United States Code, Title 20, SeCtions 1401-1411 (as amended by
Public Law 94-142).

-*

The above legal sources coded as follows:

(1) California Education Code = EC
(2) California Administrative Code = CAC
(3). Code of.Federal Regulations = CFR
(4)'. United States Code = USC

42
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Referral Paperwork/

.Rationale

A

.4.

SPECIAL EDUCATION.
SERVICE REGION

LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCY.(PL94 -142)

Date Of referral

.Parental notice of referral

.Primary languageir the hOMe

.Facts which make referralA*essary

'.Explanation of procedural sate-
:guards

.Description and explanation of
action proposed

.Parental understanding-of the
context of the notice - in
native language

)1.Stateme t-des&ibing programs
and services available.

.Parental consent to referral
assessment

..Parental consent date

Assessment Paperwork

.Consent to assessment

. Consent to assessment date

.Parent notice of assessment

primary language of theitome
-explanation of procedures and
:objectives of assessment and the
facts which make assessment
necessary

-explanation of procedural safe-
guards and description and
explanation of action,proposed

, CFR 505(a)(2).:

CAC 3103

CAC 3105(d)

CFR 504:005

CAC 3104(a),
EC 56337(a)

EC 56337(a)

CFR 505(1)

CFR 505(1)

CFR 505(c)

CAC 3104(b)

CFR 504(b)

43

EC 56337(a)

OFR:505(a)(2)

-1
3(b)CAC 330

CFR 504, 505

CAC 3304(d)

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

ECH56337(a)

CFR 504, 505v
EC 56337(a

CFR 504, 505
EC 56337(a)
CAC 3105(6)

.CFR 505(1)

44.1"

+..

CFR 505(1)

CFR 505(1)

CFR 505(c)

CAC 3303(b)

CFR 504(b)

CAC 3304(d)

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

CAC 3304(d),
CAC 3305(a)

CFR 504, 505

CFR 504, 505
CAC 3304



TOPIC
.Parent notice of assessment

',70trental understanding of.
the context of the notice

native language

SPECIAL EDUCATION4AL EDUCATIONAL
SERVICE REGION..., .:'.AGENCY.(PL94-142)

(contid)

.Ethnicity (non-discriminatory
testing)

.Assessment material s In pup el s

'primary language

CFR_505(c)

CFR 530(b),
CAC 3I05(a)

CFR 530(b)
CAC 3304(d) -

CFR 532(a) CFR 532(a)
CAC 3I05(a) CAC 3304(d);
20 USC (4I2(5c) .20 usp:_14I2t5d)

No single procedure used as
tole criterion

.Possible areas of assessment:

- health

- vision

- hearing

F.social status

emotional status

academic
intelligence

4academic performance
- communicative status
- motor abilities

.Possible areas of assesgment:

- educational

- psychoeducationaI
-health
and include the areas:
. development in:language
. cognitive
.affective.
. sensory,

.sensory Motor-

.Complete,tand specific written-
record of:-

-diagnostic procedures
-conclusions reached
-suggest course of education

,

."-atiticipated duration
::'=104cific-objectives

.

CFR 532(3d)

CFR 532(3f)

EC 56330(b)

EC 56337(a)
CFR 505(a)(3)

44

CAC 3304(f)
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SPECIAL, EDUCATION
SERVICE REGION,

LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
-AGENCY (PL94-142)

.Report to the parent of
assessment findings

-explanation of action
-description ofoptions
- description of evaluation
procedure

-description Of any other
relevant faCtors

CFR 505(a)
EC 56337(c)
CFR 533

.,Completion date"of assessment CFR534

Placement Paperwork!: ('Usuatly InolUded.on the IEP)

,

PersonSjO attendance 'of
jplacement meeting'

CFR 344
.CAC .3106.5(a).

:parent notifl.dation of meeting CFR 345

Scheduled:at a mutUalJy:.agreed
time and Place-
- purpose, time, location
meeting and persons in
attendance

.Listing of special education':
settings

.P rent agrees to assessment
findings

.Parental Consent to placement

,..:Rationale for least restrictive

environment

.Findings of assessment

,-variety Of sources
-placement criteria documented
.,parent notice of assessment:
findings

CAC' 3106.5(a)

CAC 3106.5(f)

CAC 3108

CFR 505(a)
CFR 533

CFR 534'

CAC.3305(a),1

CFR 344
CAC 3306(a)

"CFR 345

.., CAC 3306(a)
CAC 3306(f)

CAC 3307.5

CF10.4(b) : CFR 504(b)
EC 56338. _ CAC 3308(a)
EC'56507(5)::

CFR -533(a) (4)

CFR' 533

:EC 56337(c)

CFRj33(a)(4)

CFR 533

.Assessment-Conference upon
parental request

.EXtended school year

45

EC 56337(c)

CAC 3106.5(e) CAC 3306e)



TOPIC
SPECIAL EDUCATION':

SERVICE REGION
LOCAL' EDUCATIONAL
AGENCY (PL94-I42)

:Consultation with team member;
(parental consent)

.Primaryenguage of home

.Log of parent contact

- telephone calls

- correspondence
- Visits to home' and place of
employment

- resultt of contact

IEP Paperwork

.Meeting type

- SAT

- EAS

- Review

.Eligibility for special
educ4tion

.8irthdate or Age

.Classification

.Programs retfired

. Effective date. of program

and'duration

.School of service

.Team members present

. Notice of parent rights

.Parental consent

- signature(s)

.Date of consent and date
of implementation

EC 56338

CAC 31'06.5(d)

CFR 345(d)

CAC. 3306(d)

4Fe. 345(d)

CFR 343(d)
CAC
EC 56336.2,

CFR 533(b)

CFR 123

65302(g)

CFR 346(c).,
EC 56336.5(a)(3)
CAC 3106.5(a)(3)

t 0

EC 5036.5(a)(4)
CAC''5I06.5(a)(4)

.CF1522(a)(3)

CFR 334(a)
EC 56336.2

CFR 121
EC 56507

CFR 504(b)(I)
EC 56338

CFR 342(b)(2)
CAC 3106(a)
EC 56336.5(a)(41

46
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CFR 343(d)
CAC 3307

CFR 533(b)

CFR 123

CFR 346(c)
CAC 3305(d)(I.)

CFR 522(a)(3)
7.

CFR 334(a).,

CAC 3305(d)(4),(e)

CFR 121,
CAC 3302

CFR 504(b)(I)

CPR 342(b)(2)
CAC 3306(a),(3),(4)



TOPIC

.Present levels of. educational
performance

. Placement rationale

. Extent of integration
- ,

0'

.Projected date of initiation, of
the services end duration of
services

.High school graduation status

-English
-American History
-American Government
- Mathematics

=Sciente
Physical Ed6cation

-.Annual goals

.Goal and specific objectives

.Appropriate objective criteria

for:'

:Evaluation, criteria and
schedules

. Linguistitally appropriate goals

.Person responsible for
implementing IEP

.Annual review

. Periodic review

47

SPECIAL EDUCATION
SERVICE REGION

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 3I06.5(a)t5)

CAC 3I06,5(a)

CAC 3I06.5(d)

CFR 552

EC 56336.5
CAC.3106.5(b)

LOCAL EDUCATIONAL :-

AGENCY (PL94 -142)

CFR 346
CAC 3306(a)(.I)

e

CFR 552

CFR 346
-CAC 3306(a)(6)

CFR 346(d)
CAC 3306(a)(4)

CAC 3306(c)
EC 11225

CFR 346(b)

CFR 346(d)
CAC 3306(a)(2),(b)

CFR 346
CAC 3306(a)(5)

CAC 3306

CAC 3306(d)

CAC 3306(b)

CFR 552

CAC 3306(b)



SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
TOPIC SERVICE REGION AGENCY (PL94-I42)

FlOeral Data Rediiirements for
Program Evil uation

.Provide Wormation necessary for
state agency to perform its duties 20 USC 1414 20 USC 1414

080
-specific performance criteria
-educational achievement

.Provide for redikd keeping 20 USC 1418. '20 USC 1414

.Provide:

-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
receiving an appropriate education,
and those not receiving one

-the number of personnel' by. disability
category employed in the education
of the handicapped chifdren

-estimated numberof [handicapped
children

.For each current school year:

-numberof handicapped children
0-2 years .

-number of handicapped Childan:'
.receiving a free appropriafe
public education

.not receiving a free appropriate
public education
. in public institutions
. in public institutions not re-
ceiving a free appropriate
education

-estimated number of handicapped
children for;.next year.

- description of database
-each estimate'and count by
disability category and age
range

- additional numberof various
types of special education
teachers needed and number
currently employed

48
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SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL DUCATIONAL .
TOPIC SERVICE REGION AGENCY (PL94-I42)

.for each .current school year

-number of additional DIS
specialists:needed or currently
employed

"-total number of Personnel and
saiary..cOsts

-number and 'kind of special
education facilities needed and
in use ,

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

.For the above categories:

- estimates for serving all
handicapped children:
.current,year data
.estimates for next year

- annual evaluation to assess
effectiveness of programs in
meeting educational needs

-enabling regulation for state
educational agency to collect
data to perform its duties

CFR I26(b) CFR I26(b)

CFR 146
CFR 232

State Data Requirements For
Program Evaluation

.Annual Report EC 56350

.Program evaluation to include: EC 56350

- program costs
- pupils by classification
- placement of pupils in non-
restrictive environment

-pupils transferred
- racial and ethnic distribution

.Program outcome to include: ED 5350

- pupil performance
- placement of pupils in non-
restrictive environment

-degree to whrch services are
provided

-parent, pupil, teacher and admin-
istrator 'satisfattion WIth services
and process provided

49 L-
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SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
TOPIC SERVICE REGION AGENCY (PL94-142)

.Numbers of pupils with exceptional ED,5350
need by:

- racial and ethnic data
-special ed program
.CH
.PH

.LH

.SH

50

r



ropic

Referraationale

Date of referral

parent notice of
referral

Primary language

Explain procedure and
objective of assessment

Facts which make
referral necessary

Explanation of proce
dural safeguards

Description and
explanation of
action proposed

Parental understanding
of the content of the
notice in native
language

Statement describing
programs and services
available

CODE. REQUIREMENTS

Referral

CFR 121a.505Ca1C21 A description of the action proposed or
refused by the agency, an eXplahatton of why the agency
proposed or refuses to take the action ... See also CAC 3103.

CAC 3105CdrEach responsible 1662E1...agency shall complete
the assessment plan and inforth the parent of the consent plan
within fifteen school days from the day of referral. (See
also CAC 3303C5).

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

EC 56337(a) This written noticeshall be In ordinary and
concise language and in 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 (I) 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'explanation of why the agency proposes or
refuses td-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) If the native language or other mode of
communication of the parent is not a written language,
the state or local educational agency shall take steps to
ensure: (I) 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 C3) that there is written,
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
nottce In subsection (a) (Notice to Parent), each Special
Education Service Region shall include in the written notice
a statement describing the programs and services available.

Such a notice shall be delivered withinfifteen (15) school
days from the day of referral. See also CAC 3303(b).

51
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Top,

Parental consent to
referral assessment

Parental consent date

Referral

CFR 121a.504(b) Consent (1) Parental consent must be
obtained before (i) conducting a pre - placement' evaluation,...

EC 56337(a) ..., the consent of the parent of the pupil
shall be obtained and the parent of the pupil shall be
given written notice of the intended assessment and be
given at least 10 school days in which to arrive at a
decision befor,e,assessment begins (see also CAC 3304(d)).

52
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Topic

Consent to assessment

Consent to assessment
date

Primary language
of home

ASSESSMENT
PAPERWORK

Assessment .

CFR 121a.504(b)(1). See also EC 56337(a), CAC 3304(d),
CAC 3305(a), and CAC 3I05(e).

CFR 121a.504 Written notice which meets the requirements
under 121a.505 must be given to the parents'of a handicapped
child a. reasonable time before the agency: (I) proposed to
initiate or change the identification, evaluation, or
educational placement of the child.... See also EC 56337(a),
CAC 3105(a) and CAC 3304.

Seepardnt notice of referral and CFR 121.504 'am:F505.

Explain procedUreend
objective ofassess-
meritansjaCtS whfch
riekeCatsessrlien't'

' necessary

Explanation of proce-
dural safeguards and
description and explan-
ation of Action proposed

See parent notice of referral and EC 56337ea) or
,CFR 121a.505(a).

See referral assessment and CFlitila.505(1).

,Parental .understanding See referral assessment and CFR i21a.505(c)

of the ccntext,o4 the
'notIde.irt native language

CFR 121a.530(b) Testing and evaluation maleriatiand
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). All assessment materialS.
and procedures should meet the department's specifiCations
for non-discriminatory assessment. See also CAC 3304(d).

Assessment materials in CFR 121a.532 State and local educational agencies shall
pupil's primary language ensure, at a minimum, that: (a) tests and other evaivatiOn

materials:. (I) are provided and administered in the child's
native languamor other mode of communication-, unless it
is clearly not feasible to do so ...

CAC 3105(a) With limited English7spealsin4 inejviduals,
. the assessment plan shall include and use mateokals and

procedures that are in the primary language of the indi
vldual. All such assessment materials and procedures
should meet the department's specifications for
criminatory assessment. See also-PL 94-142, Sec. 6I2(5)(c)
and CAC 3304(d).

9
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Topic

No single proce-
dure used as sole
criterion

Possible areas of
assessment as
appropriate

. hapIth

. vision

hearing
social and emotional
status
general intelligence
academic performanc
communicative status
motor abilities

Complete and specific
writteri record, of

,(1)diagnoSt4C,proce-
7 dUres
(2)"cOnclusions

reached

(3) suggested course of
education suited to
needs

(4) anticipated duration
(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

Completion date of
assessment

Assessment

CFR 121a.532(3d) No single procedure is used as the sole
criterion for determining an appropriate educational
program for the child;...

CFR 121a.532(3f) The child is assessed in all areas
related to the suspected disability, including whEka
appropriate, health, vision, hearing, social and emotional
status, general intelligence, academic performance, com-
municative status, and motor abilities,

EC 56330(b) Assessment procedures shall include prov,isions
for edgcatiOnaLaSSessment, psychoeducational assessment,
and health assessment as appropriate.. Such procedures
shall include provisions for the. assessment of the
individual's development in language, cognitNe, affective,
sensory, and sensory motor funCtioning. See also CAC 3304(f).

EC 56337(a) Those personS assessing the pupil shall maintain
a complete and specific written record of diagnostic
procedures employed, the conclusions-reached, the suggested
courseeof.education or treatment beSt:SUited to .the pupil's
needs, -i-+ S 'anticipated duration and specific objectives
to be attained. ''See also.CFR 121a.505(a)(3).

CFR 121a.505 (a) the notice under 121a.504 must rriclude:.:.
(2) a description of the action proposed or refused by the
agencan explanation of 'why the agency proposes or refuses'
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 these options were rejected;
(3) a description of each evacuation procedure, test,
record or report the agency uses as a basis for the proposal
or refusal; and (4) a description of any other factors which
are relevant to the'agency's proposal or refusal.

EC 56337(c) The parent of the pupil shall be notified in
writing in ordinary and concise language and in the primary
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 Each state and local educational agency shall
ensure:...(b) that,an evaluation of the child based on
procedures which meet the requirements under 121a.532 is
conducted every three years or more frequently if the condi-
tions warrant, or if the child's parent or teacher requests
an evaluation. See also CAC 3305(a).
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Topic

.Persons in
attendance

li

,;12arent notificaTiorj of

the placement meeting

Scheduling at a
mutually agreed
time and place

Purpose, time loca-
tion of meeting,
persons in
attendarke

Listing of Special
assessment findings

Rationale for a
lease restrictive

-environment

PLACEMENT MEETING
pAPERWpRK

Placement

CFR 120,1a344(a) The public agency shall ensure that each
meettng includes the folloyirn6 participants:
(I) a representative of the public agency, other than the

child's teacher, who is qualified to provide or super-
vise the provisions ofjpecial education.

(2) the child's teacher.
(3) one or both of the chi+0,s parents, subject to 121a.345.
(4) the child, wh'ere appropriate.
(5) other individuals at the discretion of the parent or

agency,
(6) evaluationpersOnnel. 'For a hanOicapped child who has

been evaluated for the ,first time, the pubfIc-agency
shall ensure
(I) that a-member of the evaluation team participates

in the meeting; or
(2) that the representative of the public agency, the

child's teacher, or some other person, is present
at the meeting who is knOwledgeable about the

a
evaluatjon procedures ,used with the child, and is
fami4iar 'with the resultsol the evaluation.

(see also CAC 31?065(ai and CAC 3306(a).

CFR 121a.345(a) EaCK putilic agency shall take steps to
ensure that one or both of the parents of the handicapped
child are present at each meeting or are afforded the
opportunity to participate, including: (I) notifying the
parents of the meeting early enough to ensure that they
will have an opportunity to attend; and (2) scheduling
the meeting at a mutually agreed on time and place. (b)
The notice under paragraph (a)(1) of this section must
indicate the purpose, time, and location of the meeting
and who will be in attendance.

CAC 3I06.5(a) A parent has a right to an independent
assessment at public expense If the parent disagrees with
an assessment obtained by a school district. See also

CAC 3307.5.

CFR 121a.533(a)(4),Insure that the pr-ocement decision is
made in conformity with the least restrictive environment
rules in CFR 121a.550-121a.554.
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Findings of the
assessment

Variety of sources

Placement criteripn
documented

CFR 121(a.533 Placement procedures
'(a)' 1,n interpreting evaluation dat
decisions, each Public agency shal
tion from a variety of sources,
achievement tests, teacher recom
tions, so a l or cultural backgr
(2).Ensure t at the information
sources is documented and c- 1

1

and in making placement
(1) draw upon informa-

cluding aptitude and
ndations, physical condi-,

unds and adaptive behavior,:
btained from all of these
ly considered.

Parent notice of the EC 56337 (c) The paren of e pupil shall be notified in
findings of the ' writing in ordinary and co cise language and in the primary
assessment language of the pupil's home, of the findings of the

assessment, the recommended educational decision, and the
..,

Assessment,conference reasons therefor. The notice shall state.that-; (1) a
upon parental request conference with the parent and his or. her repreSentative

'I will be scheduled upon request.

Consultation with
team members

Extended school year

0

appropriate education
program

Log of parent contact

Parent consent to
placement

EC 56338 Parental consent to participation ... After
consultation:With a member of the school appraisal team or
educational assessment service, such consent may be with-
drawn at any time.

CAC 3I06.5(e) Extended school year services when needed, as
determined by the School Appraisal Team or Educational
Assessment Service, shall be documented in the individualized
education program. See also CAC 3306(e).

CAC 3106.5(d) In the case of United-English-speaking

-thdTV-TdUaithe-individualized education program should
provide for linguistically appropriate goals, objectives,
programs, and services. See also CAC 3306(d).

CFR 121a.345(d) A meeting maybe conducted without a parent
in attendance if the public agency is unable to convince
the parents that they should attend. In this.case, the-
public agency must have a record of its attempts to arrange
a mutually - agreed on time and pla-e such as: (I) detailed
records of telephone calls made or attempted and the results
of thbse calls, (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 employment .

and the results of those visits.

EC 5633Q No pupil may be required to participate in any
special, class or program under this chapter unless the parent
of the pupil is first informed of the facts which make
participation in the special program necessary or desirable
and thereafter consents in writing to such a participation.
See also CAC 3308(a).
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Topic

Meeting type
SAT, EAS or
Review

IEP

PAPERWORK

14 '' i-6..,

t. ,

EC 56336.2 Each local comprehensive plan'snll
17-cr at leasttwo levels of teams for
review,and.decisions o9 eligibility, individualized
education and placenient. These two levels shall be,

a school site level called the school appraisal *int
and a-regional level called the education assessmedf,.
team, (See also CFR" 121a.343(d), CAC 3107 and CAC 3307).

Eligible for CFR 121a.533(b) If a determination is made that a child

Special Education is handicapped and needs special education and related
serviCes,-am individualized education program must be
developed for theFchild in accordance with CFR 121a.340 -
121A.349 Of subpart e.

*
49'

eirthdate or Age CFR liZIa.123

Classification EC '65302(d) Programs for the communicatively handi
capped serve those pupils with diSabilities in
one or more of the communication' skills such as
language, speech and hearing. Programs for the
Physically handicapped serve those pupils with
physical disabilities such as vision, including
disabilities within the function of vision re-
sulting in visual perceptual or visual motor
dysfunction, and mobility impairments and ortho-
pedic or other health impairments. Programs
for the learning handicapped serve pupils with

'significant disabilities in learning'or behavior
such a learning disabilities, including

/-

disabi ;ties' resulting from visual perceptual
disorders and visual motor disorders, behavior
disorders, and educational retardation.
Programs for the severely handicapped serve
pupils with'profound disabilities and who require
intensive instruction and training such as the
developmentally disabled, trainable mentally
retarded, autistic, and seriously emotionally
disturbed.

Programs,required EC 56336.5(a)(3) The Andivi.dualized education
program shall be a written statement determined
in a meting of a school appraisal team or

.

educational assessment service team which shall
include...(3) the specifid educational, programs
and services required by the pupil and the ptent
the pupil will be able to participate
educational programs.,. .

See also CAC 3106.5(a)(3);.'CFR 121a.346(c) and
CAC 3305(d)(1).
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Topic-.'

Effective date'of
program and duration

v

School of service

Team members present

I EP

EC 56336.5(a)(4) ...the projected date of
initiation and anticipated duration of such
programs and services...
See also,CAC 3106.5(a)(4).

CFR 522(a)(.3) Each public agency shall ensure
that (a) each handicapped child's educational
placement: (3) is as close as, possible to the
child's home,...(c) -unless a handicapped child's
individualized educational program requires
some other arrangement, the child is educated
in the school which he or she would attend,i-f
not handicapped;...

CFR 121a.344(.a) General The public agency shall
ensure that each meeting includes the following,
participants: (1) a representative of the public
agency, other than-the child'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,,child's parents subject
to CFR 121a.345. (4) the child, where appropriate.
(.5) other individuals at the discretion of the
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 evaluation team partici-
pates in the meeting; or (2) that the representa-
tive of the public agency, the chiles teacher,
or some other person is present at the meeting
who 'is knowledgeable about the evaluation proce-
dures used with the child and is familiar with
the results of the evaluation.
See also CAC 3305(d)(4)(e).

. School appraisal EC 56336.2 Each local comprehensive plan shall

team members provide for at least two levels of teams for review
and decisions on eligibility, individualized
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

!*: purposes of review and decisions on eligibility,
4:3 individualized education program shall be:

(1) the school principal- or his or her administrative
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, -9,r if neither the parent
nor a representative agA.e'to attend, a pupil
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Topic

School appraisal
team members
(continued)

.Educational' assess
ment service team

1.

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 BC'56336.2 for additional members.

EC 56336.2(b) Educational assessment seryjce.
The'educetional assessment service'shall consist
of professional specialists representing health
services, pSychology, social work, speech, .

language, hearing, andspecial education, who
shall conduct assessments as appropriate and
participate .inthe development Of.the ihdividualized

Mmeeducation program.end make recondatiohs for
,placement ofpupils referred to the education
assessment service.
The minimum membership of an educational assessment
service team forpurposeS,of review and decisions
on'eligibility, individualized education program,
and placement for any pupil shall be: (1) a

program specialist or speCial education admin
, istrator appropriate to the need's of the pupil--;
.(2) the special education teacher 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 pupil, whenever
the results or recommendations baied on such an
assessment are significant to the.dwilklopment of
the pupilts individualized educati7cp program )
and placement, and (4).ythe parent,at the,6ptjon,
of the parent,. or arepresenfatiVe: seieCted by Y

the parent, orboth;-:or 4f neither parent nor a
representativeagree to attend, apupii'Services,.
worker of the 4kstrict or Sl*ial:Educatiop
Services:Region.uch membe00 serve as a child.n
advocate.
See EC 56336.2(b ); for additional membership"':

Parent rights notice EC 56507 ProceduraiNue, Process. ' ).

.(a) Both a parent and a pupil are guaranteed 44

and may initiate procedural due process, prOgflec+ipp
in any decision regarding and resulting from ttle ,,,

,

pupil's identification as an nsidividual with ;"..-

except' nal' heeds; the pupil's identifi,cation
as an ividual'wjth exceptional needs;-thb -, -,

pupi assessment and the ImpJementationte
individualized education program; and the:genial, -,

placement, transfer, or termination of.the.Oupil
, in a special or-related,seryrces program (fo, list
of rights see EC 56507). _
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A-1.8
IEPTobic

Parental consent CFR 121a.504(b) (1) parental consent must be obtained
before: (ii) initial placeMent of a handicapped in
a program'providing. special education and related
services.
EC 56338 Parental consent to participation. No
pupil may be. required to participate in any
special cla4 or program.unl'eSs the parent of
the pupil is:first, informed of the facts. which
make particilpation in special program necessary
or desirable and thereafter consents in writing
to such participation.

Date

Date of implemen-
tation of IEP

CFR 121a.342(b)(2) When Individualized education
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 later than twenty (20) school days following
its development; except that in a situation where
an appropriate placement cannot be made within
twenty (20) school days, a projected date for
placement 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).

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

the child's present levels of educational performance.
EC 56336.5(a) The individualized education program
shall be a written statement determined in a
meeting of a school appraisal team or educational
assessment service team which shall include
(1) the present levels of the pupil's educational
functioning,...

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

Placement rationale

Percent of
integration

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 related services
to be provided to the child, and the extent to
which the, child will be able to participate
in the regular programs.
See also tAC 3106.5(a)(3), EC 56336.5(a)(3) and
CAC 3306(a)(6).
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12141 IEP

Projected date of CFR 121a.346(d) The individualized education
initielon of services program for each child must include (d) the

projected dates for the Initiation of services
Duration of the and the anticipated durat)on of the services;...
services See also EC 56356.5(a)(4),' CAC 3106.5(a)(4)':

and CAC 3306(a)(,4).

High School
graduation status

Subjects required
for diploma

Annual goals

Goals and short term
objectives

Appropriate objective
criteria

Linguistically
appropriate goals

eC 56336.5(c) A secondary grade level pupil's
individualized education pr6§ram shall also
include any alternative means and modes necessary
for the pupil to complete the'district's prescribed
course of study and meet ir exceed proficiency
standards for graduation, in accordance with
section 51225. See also CAC 3106.5(c) and
CAC 3306(c).

EC 51225 No pupil shall receive a diploma of
graduation from sigh school who has not completed
the course of study prescribed by the governing
board. Requirements for graduation shall Include:
(a) English, (b) American history, (p) American
government, (d) mathematics,' (e).science, (f)
physical Obucation, 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 educdtion
program for each child must include: ...(b) a
statement of annual goals, including Short-term
instructional objectives. Site also EC 56336.5(a)(4)
and CAC 3106.5(a)(2).

CFR 121a.346(41i The individualized education program
for each child must include: ...(b) a statement of
annual goals, including short -term, instructional
objectives;
eC 5636.5(a) The individualized education program
shall be a written statement which shall include:
... (2) the annual objectives;
CAC 3I06.5(a) The individualized education program,
... shall include: .. (2) a statement of annual goals,
including short-term Instructional objectives. See
alip CAC 33011a)(2) and CAC 3306(b).

CPR 121a.34§ The individualized education program for
each childitmust include: ... (e) appropriate objective\,
criteria and evaluation procedures and schedules for
determining, at least on an annual basis, whether the
short-term instructional objectives are being achieved.
See also EC 56336.5(4)(5), CAC 3106.5(a)(5) end
CAC 3306(a)(5).

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

6)70



PERIODIC OR ANNUAL REVIEW

RTopic Review

Piers& resiwnsible CAC 33,96(b) Any local public agency shall describe
(PL-94-142 consortium the personnel responsible and the procedure to be
only) /1111 followed in assuring that each pupil's individualized

6.7

education program is being implemented.

Annual review

Periodic Review

CFR 121a.552 Each public agency shall ensure
(a) each handicapped child's educational placement:
(1) is determined at least annually, (2) is bbsed
on his or her individualized education program,
and (3) is as close as possible to home.
EC 56336.5(b) In addition to the annual objec-
tives included in the pupil's individualized
education program, the special education
teachers or specialists of the pupil shall
develop and periodidallyi-eview the activities
for each pupil.
See also CAC .3106.5(b) and 3306(b).

Om
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FEDERAL DATA REQUIREMENTS

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 numberof handi-
capped children within
each disabilify 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
employed in the educe-
tibn of the handi-
capped children.

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 relating to per-
formance, is in accordance with specific performance
criteria related to program objectives), as
may be necessary to 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 subclause (A).

20 USC 1418 (a) The commissioner shall measure
and evaluate the impact of the program authorized
under this part and the eff tiveness of state
efforts" to assure the free .4propriate public
education for all handicapped Children. (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 children in each
state, within each disability, who are participa-
ting in regular educational programs consistent
with the requirements of section 1412(5)(8) and
section 1414(a)(1)(c)(iV) of this title, 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;
(0) the number of handicapped children 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
receiving a free and appropriate public education;...
CF) the number of personnel, by aisability category,
employed in the education of handicapped children,
and the estimated number of additional personnel
needed to adequately carry out the policy established
by this act.
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Too ic

estimated number of
handicapped children

For each current
school year

CFR 121a.123 Beginning with school year 1978-79,
each annual program plan must contain the following
information:

(a) The estimated number of handicapped children
who need special education and related services.
(b) For the current school 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:
(i) who are receiving a free appropriate

public

(ii) 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 enrolled in public and private
institutions and are not receiving a
free and approprf4ate public education.

(c) The estimated numbers of handicapped children
who are expected to (receive special education and
related seryices during the next school year.
(d) A description of the basis used to determine
the data required under this section.
(e) 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 two, three through five,
six through seventeen, and eighteen
through twenty-one.

(1) number of handicappedl
'children (i) receiving
a free appropriate
public education,
(Ti) are not receiving a
free appropriate public
education,
(iii) in public institu-
tions not receiving a
free qppropriate
public education.

(c) Estimated number
of handicapped chil-
dren for next year.
(d) Description of
data base
To be estimated for
each disability
cagetory X age ranges.

Percent of handicapped
children to have full

.bducational opportunity
X disability category
and age range. ,

Additional number of
various types of spe-
cial education tea-
chers needed and num-
ber currently -
employed.

Number of additional.
DIS specialists need-
ed and 'currently
employed.

CFR 121a.125(b) Content of timetable. (1) The
timetabl must indicate what percent of the total
estimat d number of handicapped children the
state e pects to have full educational opportunity
in each succeeding school year. (2) etOata required
under this paragraph.must be provide (i7), for

each disability category (except for himidi-etn,..?5.

aged birth through two andand (ii) for ',each of
the pan'sfollowing age : birth through twos, three
through five, six thr seventeen, and eighteen
through twenty-one. set

CFR 121a.126(b) StatN-ical descriptioh. Each
annual program plan must include the fol :lowing data:
(1) The number of additional special class tea
chers, resource room teachers, and itinerant or
consultant teachers needed for each disab-ility
category and the number of each of these who are
currently employed in the State." -0-

(2) The number of other additional personnel needed,
and the number currently employed in the state,
including school psychologists, schoo0ocial
workers, occupational therapists, physical
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Topic

Total number of per-
sonnel 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
(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

Enabling regulation

therapists, home-hospital teachers, speech-
language pathologists, audiologists, teacher aides,
vocational education teachers, work study
'coordinators, physical education teachers, therapeu-
tic recreation specialists, diagnostic personnel,
supervisor?, and other instructional and non-
instructional staff.

(3) the total number of personnel reported 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
currently in use in the state, including regular
classes serving handicapped children, self-
contained Classes on a regular school campus,
resource rooms, private special education day
schools, Public special education day schools, PO-
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 facilities.
(5) The total number of transportation units needed
for handicapped:children which are in use in the
state, and the number of handicapped children
who use these units to benefit from special edu-
cation.

'(c) Data categories. The data required under
paragraph (b) of this section must be provided
as follows:
(1) Estimates for serving all handicapped
childreri 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 related services (as reported under
subpart G) and
(3).Estimates for the.next school year.

.,(d) Rationale. Each annual program plan must
include a descfi ption of the means used to deter-
mine the number and salary costs of personnel.

At

CFRJ21a.146 Annual evaluation. Each annual
program plan must include procedures for evaluation
at least.annually of the effectiveness of pro-
grams-in"meeting the educational needs of handi-
capped children, including evaluation of indivi-
dualized education programs:

CFR-1218..232 Each application must provide that the
local. educational agency furnishes information as
maybe necessary toenable the state educational
agency to.perform its duties under this act.
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Topic

Annual report

Program evaluation
to include:

Program costs
Pupils by classi-
fication
Placement of pupils
in non-restrictive
environments 4
Pupils transferred
Racial and ethnic
distribution

STATE DATA REQUIREMENTS

EC 56350 Each special education service region
shall submi'+ to the superintendent at' least
annually A report in a form and manner pre-
Scribed by the superintendent. Such rapqrtSi
shall include that information necessary for thee
superintendent to carry out his or her liesen-
sibilities described in Section 56351 and such
other statistical data, progrgin descriptions,,,
and fiscal information as the superintendedt
may require'.

EC 56351 In accordance with a program evaluation
plan adopted pursuant to subdivision (e) of
Section 56310, the superintendent shalt submit
to-the board, the Legislature, and the Governpr,
an annual evaluation of the special education
programs implemented under this chapter. This
evaluation shall:
(a) be performed consistent with the general

.

provisions of sections 33400, 33401 and 3340;
(b) be an individual program eva n for the
purposes .of section 33403;
(c) include, but not be limited

(1) Descriptive information,,,
not limited to:
(A) program costs
(B) pupils by classif
(C) placement of pupi

give environments
(D) pupils transferre
(E) racial and ethnIc

(2) Program implementation
including but not limit to: "a

(A) pupil pePformance fl.'

.(B) placementlk pupils releast restric-
tive envireliments

(C) degrle to which services identified ,

in i5dividualized education programS
araproveled

(D) parent, pupil, teacher and administrator
satisfaction with services and process
proVIded

0 6352 The annual reports required under sections
A. 36 56351 shall also identify, th numbers

1-1 of ndi
t
duals with exceptional needs, their raci Imv1

eana ethnic data,. and the special education progr
&proyided in the following clpssifications:
'(a) Communicatively handicapped

____"No).PnYsically. handicapped
(c) Learning handicapped

lip(d) Severely handicapped
Numbers of pupils with. exceptional need by:
racial and ethnic,da4a
special ed program: ,,CH .LH .PH .SH

4
66
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Program outcome to
include:

Pupil performance
Placement of pupils
in non-restrictive
environments
Degree to which ser-
vices identified are
provided
Parent, pupil, teacher
and administrator sa-
tisfaction with ser-

A.;

/ices'and process I
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRES
1

TEACHER SPECIALIST, OR PROGRAM, SPECIALIST

4;
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR

PAPERWORK STUDY IN SPECIAL EDUCATION,..4:-

4
PREFACE: I am Conducting a study regarding Special ed
by a grant through the State Department of Educatio
Education. The purpose of this study is to analyze, ce
of the "primary paperwork" used in special educatiok Yoi

Just part of a statewide sample. The approach of this 4n
solicit honest and forthright comment. The thrust
interviews is to, first, determine what 'paperwong.pract
secondly, to determine how these practices can be improved.

A /
I. FORM CONSTRUCTION: ,

i. Are the directIons for collecting 'bate' clean
.,

, ,4
on:Pape*work
e of SOmpial
tique..0116mple
dist is

I. s to
k

, and,
1

// Yes /-/ // Uncertain
I at 4.0ii?

B. Ai-ethe forms legible? at7e

7/Yes // No // Uncertain

I.

70:47

C. Is there enough room in mhich to write?

Yes / / N. //Uncertairj
,,; .

,

D. Is there a place for all the necessitejgformation?

LI Yes 7--/ No 7--/ :Uncertairr )

E. Was teaCher pur r t invoived in constructinw forms?The fos?

1
/72/ Yes: /..2 No // .Uncettain

!

F. .What information is requested on oq#, two or more forms that could
be dele4e0?

informatjon
.

.

; a

/r7/ Nothing 77 Some repetition /_ --/ Uncertain

2. TIME ESTIMATES:
.1

)

)

A. In ftl)ing.Out paperwork, often the processes involved in

41

colleiting.idata are confused with the actual filling out of paper-

.1

work.
,For

each student, how much time do you spend on each?
0

.
4.1e

II,

;
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Total Process Filling
Out

Max Mtn Forms

referral paperwbrk

Assessment paperwork

placement/IEP paperwork

team meeting

other ir

B. What fraction of the time do you spend completing paperwork in
the team meetings? '

// 1/8 /--/ 1/4 /--/ 1/2 // 3/4 /--/ The entire time

C. How many students do you process each year?

'Referred? In program?

USEFULNESS

3. Do you feel that the present, documentation in special education is

useful in assuring that the most appropriate education is delivered

to each child?

i--/ Yes // Not in all cases /--/ No

4. What parts of the paperwork are useful for daily instruction? Why?

/--/ Referral /...2 Assessment /1 Placement // IEP // Other

/-7/ No parts

5. If the student is not placed, what use is made of the assessment findings?

// No use //Filed / / To classroom teacher // No knowledge of use

0..

6. Does the supporting paperwork scatter and-distract or add to and focus

the aim of the team meeting?

/--/ Add .to / / 'Distract from

CHANGES

.7. What changes in the laws and regulations do you feel could insure more

efficient practice?

/"--/ Change _ 1777/. No change . / Uncertain_

r
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8. What would you change In the paperwork to diminish the completion time?

/---/ Process change 1/ Forms change. / / No change // Uncertain

9. What kind 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 // Uncertain

*:t
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'MANAGEMENT
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR

PAPERWORK.STUD, IN _SPECIAL EDUCATION

PREFACE: I am conducting a study regarding. Special Education Paperwork
by a grant through the State Department of Education, Office of Special
Education. The purpose of this study ii4Q analyze and critique a sample
of the "primary paperwork" used in specianducation. Your district is
Just part of A statewide sample., The approach of this interviewer is to
solicit honest and forthright comments: The thrust of the paperwork
interviews is +o, first, determine what paperwork practices exist; and,
secondly, to determine how these practices can be improved.

I. FORM CONSTRUCTION: 'A

A. Are the directIOns for collecting data clear?

/ / Yes // No // Uncert;in

B. Are the forms legible?

/ / Yes / (3/ No // Uncertain

C. Is there enough room in which to write?

/ / Yes, 1/ No 7--/ Uncertain

D. Is there a place fOr all the necessary information?

/--/ Yes // No // Uncertain

Was teacher input involved' in constructing the forms?

// Yes 1/ No /---/ Uncertain

F. What information is requested on one, two or more forms that could
be deleted?

/ / Nothing / / Some repetition /---/ Uncertain

Alfb

2. TIME ESTIMATES:

A. In filling out paperwOrk, often the prodesses involved in collecting
data are confused with the.actuaf fillingioUt of Paperwork., For
each student, hoW much time do you spend on each?

0-
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Total Process Filling
Out

MinA. Forms`Max

G.

referral paperwork

assessment paperwork .

placementfIEP paperwork

team meeting

other

. How many special education students dO you serve?

C. How many students are referred and processed each year?

D. What percentage of the students referred are eligible and placed?
(district only)

3. Of 'your total day, what percentage does the completion of special
education paperwork require?

/.% Large amount I-7/ Small-amount /-7/ Uncertain

USEFULNESS

4. Do you 'feel that the present documentation in special educatlon is
useful in assuring that the most appropriate education is delivered
to each child?

// Yes 1/ Not in all cases / / No

5. If the student As not placed, what use IS made of the assessment findings?

// No use 1/ Filed // To classrcom teacher / / No knowledge of use

6. Does the supporting paperworic scatter and distract or add to and focus'
the aim of the team meeting?

/--/ Add to /2 Distract from

7. How do you feel the cost data collection relates to its usefulness?

// Useful,, // Not 4t: I // Uncertain

8. Yo what extent do the d -t .you are required to collect in special
education relate to the tonal decisions that you make?

Supports Decision:

I-7 In every case /--/ In s cases / / In no cases 1'/ Uncertain

9. What changes in the laws and r ulations do you feel could insure more
_efficient practiCe?

/__/ Change / / No Change, / Uncertain-a
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,What would you change in the paperwor ';.'diminish the completion time?

/--Orocess change // Forms change :/ / No change / / Uncertain

DISTRICT PERSONNEL

Federal and State laws and regulations requi.re many reports to be
completed by the local districts. For examine, the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR 121a.123) requires the puril counts for various
categories be reported. ,iThe Cade of Federal Regulations (CFR J21a.126)
also requires an annual evaluation to assess the effectiveness of
programs in meeting educational needs.'

(1. For what'Federil and State repo&ts in special education are you
responsible?

12. What percentage of your time goes into the completion of the Federal
and State reports. in special education?

13. To what extent.do'you feel these reports are used to make local decisions?

Could some beeliminated?

72
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF THE TIME ESTIMATES

TIME ESTIMATES FOR THE USUAL
PLACEMENT TEAMS IN.HOURS

Master Plan

PROCESS TIME
POSITION MAXIMUM-MINIMUM PAPERWORK TIME

Placement from Regular Class to Designated lnttructiervice

Administrator 2.2S 0.98 0.02
DIS Service 706 - 1.62 0.70
Teacher:, 2,461.- .0.43 '0,00
Parent

Total 0.90 - 3.03 hra,

tri

Placement from Regular Class to Resource Class

Administrator
Resource Specialist
Parent

Totai

0.72 hrs.

2.28 - 0.98 0.02
- 5.47 1.10

'6.45. hrs. 1.12 hrs.

+DIS Service 1-.62
Total :17tir.17 8.07 hrs.

(A) Placement from Resource Clast to Special Day Class

0.07
1.19 hrs.

Program Specialist 5,18 - 1.85 0.54
Special, Day Class Teacher 4.00 - 1..85 .0.32

:Parent
Total 9.18 - 3.70 hrs. 0.86 hrs

Psychologist* ' 2.1i .7- 1.0/ 0.22-
Speechan Language. . 7,1.6 - 1.62. 0..70

Administrator 2.28 - 0.98 0.02
'Total 20.83 - 7.37 hrs. I.60:.hrs.

.

(8) Placement from ksource Class to Special Dai'Class (LH)

r. Program SObcialist 5,18 - 1.85 0.54--
Resource Specialitt.. . 8.73 - 5.47 ),I0
,Parent.

Total
.

PsychOlogist
Speech and Language
Administrator

:Total

13.91 - 7.32 hrs. ).64 hrt.

2.21

7.16
2.28
25.56

73
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POSITION
PROCESS TIME

_MAXIMUM-MINIMUM PAPERWORK TIME

Placement from Special,Day Class (LH) to Special Day Class (SH)

Program Specialist 5.18 1.85

Psychologist* 2.21 1.07

Parent

V

0.54
0.22

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. 1.40 hrs.

Administrator (sending) 2.28 - 0.98 0.02

Administrator (receiving) 2.'28 - 0.98 0.02

Speech and Language - 1.62 0.70

OIS Service (otber) 7.16 - 1.62 0.72

Total '0 34.27
e 4,rn

- 11.82 hrs. 2.84 hrs.

Non-Master Plan.

Placement from Regular Class to Designated, Instruction Serylce

Teacher* 1.23 - 0.76 0.13

Administrator 1.79 - 1.15 0.19

DIS Service 5.72 - 1.94 0.90

Parent
Total 8.74 - 3.85 hrs.

Placement from Regular Class to Special DayClass

1.22 hrs.

Teacher* ' 1.23 - 0.76 0.13

Administrator 1.79 - 1.15 0.19

Special Day Class Teacher 4.58 - 2.25 0.44

Psychologist 5.48 - 2.25 1.50-

DIS Seri/ice 5.72 - 1.94 0.90

Parent
Total

Placement from Special Day Class
4P

Special Day Class Teacher

18.80 - 8.78 hrs.

to Special Day Class

3.16 hrs.

(sending) - 4.58 - 2.68 0.44

Administrator
(sending, 1.79 - 1.15 0.19

Psychologist 5.48 - 2.25 I

DIS Service 5.72.- 1.94 0.90,

Special Day Class Teacher
(receiving) 4:58 - 2.68 0.44

Administrator
(receiving) 1.79 - 1.15 0.19

Parent
Total

*Estimated'from LEAs

23.94 - 11.85 hrs.

74

3.66 hrs.



POSITION

DIS Service

TIME ESTIMATES FOR.
ANNUAL REVIEW TEAM

Master Plan

PROCESS TIME

DIS Specialitt 2.81 - 1.07
Administrator 0.88 - 0.67
Parent

Total

?

e,

PAPERWORK TIME

it

0.47
0

3.69 - 1.74 hrs 0.47 hr.

Resource Specialist Program

Resource Teacher - 2.93 - 1.91 0.53
;Administrator 0.88 - 0.67 0
Parent,

Total

Special-Day Class

Program Specialist
Special Day Class Teacher
Parent

Total

3181 - 2.58 hrs. 0.53 hr.

1.52 - 0.94
3.29 - 1.80

0.30
0.46

4.81 - 2.74 hrs. 0.76 hr.

Administrator
Total

DIS Service

0.88 - 0.67 0

.5.69 - 3.41 hrs.

Non-Master Plan

0.76 hr.

DIS Specialist 0.67 - *Q.22 0.32
Administrator 10.46 - 0.38 0.04
Parent

Total 1.13 - 0.60 hrs. 0.36 hr.

Special. Day Class

Administrator 0.46 - .38 0.04
'Special Day Class Tescher 3.28 - 2.43 0.59
Parent

Total 3.74'- 2.81 hrs. 0.63 hr.
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AVERAGE TIME/SPENT ON PROCESS AND
PAPERWORK PER STUDENT.

Master Plan - Principal

PROCESS TIME
MAXIMUM-MINIMUM PAPERWORK TIME TYPE OF PAPERWORK

1.11 Referral20.0 - 11.9
20.0 - 1.7 0 Assessment Plan/Consent

10.0 - 4.5 0 Assessment

6.7 - 1.6 0 Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg

80.0 - 38.9 0 Placement Meeting

136.7 - 58.6 min. 1.11 min. Total time to place

(2.28 - 0.98 .hrs) (.02 hr)

5.0 - 3.3 min. 0 Assessment for Annual Review

47.2 - 36.7 min. 0 . Annual Review Meeting

52.2 - 40:0 min. 0 min. Total for In-Program

(0.88 - 0.67-hrs) (0 hr)

Average number of students placed each year = 48.0
Average number of students in program each year = 83.8

32.8

Master Plan - Special_laClass Teacher

- 7.7 .4 Referral
-

0 6.7 Assessment Plan/Consent

111.9 - 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. 9.5 min. Annual Review Meeting

197.3 - 107.7 min. , 27.5 min. Total for In-Program

(3.29 - 1.80 hrs) (0.46 hrs)

Average number of students' placed each year =.7.7
Average number of students' in program each year = 11.7

32.3 - 8.1

31.3 - 13.5

Master Plan - Program Specialist

Referral
Assessment Plan/Consent

2.3
6.2

62.3 - 24.6 0 Assessment

67.0 - 16.5 1.2 Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg

117.7 - 48.1 22.7 Placement Meeting

310.6 - 110.9 32.4 min. Total time to place

(5.18 - 1.85 hrs) (0.54 hrs)

43.8 - 31.I min. 4.6 min. Assessment for Annual Review

47.3 - 25.4 min: 13.1 mina Annual Review Meeting

91.1 - 56.5 min.
i

17.7 min. Total for In- Program

(1.52 - 0.94 hrs) (0.30 hrs)

Average nbmber of students placed each year - 69.2
Average number of students in program each year = 265.3
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PRO9US TIME
MAXIMU4MINIMUM

fa6:1

74.1 -
20.4 - ,I1.8

294.5 - 196.4
53.2 - 40.9
81.8 - 40.0

524.0 - 328.1 mrn.
(8.73 - 5.47 hrs.
96.8 - 67.; min.
79.1 - 46.8 min.
175.9 - 114.5 min.
(2.93 - 1.91 hrs)

Master Plan - Resource Specialist

;

PAPERWORK TIME - TYPE OF PAPERWORK

7.5 Referral
14.5 Assessment Plan/Consent
13.1 Assessment
15 Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg
15.9 Placement Meeting
66.0 min. Total time to place
(1.10 hrs)
15.5 min. Assessment for Annual Review
16.8 min. Annual Review Meeting
32.3 min. Total for In:-Program
(0.53 hrs)

Average number of students placed each year = 22.4
Average number of students in program each year = 27.1

37.2

Master Plan Designated Instruction Service

- 14.7 4.8 Referral
50.0 - 3.9 2.2 Assessment Plan/Consent
150.0 - 38.3 5.6 Assessment

% 44.4 - 14.4 14.4 Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg
147.8 - 25.6 15.0 Placement Meeting
429.4 - 96.9 min. 42.0 min. Iota] 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 mina Annual Review Meeting
168.4 - 64.4 min. 28.3 min. Total for In-Program
(2.81 - 1.07 hrs) (0.47 hrs)

Average number of students placed each year = 31.1
Average number of students in program each year = 61.6'
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PROCESS TIME
MAXIMUM-MINIMUM

Principal

6.

4-4

*

I
ESTIMATED TIME EXPENDED ON PROCESS

AND PAPERWORK FOR A YEAR

Nester Plan

PAPERWORK TIME 'Acroniy

109.36 - -46.88
72.91 - 55.87

.96

0

Placement
Annual Review

182.3 - 102.7 hrs. 0.96 hrs. 'Total

Special Dad! Class. Teacher

47.48 - 14.22
38.47 - 21.00
85.95 = 35.22 hrs.

Program 9pecialist,

2.49 Placement
5:36 Annual Review
7.25 hrs. Totbl

358.23 - 127.91 37:t7

402.81 .1 249.83 79.59

761.04 - 377.74 hrs. 116.96 hrs.

Resource Specialist

195.63 - 14.49, 24.64
79.45 - 14.36

275.08 - 174.21 hrs.. 39.00 hrs.

Designated Instrujitc;iUrvite

222.57 - 50.20 21.77
87.29 - 66.11 29.06

N9.86 - 116.31 hrs. 50.83 hrs.

Placement
Annual Review
Total

Placement
Annual Review
Total

Placement
Annual Review
Total



ESTIMATED TIME EXPENDED ON PROCESS
AND PAPERWORK FOR A YEAR

PROCESS TIME
MAXIMUM-MINIMUM

Principal

35.98 - 23.12
55.11_- 45.52
91.09 - 68.64 hrs.

SPecial,p1mClass Teacher

17.91 -
39.95 -
57.86 -

10.48
29.60
40.08 hrs.

Non-Master Plan

PAPERWORK TIME

I 22.76
0.80

23.56 hrs.

Psychologist/Program Specialist

1380.96 - 567.00
161.19 - 89.55

1542.15 656.55 hrs.

Designated Instruction Services

37.02 - '45.12
39.78 - 12.16
76.80 - 57.27 hrs.

I :72

7.19

8.91 hrs.

378.00
4.98

382.98 hrs.

11

Placem
Annual!

_Tcytal.

F.'jaCeinentftit''S

,61n-ProgramHStUdiiktS-.

Total- -A

111::::::

,i,
%

'''' 40

.ft.cnuaRevi3Ow 4. .

-PrataMent of Student. ,k.,
Annuef Review
Total ,'Fii

AN'A*
... ..1. *,
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APPENDIX D: SPECIAL EDUCATION AGENCIES SOLICITED AND AGENCIES INCLUDED
IN THE PAPERWORK AND INTERVIEW SAMPLES

Solicited Provide
Agencies Papeirlwork'

0

SESRS 4

I. Contra Costa Co. x*-
2. Humboldt-Del Norte Co.
3. Los Angeles U. (Area I84)
4. Sacramento USD X
5. Santa Barbara Co. x

Santa Monica USD
7. Stanislaus Co.
8. Tulare Co.
9. Whittier Area Coop. X

10. Fresno USD
II. Glenn Co.
12. Merced Co.
13. Riverside Co.
14. San. Diego USD
15. Santa Clara Co. (1,287)
16. Santa Cruz/San Benito Co.
17. Orange USD
18. West Orange Co.
19. San Juan USD

. Public Law 94-142,Consortiums

I. Mt. Diablo U
2. Fresno Co.
3. Butte Co.
4. Mendocino Co.
5. Long Beach USD
6. Pomona USD
7., Pasadena USD
8. San Joaquin Co.
S. West San Bernardino Co.
10. Oaklinq Unified
II. Sacramento Co.
12. San. Diego Co.

13. San Luis Obispo USD
14. Alameda Co.
15. Monterey Co.
16. Stockton USD
17. Kern Co.
18. Garden Grove U
19. San Mateo Co.
20. North Orange Co.

a

80 '89

X.

X

X

e,

Interview
Sample

'4

a.k
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Solicited Provided Interview
Agencies Paperwork Sample

P

'1'

2I.+ Placer/Nevada Co.
221 San Francisco USD
23. Ventura Cd.
24. Imperial Valley
24:. Lassen Co.

X

X

X

X

:
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APPENDIX 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: it

TABLE I Referral. Paperwork
TABLE 2 Assessment Paperwork
TABLE 3 Forms for the Assessment.Results with the

Nombersof Data Items
TABLE 4 Individual Education Plan

The notice of. a team meeting was not summarized. The forms concerning
the fair hearing process were collected and included in a catalogue of forms,
but not summarized.

The judgment as to whether 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 that2 item.

0

82

gl



1111111111111111111111111111 1 1111 1 11111111111
mommumnommunmommommommommumno
1111111111110111111111111011MMEIMMEMMEMMIUMEMElle
mommnimmomENEMIEMINIMMEHMEMOmmillin
EMEMEMMINIMENMEINENIMIENIMMEMI
INEINENINEEMINUMEMBIENIMUMMINIIImmismommon
MEMME11111111111111111111111111111111111111171111111111111MENEMEN
InanininiumunaglEMMINENEIMMINEMENEMIEINEMI
IMMEN111111111111101111111111EMONIMMIMENIMMummunimin
mommmnumUMEMMIEWUIEMMNMMMMIMMMIRIMMMMIIIM
1111111.1111111111111111111111111111111MENIMININEMMEMINMEMMINI
MININIMMEHMENUMMENUMBINIMMINEEMMIMMIUMEMMUMN
INIMEINEMMEINIUMNIENINIEHMENNIMMIMIMEMENNEEM

IIMINEMEMEMEMENIUMEMIENEROMMINEMEMM11111111111111

MEIMMEMINEIMMENEMEIMMINIMEMIENOMIMMINEEMMIN
113111111figimmumemliniiiIIMEMIENEMENIMMOMINIMEMEllma

USSIMENNUMMENNIMMUMMENimammanaummommumni
IIIIMMEMINIMEMMEMINIUMMENIMINEMEMMENINERMIN

COMMIIIMINIIIIONOMMEMINIMMENIEMONINMEMN
MENIMMUMMININENEEMENIMMINEMMIEMENEMINEME11111

ENIMOUNMENEMEMINMENIMMEMIUMMUMMEM
EMMENSWEEMMINIMEMENNEMEMEMOMENIMMUMMOMMENIUM
IIIMMUNKIIIMINNIMENNIEREMIMMEMMEM111111110111111
EINEMINEMEMENEMMINIUMENNIMMINIMMENEWEIMIA
IMMEMEMINIMINIMMEININEMEMIMMEMOMINNIEDIEN
MENNINIMMINENEMININIUMMEMENIMMIMINIMMUMMEN
01111111.11111111111111111111111111MEMENUMEMMINIMINEINIUMMIN
IMMINIMMINIMEIMMIUMEMMENIUMINNOMMOMMENEIMIN
1111111111111.1111111111111MENNEMERIMMEIMMENIUMMININUM
INIMMEMENIMINIMEMOUNNEMEMEMENEMINNUMINIMEI
1111111111111111111111110111MINENEMIUMMEMINIMMIIIIIMEMID
IIIMMUMMEIMMEMINIMINEINEWIMMEMMINNIMMIONIN
1111110111.1111111111111111111111111011111.11111111111111111110111111111111
IIMMUMMIONIENIMMINIUMENMENEMERMENINIMIMM
1111111111111NEIREIMMEIMIEMENINIMMENEMIMENINIENIO
NIMMINAMMIMMUMMUMENEMEMEMINNEWOOMUMUME111
ERIMUNIIIIIIMMEMMUMENENIEMEMEIMUMUMMEMEginin
ENENIMINIMINIUMNIONNIMEMINIIIMMINIUMENNE11111111111
EMINUMINEINIMMEINIMINEMMINIMANIMMIONIMEINIIII
NEINIMMINIIIIIIIMENIMMENEMMINIUMMINEIMMOMMIENUMM
IIIIIIMMIMMEMIMPONEINIMIMMENENIMMEMEINEMile
MINIMMENNEEN 011111 CI MEI MEMEINEUMMINEMOWN1

'ME" 4FG1,E',01

CEDE

:CCE

:E'rE EFECIEL ED,

ruEuS COP ITTEE

PARENT DATA ,

SD 1

SESR 2

SESR 3

S[SR 4

SESR 5

SERE

6E27

SESR 8

SESR 10

SESR 11

SESR 13

SESR 14

SESR 11

TrAL TOR 5E95

CONSORTIUM 1

(amour 2

CONSORTIUM 3

CONSORTIUM 4

CONSORTIUM 5

CONSORTIUM 6

CONSORTIUM 1

CONSORTIUM 6

CONSORTIUM 9

CONSORTIUM 10

CONSORTIUM 11

CONSORTIUM 12

CONSORTIUM 13

CONSORTIUM 14

CONSORTIUM 15

CONSORTIUM 16

CONSORTIUM 17

CONSORTIUM 18

CONSORTIUM 19

iCTAL rOP CONSORTIUMS

20

'1,cludlas computer file 12 14014

0



1112111.11111111111EMn D,111 
0 OHM MIIIIIIIIIIMEMBOOMOMMERNOMMUMMENIIIMI 

1111111111111111111111111.11111111111111111111111111111111 
111111111=11111111111111111111111111 1111111111111111111111111110 

11111111111111111111111111111111111111111111113111.111.111111111111111111111111111111 
6111111111111111111111101111111111111111111111111111111111114121111 
111111111111111111111111111111111/1111111111111111111111111111111111111 
11111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 
IIIIIIIIMI111111111111111111.11111111111111111101111111111111111111 
11111111111111111111111MIAMMIIIMIIIIIIIIIIMMEMININIIIIIIIN 
1111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 
113111111111111111111111111MIEN1111111111111/111111111/11111111111111111111110 
111111111111E1111111111111111MMEN111111111111111111111111111111111111 
11111111111111111111111MEN1111111111311111101111111111111 
11111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 
111111111111111111111111111111111131111111111111111111111111111111111111111 
1111111111311111111111111111§111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 
IIIIIIMIIMENIMEMIERIEM11111111111111111111111111111111111111111 
1111111111111111111111/1111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 
111113111111111111111111=1111111111111110111.111111111111111111111 

WM99l6 a 1111111111111111111111111110111111EININIEM 0110111001101 
1111111091001 1111111111111111111111111111 

r1111111111111111111111111111111111111118111.1111111MMIMEMMIMM 
1111111111111111111111111.111111111111111111111111111111111151111 

lial1111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 1111111111 

/1111111111111111111M11111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111113311 
11111111111110111111.111110M111111111111511111111111111111110 
11111111111111111111111111111111111111111101111111111111111111111 

111111111111111MEMMEMEMENEMEMEMEHMEMII 
11111111111111111111111IMMEINEMEMEME111111111111111111111111111 

1111111111111111111111111111MENIMEMEMIIIIIIMMEMIONIIIIIIIIIIIIINEM 

111111111111 11111111111111111151111111111111511111111110 
11111111IIIIMOMMEMMINIMManumoureMEMMIIIMINEMI 

IIIIMMEMEMMEMEMEMEMMEMMIUMMIMMICE 
11111111111111011111111111111111111111111111MIMMI111111111111111111 
1111111111111111111111111111111111=111111111111111111111111111111 
111111111111MIENEEMENNIMMEINIMMEN11111111 
11111111111131111111111111MMEMINIMMEN1111111111111111111111 
11111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111110111111 

111111111111 111111111111111111111111111 

sonlitiosoo ao3 Iviok, 

61 W01190100 

81.9011-909900 

II 01190500 

91 W01190501 

SI WIDIOSNOI 

hl 01190S900 

Ef W01190SNO3 

Z1 W011909103 

II 01190503 

01 901190SNO3 

6 W01190SN03 

S masa 

W01190500 

9 Ol19199401 

S W01190000 

h 01190S900 

W011909100 

W01190910) 

01190501 

4330 u0i 

'a NS3S 

91 9S3S 

SI 9S3S 

II 9S1S 

01 9S3S 

69S3S 

843S 

19S3S 

S9S3S 

h 'QS 

49S3S 

1 9S3S 

3310X00 

'03 3Uv036 ig 10:4 

3000 
'13.1NroCV 

3000 3PUS 

Oia10034 14303. 



by Stanley WI Garrick,

San Juan Unified School
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District
. TABLE 3

k.

. , FORMS FOR THE ASSESSMENT RESULTS

WITH THE .NUMBER OF DATA ITEMS

S

Special Education Service Region
'PL 94 ' 1,42 Consortium ,
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7 74

n

0
-

E-

E-

0

z
o
U

.Student Observation 16 I6a 51 64 14 22 34 , 24 35 29 28 38 76 26' 16 22

`Case Study Summary

i..---....
.Psycho-Educational Eval.

16 21 27

y

,

25 20 61 16 11 91 77 65 8 22 63r.---
'Health Summary 63

c
h...

.Doctor 29 10
25' 20 73 37

Nurse 90 72 38 25 25 16 30 51

Parent 104 25 29 141",' 27 263 34 93 93 77 83
1.43

Parent Observation

*
20

250

Total Data Items , 21,0b157bbbbb 135 177 89 101 22 34. 78 166 27 b 295 35 29 b 45 492 2Q 184 b 192 261 8 99 16 '63

a . Speech and Language

b Either no forms were used for the

report or the district did not provide

these forms

96 /

*combined on one form
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Appendix F: A Crit
Specia

The California
product simple,speo
obtained February,

The data items

ique'of-the Forms Drafter] by the Office of
[Education, Forms Co4ittee

Department-of Educa040, Office of, Special Education
la! eduOation forms. *feraft of these forms were
1980.

included on these
:following codes:

M Mandated data item

DM = Mandated data item,

forms were critiqued using the

but,duplicated on a prior form

I = Data item needed to identify the student

A = Data item needed for the administration of the educational program,
but dupiidated on a prior' form.

QM =There is'a question as to whether this

N = Data item was not needed

QN = Data item waslof questionable need

S

87100

data item Was mandated



1.1 REFERRAL FORM

/ M /
DATE /

/ I./ /
Name: Birth /

Date
/

Sex / A /

Last

Address:

First

/ A /

M. I.

Phone:
/.N /

Referred by:
/ A /

(Name/Title. or Position)

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

School:
/ A /

District of Service:
/ A /

/ / Not in school

Grade:
/77

Teacher/Counselor:
/ A /

District of residence:
/ A /

Name of Parent/Guardian:
LA /

Address (If different):
/ A /

Home phone:
/ A /

Work Phone:
/ A /

Language in home: English Spanish Both Other
/ M /

Primary Language of pupil:
/ M /

A. REFERRAL INFORMATION

1. Reason for referral:
/ M /

2. Describe steps that have been taken to assist pupil in area(s) of difficulty:

/ M / SESRs only

3. Other agencies involved:

4. Optional: How did referring person hear about Special Education?.

Radio TV Newspaper Wordofmouth Brochure

Inservice Posted Notice Annual Notification from school district

Principal

B. SCHOOL INFORMATION

If referred is of school age, but not attending school, where are pupil reCords?

/-22/-

88 101



CLASSROOM TEACHER/COUNSELOR SHOULD COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING:

1. List prior special education programs/services: /212

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

AREA

Speech/Verbal lommunication

Visual

AuditOry

In-Class Social Behavior

AREA

Work Habits
, s

General Motor Behavior,

Academics

Attention

Out-of-Class Social Behavior Absentbeism/Tardiness

3. Indicate specific observed behaviors for areas checked above:

/2112

4. Describe program and materials used with student:

/2N.2

5. Estimated performance level: /9Li

Reading:

Math:

Oral Language:

Written Language:

Other:

6. Areas of strength and/or,interest observed in student: //

/ON /..

Signature

ti

/9.L12 -
Date



1.2 NOTIFICATION OF REFERRAL AND INTENT TO ASSESS

/ 1 :/
Dear DATE/A / /

/ I / has been referred to the School Appraisal Team/
Educational Assessment Service (SAT/EAS) as perhaps being in need of special education

services. Not all individualt-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 provided to the regular teacher. But soMe,have

exceptional needs which cannot be met in the regular school program alone. Your

child may have a need for one or more of the following Special Education Services /M /

The pupil remains in the regular cl?ass: Special materials or equipment,
consultation or assistance are provided to the teacher and.pupil.

Designated Instruction and Services:' The pupil is enrolls in the Regular

School Program and receives special support whilh may include such services
as adaptive physical education, speech or language therapy, assistance for a

hearing or visual impairment, etc. (A pupil may also be enrolled of

the programs listed below and receive these services.)

Resource Specialist Program: The pupil is enrolled in the Regular School

Program for the majority of the school day and receives assistance from a
Resource Specialist.

Special Class: The pupil is enrolled in a special claSs for the Majority
of the school day, unless otherwlise 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 the student's home .

school or may bat another school in the community.)

Non-Public School: The pupil is enrolled)in a private school if the EdUca-
tional Assessment Service determines thaD/services appropriate to the individual's

specific needs are not available in,th public school. This is provided at no

cost to the parent.

In order to determine need for these services, it may be necessary to conduct an
assessment of your child. If so, an assessment plan with a request for your consent

. to assessment:

/ A / i s attached, / A / wilt be sent to yaw within 15 school days

/ A / is not necessary.

The assessment plan will outline the areas in which your son/daughter needs to

be assessed. The results of the assessment will help us make recommendations for
prograMs/services to be proviied at no cost to you In order to more adequately meet
your son's/daughter's educational needs. Read the plan, then reply as soon as

possible. If you wish, you have at least ten (10) school days from the above date'
to reply. No assessment olacement or service will occur without your written

permission. You will be invited to discuss the assessment results and to plan'

your child's school program.

Enclosed As a copy of Parent and Student Rights. If you have any questions, please

ontact:
-SAT/EAS RepresentatVe

School/District/Agency

Telephone

90



2.1 ASSESSMENT PLAN
SATE

/ A / -.4

7=7 / 1 /To parent o : Birth Date:

'School/Area:

, (First)(Last) (Middle)

/DA /

A(

The purpose of thrs assessment is to determi e individual needs. The assessment
results may indicate a need for special educ 1.0n services or may endicate the
need to modify the regular program. Assessment 'n areas checked below will be
conducted by appropriately quiTified staff and, when appropriate, use a suitable
interpretor or pre-recorded tests in the individual's primary language. The
assessment may include student observation in a group setting and/or interview
with you, plus .a review of any reports you have authorized or that already exist
in current school records.

<,

The following assessments as checked will be administered.

/ M /Academic
/Pre- Academic Achievement

Purpose: .These tests measure current reading, spelling, ant arithmetic
or pre-readiness skills such as matching or sorting. Tests may include,
but are not limited to:

/ M
Social /Adaptive Behavior

Purpose: These cales of development help to tell what an individual
can do for him If and how he gets along with other people. They may
include, but are not limited to:

/ M /Psycho-Motor Development

,,Purpose: Instruments in this area Measure how well an individual coordinates
body movements in small and large muscle activities. They are also measure
visual-perceptual skills. They may include, but are not limited to:

/ M /Communication
Development

Purpdse: These jests measure the Individual's ability to understand,
relate to and use language and speech clearly and apprbpriately. They
may include, but are not limited to:

91 1.04



1

2.1 ASSESSMENT PLAN

Intellectual Development

Purpose: These tests measure how well an individual 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 reflect 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 limited to:

/Vision and Hearing

Purpose:- to evaluate the abifity to see and hear.-1These may include:

/ M
/Developmental History

Purpose: To check the pattern of pupil's growth' and develggpment. These
may include:

J

/ M /Career Assessment

purpose: To\measure career related occupational interests and aptifudes.
These may include:

Other (Include Vocational or Mepical Assessment Here)

)1!

92 1.05
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.2.1 ASSESSMENT PLAN,

The professionals checked below will be involved in the individual assessment

outlined above: / M /

ALicliologist;#, Nurse; Physician; Psychologist; . 'Remedial/

Adaptive Physical Education Teacher; Resource Specialist Teacher;

Speech and Language Specialist; Tea"cher; (Aker

Specify

If yoU bave any questions about .the above AssessMent Plan, please call the

fdllowing person before signing:

7757

Name of. SAT/EAS Chairperson

/ DA/

Phone Number

Please check the following items, if appropriate:

If student often speaks other thanlEnglish at home, please indicate

language:
/ DM/

If(appropriate) will submit a written report from:

Latt

(Name/Title o . person/agency who has assessed my son/daughter)

I hereby give my permission for the assessment Indicated above to be made. I

)

understan that the results will be kept confidential and that
I will -be invited

.
to attend he School Appraisal Team or Educational AssessMent Service meeting_

..,

11/4

to discuss the,results. It is,also my understanding that no educational

placement/service will result from, this assessment without my written permission.

Signature of Parent Date.

I.

93 100,
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Dear

3.2 PARENT NOTICE'OF MEETING

Annual Rlyiew / M/

/ A /
Date /

N
. -..

We are planning a meeting of the School Appraisal Team/Educational Assessment
Service concerning your child, / I / _ . You are invited to
attend and 'participate in this meeting. We h scheduledpe meeting for:

/
Date / M/ /

TiMe / M/

Place / M/
fp

Please use the form below to notify us if this is convenient.

The purposes of this meeting are to discuss or review your ch 's need for specie
education and/or services,to recommend an appropriate educat nal placement:and,

. when special ,(education) is necessary, to write,a individua 'zed education progre

You wil.rmeet with one or more persons from our s tool staff. The following staff
-members have been asked to participate:/77

/ / Special Education Administrator/Designee /7 Speech and Language Specialisi

77 Specie-1 Education Teacher
. /7-Program Specialist

/ / Regular Classroom Teacher / / Resource'Specialisf:

/ / Psychologist /__/ Other.

You may bring a representative with you or you may desjgnate another person to
be your representative if ydu aro unable or do not choose to attend. -7

/ M/
A summary of Our rights and the due process 'procedures for appeals and fair
hearings is given on the back'of this sheet"--/ If you want further information

about your rights.or the purposet of this meeting, please contact:

/DA/

Sincerely,
/DA/

Name of Chairperson

telephonenumber

cut off, fill out and return ,.

I plan to attend the meeting. do not plan to attend the meetin

I request a different time /place = / /TT / / /
I will-send a representative:

Parent's Signature

RETURN TO:

94

(date) . (time) (pla

-(name of representative)

I

Student's. Name\



3.4 INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM /PUPIL PLACEMENT SUMMARY
(Completed Annually)

/DA/ /DA/School District Meeti.ng Date/11/ / /

SAT Meeting/DM/ EAS Meeting /DM/ . Review Mtg. /DM/
/ I/ / I /77Pupil Name . Sex: M

/
F Birth Date Age

/26/
i,,,,

0Street Address /DA/ Mailing Addretreet ss /757.
A.4....

City /DA /. /OA/ District of Residence /77 Grade/DA/
.....

Parent /Guardian /DA /.' Telephone /DA/

Primary Language of Home /DM/ Primary language of Pupil /DM/

NES/LES (circle if appropriate) /2/

Parent/Guardian was advised of meeting by: /...g/ Telephone Letter Other

/ / Parent/Guardian and/or // Parent's representative / / did / / did not attend

/211/
meeting

State further actions taken:

SAT/EAS'RECOMMENDATIONS / M/ START / M/ END / M/ COMMENTS (LOCATION, TIMES/WEEK)

/ / RESOURCE SPECIALIST PROGRAM

/ D1S

/

/ / DIS

/ P.E. TYPE:

/ -/ SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION\

J ./CONTINUE IN CURRENT PROGRAM

/_/ MODIFY.REGULAR PROGRAM

/ REFER TO EAS-

/ SPECIAL-.CLASS OR CENTER

/ / REFER TO STATE.SCHOOL

/ / NONPUBLICONS'ECTARIAN SCHOOL

/ / EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR SERV.ICES

/ / OTHER

/ PARTICIPATION IN REGULOR PROGRAM

/2/

im

/__/ TRANSITION RECOMMENDATIONS /M /

/ / PLAN FOR MEETING DISTRICT GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS (IF APPLICABLE) / M/

95 108



The persons whose signatures appear below participated in the development
of the 162-and agree to its contents unless otherwise noted.

Signature of Attendees Vott5-

/ M/
Y=Yes.N=No

Administrator/Designee /2tV

/ m/
Resource Specialist

/M/
Teacher

/ M/

Other

/21( I have a copy of my rights.

/11-/ I approve of the placement of
my child

/0( I participated in the develop-
ment of the IEP

/2111/ I approve of the IEP developed
for my child

/DM/' I disapprove of the recommended
placement

/QM/ I request an independent
assessment at public
expense

/QM/ I request a fair hearing

/QM/ I refuse special education
for my child

/ / i-7
Signature of Parent Date

THE SECTION BELOW IS FOR UNDUPLICATED DIS ONLY-OTHER SERVICES USE PAGES 2 8 3

Present Performance Level / M/

Annual Goal / M/

Implementor / M/ - LEA Only

Minority Report (If any) /g11/

96

/2H/Education Need
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District
rig

Date
I
al

School
/

3,4 Individualized Education Program for
/ I/

Student's Name

/2N/

Person completing form,

Date
/DA/

Present levels of performance Annual.Goals Responsible

Person

(e.g. development In language, cognitive, affective,

sensory, and sensory motor functioning) ,
4

/Tv /i /T1/ d 0/-LEA Only

PL 94-142 (Section 121a.349 Though. the 1EP Is not a legal contract, the: agency and teacher will make good faith

effort toathi6ve-the-written-goais and objectives.)

Progress towards these goals was 'reviewed / / . .A new IEP was developed / /

(date) [A7 /DA/ (date)

lit
110



District
57

School
5A7

Date LT /

3.4 Individualized Education Program for
/ l/

Date
/ FT

Student's Name

Personnel responsible for Implementation:' /DM/ LEA Only

Person completing form

pod Obj, Short Term instlytional Objectives Evaluation Criteria of Success- Evaluation

Procedures ful Performance and

Programs

112

/ M/
/ /Ey


