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Steps l . .
‘2
& . .
PUPIL STAFFING REPORT Date
-S:uden: Haue ‘ ) Student "No.
uune SChool o Present School or Setting

Presen:,grada or placement

'6aae‘Hanagc:
Purpose of Scaffing

N

$chool Phone

Reg. Ciagstooﬁ Tchr. /Couns.

Pt ——————

N in At:endance:

Directions:

i ,

Briefly summa'ize meeting deliberations.

-

Iaclude fl) Gist of dis-

’

cussioa and (2) Decisions (including tasks assigned for the future and those

» respouslble for :askx). .

" Dis i

;
|

~ f
L

{

Loiom: (3 copv.cs) ‘
thy 1 - Spactal Case fiZe

2 - Studentta cuwn ftle

Copy.
Cbpy 3 - "7tam" f&




7d

FARENT .INVOLVEMENT . >

- ) ) Referral and Assessment
‘ N .
: s v
The reasons for rcfgrral of my chira“““” ‘ ' ., have been
explained to me. Recommended assessment accivicies have also been explained. I
understand. that upon completion of these assessment activities I will have an oppor-
tunity to review-the results and participate in further planning.

Reason for Referral

! Recommended Assessment Activities

Assessment Results: How used?

Asgessor Name(s), Approximate Date(s), and Probable Locations

Please check one:

I approve of this reférral and give my permission for these assessment ac:ivi:ies.
I do not approve ¢f this referral and do not give my permission for these assess-

‘~ men: ac:ivi:ies.

activi:ies)
It is requested that a concilla:ion conference be held within 10 school days of

:his date ui:h respec: :o this case.
«

) " Difference of-Opinion: . -

Sigrad o Lo : . «  -Date
: Parent or Guardiau B . . : o ©
‘ . : - Date.
e '".»01assroom Tcache /Coun:elotn .
W oo . s S : Date_
Dl S School Adminfs:ra:o: N . -
S K R R ' Datr

-

p«cial ﬁ&

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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: p . .
: o L '.!‘ LR _ ‘ :
Steps | . Elementary ¢ 0 o e T Name of Student ’ e e
11 S Ty Lo : ©
.‘.' 20 . £ ; . . ) . :
i . : . . Description and Interpretation .
E - [ o (follou outIine)
. .!1' ”, ,
A. Classroom Tcecherwy "
T ' L. - \
‘ . . '
/
’ -~ ,,'/
. o - o
‘ S T e
,fu i
/' e ot . ‘
& - R ‘ ;
. < )
-~ 0~ ' '
- * o
[s e ;
! &
! ‘ P .
1. Mental and’ Physicai Status _ f_w a
2. Emotional-Social Status - T :
3. Environmental Status ‘(Home and Family) ‘ i R
4. Educational:Status: Emphasizing Reading 4 e

a. 'Word analysis. strengths and weaknesses L signed
. : b. Comprehension streagths. and weaknesses ¥

' : ¢. ' Llevels of achievement gi Date

d. Atcitudes (towards reading) . .

e, Fluency, phrasing, speed. reading hauits N

s : f; Skill knowledge vs. its applicatioa
? : 5. Other education: status (strengthe sndiveaknesses in other academic areas includ

ing ar}thmetic, spelling, handwritirg, langange, “science, and social 'studies).
6. A Summary and Interpretation (SumJ(p the above .information. You may then wish .
to conclude with your owm views at to needed treatment, causes, etc.)

Note' ‘We cannot deal with a child'ﬁfneeds without a broad look at the child and
the context. within which he,she exists. We therefore ask each important -
person in. this child's sc ‘g0l 1ife to give us’ descriptive .information that
will enable us to truly gtderstand and have a Eeeﬂing for him/her. The =
areas (above) are thosegfo which you need to respond. Be complete and "brief’
and follow the outline.r’r If you have nothing to contribute for an item, mum-
ber it and leave it b }nk. ‘ Attach reports,’ papers, etc., that may be of use -

P in’ making decisions Pdlative to thfs child. ‘

ERI!
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. Name of Student___ °
‘ Descriptton and In:erprc:gtion S _' -
: \ ‘ (follow ou:line) ' .
‘ ’y ‘B Principai - ) . . ‘ . 4' o
™\ - ’ ! /
. ’ \ * o l
)* > N . ! - ;_"0'
' P '?
. ' . ) ///
v '{ ) . |
¥ [1. Mental and Physical Status - L
2. Emotional-Secial Status N N
. 3. Environmental Status (Home and Family) . .
o : & Educa:ional~$:a:us Emphasizing Reaading - | signed e »
. R a.' Word analysis st -engths anc ucaknesses : v - N
SRR I - T Comprehensioﬁ's-vnng:hs and wcaknesses ' . ) \R& '
) . . Date . / )
1 - c.f;Levels of achievizemt ¢ _ : — —\—
| .a,;ﬁA;ti:udes "(towary : reading) . c ~ ~ TN
e. Fluency, phrasins’ s*cod reading habi:s . . .

18 applica:ien

T .| - £. Skill knowledge e
R ST S5 Other educa:ional $ed \strengths and weaknesses. in. o:her academic areas An="

: cluding arithmeti: . pelling, handwri:ing, language, science. and‘gocial s:udmsﬁ
6. A Summary. and - Inte' -etation (5um up the above. information. You may :hen wish '

:o conclude wi:h ":;:.o=1 vicus ‘as to needed :rea:ment, causes, e:c )

;‘No;e"VWe canno: ‘deal'iwith.a. child s needs ui:hou: a broad look at the child and -
o context within shich: he/she exists,  We ‘therefore ask: each important person
in ‘this" child's' suhool 1ife to give us descrtp:ive information that will em-.
-l ableku; £o. :ruly undérstand ; and have. a Eeeling for -him/her. - The areas ‘(above

:are $hbae to ‘which ‘you., need to: reSpond Be: comple:e and’brief and" fOIIOW” he

< outlfing. If‘you have no:hing to: con:ribu:e for an’. i:em,,namber 1t and" lea
e { blank.- Attach’ repor:s, papers, e:c.,“that may be offuse in makihg decision

relative :o this child

ERI!

Js i
r
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‘ .
1,
v Steps Elemcntafzf : T Name of Student ‘ o / )
. : Description and Interpgetation : ] L.
. e (follow outline) * .
o . . ~ ; ' :

'* €. Psychologist (Ic 1is assumed,thétja'full psychological evaluation of this child
. ‘ " wil} be done-in the near future =- 1if not already completed -- and
a copy of the report forwarded to Learning Services.. In the mean-’

N e time, a brief reaction:to each of the items in.the outline below
; . . - -~ 4s essential with parcicular emphasis.on specific educatioraliy
L. . o relevant factors in the child's functioning.)
e . N
- N . r . . .. -ﬁ.
: | e \
~ d
’ 3
¢ 1
: ) // ]

1. Mental and Physical Status

2. Emdtional-Social Status . ‘

3. Environmental Scatus (Home and- Family)
4., Educational Status.Emphasizing Reading

4 a. Word analysis strengths and ueaknesses,' Signed .
b. Comprehension grrengths and weaknesses - -
c. Levels of achiévement ' Lol .| Dated . : :

d. . Atticudes (towards reading) .
-e¢. Fluency, phrasing, speéd, reading habits

1 f. Skill knowledge vs. its application , ,

5. Other educational status (strengths and weaknesses in other academic arees in=-
~cluding arithmectic, spelling, handwriting, language, science, and socialstudies}

‘6. ' A Summary and Interpretation (Sum up the above informatiomn. You may then wish -
to conclude with your:-own views as to needed treatment, causes, etc.) :

. . Note: We cannot deal with a child's needs without a broad look at the child and. the
' context within which he/she exists. We therefore dsk each important person in
o~ this child’'s school life to give us descriptive information that will enable .
us to truly understand and have a feeling for him/her. The arecas (above)' are
those to which you need to respond. Be complete and brief and follow the out-.
line. If you have nothing to contribute for an item, number it and leave it
blank. - Attach reports, papers, etc., that may be of use in making'de;i§1ons"{
relative to this child. ‘ '

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. M .o k]

3 'steps |+ Elementary : Name of Student
| <117 - . )
; 20 . . ., )
. ‘ S Description and Interpretation

T S ‘ ] L - (follow outline)

D. Social Worker (It is assumed that a full social worker evaluation of this child
" and his or her home situation will be done in the ncar future ---
‘ .~ 1f.not alrecady completed -- .and a copy of the report forwarded to
N . Learning Services. In the meantime, 'a brief reaction té each of
' * the items in the outline below is essential, with particular em-
phasis on specific educatiomally relevant factors in the child’s
functioning.)

1. Mental and Physical Status
2. Emotional-Social Status.
3. Environmental Status (Home and Family)

. 4.  Educational Status Ewphasizing Reading
"’ @&, Word analysis-strengths and wecaknesses Signed ’ ~
- b.. . Comprehension strengths and weaknesscs ‘ i T X
c. "Levels.of ‘achievemeni = - .. . ‘1 pate - : : " L.

.

c.de Accitudes (towards. teading) : )

L @, ,F1uency. phrasing; speed, reading habxts
£, Skill’ knowledge vs. its application’ o ,

5. -Other . educational. status! (screngths and weaknesses in’ other academic areas in-

: . ‘cluding arithmetic, spe ling. handwriting, language, science, and Social studies) 2

6.. A Summary and Incetptet zton (Sum up the above information. You may.then .:ish
to conclude with your ow“ vieus as to needed treacment causes etc. )

" Note: - We’ cannot dea' wfiy Domild's needs without a.broad look at the child and the
. _context | within whicn ze/she exists. .We therefore ask’each. important person in-
‘this child 's"school” ti¥a . to give us descriptive information that will enable
usito" truly’ nderstazd a-d ‘have .a. feeling ‘for him'or 'her.  -The arcas (above)
"are those
. outliney
-1t blank.

you have’ nothing ‘to’ conttibute for an item, number'it and leave '
-Attach report§» oapers. etc., that may be of ‘use in making deasions

; relative to this child.'h : . - : ‘ o ‘Q

[€)

ERIC::

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'which ‘you nced ‘to respond.‘ Be: cfmplete and brief and follow: che Lot




© 124 - e _ - N < N
Sceps . Elementary. . Name of Student
11 ' . - o ‘ . R
20 ! . C o \ :
‘ Description and Interpretacion . .

(Follow outline)

E. Nurse (Please include results of vision and hearing screening and most recent
physical examigation(s) including dates as well as other significant

information about health, physical, and nutritional stacus.) o

. ’

' . ' , .

o

1. Mental and Physical Status

2. Emotional-Social Status - -

3. Environmental Status (Home and Family)
4, Edacational Status Emphasizing Reading

. . v a. Word analysis strengths and weaknesses Signed
- . b. Comprehension strengths and weaknésses
¢. Levels of "achievement N - ;
B . ’ d. Attitudes (towards reading) ) Date
W L e. Fluency, phrasing, speed, reading habits

-

, f£. Skill knowledge vs. its application ’

5... Other educatio'i status (stremngths and weaknesses in other academic areas includ-
Ing arithmetic, spelling, handwriting, language, science, and social scudies).

6. A Summary and Interpretation tSum u; the above information., You may then wish
to‘conclpdg with your: own views as to needed treatment, causes, etc.)

e ' Note: We caanot deal with a child's needs without a broad look at the child and the
context within which he/she exists. - We therefore ask each important person in
this cthd's.school‘lifevto give us descriptive information that will enable:
us- .to -truly understand and have a feeling for him or her. The.areas (above) o
are those to''which jyou need to respond. ‘Be. complete ‘and brief and follow the . L
"outline. ‘If you have nothing to contribute for an item, number it and leave '
it blank. Acttach reports, papers, etc., that may be.of uSe in making dccisioh§

relative to this child. { L - -
A S e _ [;;;e 8

Qo

ERIC..
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S Stepsf':‘ |[Elementary ' Name of Student”
o1 .
20, _ : : )
Descripcion and.Interpretation : "

(follow outline)

i

F. Octher "Team Mémber(s) (appropriate to .this case)
(e.g., Instructional ‘Assistant, Speecthlinicfan, etc,)

. . o

5.

‘a. Word analysis strengths and weaknesses 1 signed

:e:” Levels of’ ‘achievement i ' Date . : -
S d. 'Attitudes (towardq reading) . :

) e._‘Pluency. nhrasing, speed. reading habits
-£. -.Skill knowledge ‘vs.its appiication

A& Summary -and" Interpretation (Sum up the above information. - You may Then wish
) conclude with your own views as to needed treatment. causes, etc. )-

‘Mental and Physical Status f : P

Emotional-Social Status - o : /,
Eavironnental Status (Home and Famtly)
Educational Status . Emphasizing Reading

b. . Comprehension strcngths and weaknesaes

Other: educational ‘status :(strengths and weaknesses in other. academic areas in- |+
cluding nrithmetic. speiling. hanc:riting. language, ‘science, and social studies)

»vNote:‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘relative to this child.

‘Ue cannot ‘deal:with. a’ child' needs uithout a broad look at the child and the,
context within which’ he/she exists. We therefore ask each important purson in
-this’ child 'S school "1ife to: give us descriptive information that' will enable'. Y
‘us. to’ truly understnnd and ‘have:a Eeeling for him/hor. The areas "(abose) are o
! those.to. which you ‘need-to’ respond Be complete: ‘and bricf and &ollow the out-
- line. ,-1f ‘you. have: nothing ‘toi contribute for an item, number! it and leave 1t
blank. Attach reports. papers. etc., that may be of use in’ making decisions o

[raes

J
s
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144
Elemgntarx . . ‘

Description and Interpretation
" (follow outline)

G. Parent - g ’
Please write any comments about youf child's persdhnlicy, attictudes, behavior,
and achievement which you believe would be helpful in our  team analysis.

.




P
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:‘5.‘ ’ . {
- Steps Elcmentary
e 11 ‘
v , 20 ° - .
I ) N Description and Interpretation .
3 " H. Student . .
v , . ' . i goo e ..
T e Please describe yourself and your nceds in your own words; Include special’
. help you think others could give you.
. v )
;
\
L 4
! L
! .
- Signed
T . : S h - o ' Date

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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, o ‘ R
Lo J\.\'_“___, ] ‘
Flementary . ;
‘ ’ L ! ' :
) . i N - .
‘ .;".//' . sl : " ey .
A ' T
. I | . '. ' . (\ . i
! 1. Educational Analys'ls o '\\ .
. ' — Attach all educattonll. analysis m:eT;,‘qls "té this page. Report of Educaticnal
Ana].ysis will be typed from draft at time o‘fxreview of Speclal Educ.ation (Scep -
\15) and one ‘copy inurted wtth this pagc at ‘that time.
. '64. | -
' Yo . == An additional statement (on this page) may also be appropriace (but not .ncces-
sary). _ . L . _ .
S : k
Ll \
.\5;‘.- . : N > . ' ’ '
i\ e ' . - :
. \ M 1
/ ' ‘
/: '
-~
. , \
\ . \ , v
\ P i . :
\ - - ) - -

ERI!
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12 ASSESSMENT REVIEW AND NEEDS DETERMINATION

<7

21 ‘ (Upon completion, must be atcached to page 14 and both pages of IEP.) “
Student Name © . School « Crade
Dace ' |

TEAM MEMBERS pa‘rticlpat!n.g in Assessment Review, Needs Decermination, Level and Type of Service
Need, and Least Rescrictive Alternacive Statement (all parts of Scep 12)

Nane A © Tiele . Name ‘ Ticle
f v M 3&\
" - - I Lo T
g
. ASSESSMENT REVIEW AND NEEDS DETERMINATION (S:atement in thi.s section should be a complete, concise
o susmary of observat{ons and formal assessmants and s atements made by child study team.)

-1 1. Summarvy of Strengths (Describe strengths and arcas which permit the studant to be integrated
/ succes#fully with regular students' Speech cliniciaus comment on speech and ‘language strengtha)

\ .
A . . ) e . ) ‘ . ]
' 2. Special Needs of Student (In particular, describe those needs of the student that cannot be met

in the regular school program and require special education services.) . | .

A\l
2t STATEMENT RE LEARNING DISABILITY (Complite only for LD cases.) This student has a specific learn- )g )
ing disability based on classroom (or other appropriate) observation and on evaluation (a report of o
which is found in the case file). Student does not achieve at age or ability levels and presants
a severe discrepancy between ability and achievement in one or more of seven basic areas. Such -
&‘ disability is not primrily\the result of a visual, hearing, or motor handicap; mencal rcutdltian"
‘emotional. dhturbnnce' or’ egvironmcntal, oulturnl. or ecoromic disndvannge.
Certified by each team umber (lignaturcs necesrary): ' ) Q

™, T * ..

N

o — - ,L -
(Tean me::bcrs‘ not.‘s'ignin(m_xs: subult a separate report justifying their cohyi‘ons.)
T e ' "

| APPLICATION Arzmvaxumzss - . \t , .
‘This application for Special Education Services continues to be appropriate. !t ~th£l {s
.. checked, continue with pages 14 and § and wicth IEP. o

o

It now appeara that this applica:ion r Speciaa. Education Services 1- 1nnppropr1a:e. S .

‘ Auesﬁunt Reviev' and Needs; De:emination do not . nubstantia:e further referral and -application
-toraspeciel educaticn services (Noge: Pnrent Involvement -~ Step 16 -- must still cake place)

! If this is checked no ficed to complete’ ‘next two pages (pages l4, and 15). 1EP must still be -
: 1n1tiatcd however (only ‘Pares I, I! I1I, and V of IEP are ccglple:ed 1n this cass).

Dispogition: (3 ca?us) /
Copy 1.~ Case fila :

v . . . .Copy 2 --'Parents (vith IEP) -
Copy 3 - "Tcam" ﬁle oo '

[y

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



: : Date
Cra&c _ o . .

T:

C U LEVRL mn ms oF saavxcs NEED

‘ AND LEAST KESTRICTIVE ALTFR:? STATEHBN‘I‘
(Dp n conpletion. ms: be attached to: \page 13 ang both pages of IEP.)

_LEVEL AND TYPE OF sexwxca(S) NEED

nerresine

1
i
ontaey

Tutosjups

—

R iew
i

Cilajeal S

Kpster
Otiws

[y
TO-YIN

* SAVFR-Sec

v

Eienentary Class

P

. Earaputye

- Newource :
-G f=Yurondivy Class

-~ Resunrie

: ‘ur-ltlom 3¢y

Vinfon

| 3. Studencs (n requlsv classtoons
M«mm; apprapriately vithout :
H . v . diteet: nmnl SAUCITION SerViCHS. i
: ! This- level (acludes asserswant '
- -7 setvices, nnltoﬂu. ch,urvum

“seid fellow=through.

1 2. Scedeats in the regular oducnten
. progran with che asniscance of

i‘ ‘npacial educstion supporcive sar-

! . ‘wices betog. novuat ‘to the clsse= .

‘: ro0m Ceachet, . IEAE

|

P )

¥

3. Stutente in & primacy plumnt hv ’ ]
Y regulac. education Jrogram. dut : . .

' . _aaedlng divece service ansistance . : ) IR ER , 3

i . trom specilal’ sducazion pecsornel, | 3 ' Lo

}' ¢ Scudeste with prinars 9hemq [ 1 SR A . .
s . sn taxensive spectal educaston pro- - |} | E e
B gtas 10 & nefgadorksog school vich : N '

! B . integrarion tato repular educatian
1 " . programe when ‘appropriste. ) ) : ¥
v Pl . 7. Sctelents ina acuresidéatisl echel . - . ; o
f - . Ror childeen and ywtn vho are . . :
' L L needicspped. o . : .~ et
/ 6. "= Seuiants. 3 3 residential luu‘zw 11 | : . : O
H .o <7 ter eaulm ‘and nuuz wba an ; '

. Nndlua . i i

!

Cme . : ' ' '

P A Other special proccduru cousultacion, assistance, . thcupy. etc, previously, - ]
- _ - cprremtly, or contekipldted telative ito this student and his/her probltm.s (aside o
S x ou Dis:tic: 281 Spccm Education Services - oucside agencies) ,

- : LEAST %ESTRICTI'.’E ALTERNATIVE STATE{EN‘I (?leau give reasons vhy an cqually appro- ,
" S ® : priate prograz -could not be providedu to meat - the student's ed‘ucacional needa in a " o

i lcu res:ric:ivg environmnc ) , : . . - . Lo

a

v

«

- .

= Dupmtzan.‘ \(3 copus) Cdpy 1 i< Case ﬂlc, Capy 2 -- Parmta hnzh IEP) : '
‘ R, Co#y 3 -— "Tam" FtZe ST e Ihge llc

e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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o nlnmmm. mcmo-c PROGRAM PLAN
Won cowhuon. nust be ;::nched tc pages 13, 14, and i7.)

o ntllﬁ.ng Information L Date .
‘ ( STUDERT NAME _ ' . GRADE ;
.11 IEP Staffing Mesbers - . : A \
L Memm T\ ' Ti*le Naua _ : Ticle
. : . =
>
’ LT~
. ~
III. Specisl Educn:ton ‘Services .to be Provided
1. i hPPlication not being made at this cime (1! this chacked, :klp to Part V)
© Type of Servica Beg. Date ' Lavel -of Service - Daily No. Necessary Changes in/Personnel,
of Service Hrs, Antlcipnud Transp., Pacilities/ (also
/»’ . duraticn of Service(see p. 14) state if other thas home school)
- ' /‘ 4
’//.‘ - il
3. Snnmc Ra ?hplal zducntlou
e o Regular phy. ed. A speive phy. cd. No phy. ed. requirad
i (1! atudent's primgry: ph:mn: w/.n ba in-a special education progran for more than
. 50 percent of the time, please éacplcu page 18.) . S —
Iv. . Porlcdic luvim and Rnuuum's. ‘rcu:!.ve d&:u nnv. Pmcn: Inv. Rea
for the next. periodic revievs ot “this case are — -
: (Aﬁhoriudwcnon way’ cau £or earlier uvxtv.
. e
“a - v. - gggroval and’ v.:tica:m :
o A 1. -Who cl.utly qpulnnicn:d :n- Irp ,in!cnu:ton to paunu? “ ‘ ]
S ) v i . R ‘ " LT
2 Aggr'oﬁ ot Dunggroval ‘ [ s;hool ) . . School phone ) -
| Plam check ones . . . ' ‘ o L e ‘ A
L. Approval of this !udtv!.dul Educac,lcn Ptogru Plan e oo LU
S : ; Duappronl of this. Individul Fduiation Progru Plan - B N o :
e ... Agreamant gs to the inlppmpmunu: of.need for: Spccul Eduuuon s.m:-- -
L T : Diupprom or’ m.ugtnm: and -piffersncs of. Cpinten for. this Indfvidual Educacion’
: ‘ mzru Plan ox mwmkta:mds ot need !ot s;ncur Educacion: Services.
L v mzum««zq’mon. i - a I

o~ . . B

" Daze___ L

mé- A . .

Dace

A School. Mutuu:utqr/ ER I A D e T d
Spcdnus: S \ Poomle L U e e e S
.': = S:udcnt (uhu_spgroﬁru&t) o
oo -

nupou:lon. (3 copiu) 1 -_ 3 -— '*'rua" lilcj

el
. i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



B ¢ (continued) - B | .
(Upon conpletitm. wist be attached to pages 13, 14, and 16.) |

“thmbe: of Short-ters Objective(s), . et
. !.ong-rnnge Criteria for-Attain;,acd =~ v Parson{a)  Review/Adjustments/
Goals:(from— Bxpected Duration | Activities - Respomsible - Outcome (date.and . . .
; above) LR o . .initia) each entry) .o




Steps
12 ‘21
: 16 22
Compiete'this(sécﬁion only when the student's primary placement will be in a
defined in levels: . v ‘ .

VIII.

special education program as
Students éiﬁh primary piagemcnt in an intensive special education program
in a neighborhood school with integration into regular education programs

4.
" _when appropriate.
= _ 5. Studentsin & nonresidential school for children and youth who are handi-
- : /’.:‘capped. L . L i . o
- 6. Students at' a vesidential facilityyfornghildren’and youth.who are handi-
_ . _capped. ' P v e :
" 'Describe the,educét{bﬂal activities and involveheqeithis student will have in the
regular mainstream education program. (After completing this section, -go back to
omplete :he‘remainder of chat page.) o

. page 16 and ¢

v :7,'1 T
aNe

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



o PARENT INVOLVEMENT . .
? Program Change _ : i

‘The.recommended program change for my child L
"has been explained to me.: T unders:and the reasons for this change.

e

- H .
y .
4 - &
. N~ . h .
- - . ! 3 A
Y T . .
4 - f I K
. “
O . :
. .
,‘vl . ~ -~
. - . -
N ; - .
: . : ; B : ) : . 5 H

f%": G I approve -of. :his change. e ‘ . ST B
‘ o T ~~"1'do.not: ‘approve of, this change : o : . :
-Disapprfval and Difference ‘of. Opinion (with respec: to this change)

i ) L . . B -‘
5

; SR f4'~ Difference oE‘Opinion. L .. '_~ e L -.‘;‘;

.
L . .

V. . 1 : - R . . . .
- . . v~ . .

 Signed . it .t - LT -,  Date .
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4'or besavior problems. Other special.education services required by‘

students in~théf:chool (e g., an intEnsive diagnostic teaching setting,
3ﬁfu11—day programs for children with learning disabilities, emotional
)

"‘;problems, physical ox : sensory impairment, and developmental delay) are

{available at the district level “f' : L . o

"ZLT?;i’f ??al;DecisionPMakin' Process
?;xSeg ncs.. Figure 3-1 summarizes the typical assessment and decision—

QJ: making process at the 34

'.figure, special educatian referrals in this district are initiated by the i
B,

chqol and district levels. As portrayed in the

'classroom teacher, usually after a discussion with the parents. The “

""a_special education team at°the local school handles most referrals. How- B
jever, there are procedures for calling on district resources when those
'"~in the building are”insufficient. In addition, there are numerous. points

RE
»in the formal procedures at which parents may contribute to the planning

inr bring it to a halt by denying permission for further individualized

work with thetr child. L

Insert Figure 3-1 about here

?J’ S Each teacher decides when classroom intervention strategies are in-
B IR :sufficient and a referral s neceasary. There 18 no -evaluation made of
/;’;_\\ ”Witteachers' attempts at. classroom modification or the criteria they use in

: /
'decidins to refer the child - The teacher completes a "Student ‘Referral
; .

Form“*(see Appendix B), which includes nine areas of possible concern

VAﬁfIniellectual, Anademic, Communication Skills, Physical Perceptual,

HSocial/ﬁmocional, Adsptive Behavioral Vocational " and 0ther. .This.form'

'V*‘is.sent_te the,schoolAsgcial‘wprker, who takes the referral t6 a regular

e
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meeting of the‘permanent~special education team. The team may decidel
.that assessment is necessary, or they may end the referral at this

- _ 'point; If assessment is needed, the areas to be tested and the staff

member-to‘conduct the'assessment are assigned

Parents are notified by phone and mail of the planned assessment,

3

its scope, and purpose (see Appendix B, Letter #1). Written parental

’approval of the assessment is requested. Parents may terminate the re-
ferral'at this'point hy indicating.that they do not give permission for
assessment. During the study “reported here,'schools were permitted to
: assume;parent'approval and begiu the assessment‘process iffthey had'
received no_written response,within 10 school days. (Recent state law
.l‘) ' ?'_requires written:parent permissioniprior to assessment.) After receiving -
'parent permission; assessment must be completed within 30 school davs of

the team decision to assess.

- Once the assessment is conducted a school staff member contacts
the parents to review the results of the assessment. The school also

o notifies parents by mail of ‘the scheduled time for: the Educational Plan-'
ning Conference (see Appendix B Letter #2)

Several decisions are made at the Educational Planning Conference'
(a) the student s educational needs "are defined (b) the student's |
eligibility for special education services is decided " and (c) the types
_‘of services that will be. provided are selected . The team may decide

hat no special education services are needed "that the building has the o
resources to provide services, or ‘that more intensive; district-level
services are required : In case of the. latter, a new referral is submitted(g o

e
. - &

.to the districtJlevel special education team and a process similar to the
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one within the individual school is initiated. When the home school l \\\\\\\\;\;L

5, . B
!

- plans to provide the services, an Individual Educational Plan (IEP) is . | . .

tfprepared.‘ The IEP-includes the details of the decisions reached at the

B

pconference, and a copy of itis mailed to the family for signed approval.

~

The program begins when parent approval is given. L

Within 8ix weeks of placement, the staff members responsible for

g implementlng the program develop an Individual Instructional Plan (IIP)

‘ ;;and contact the parents to explain it'to them. The IIP specifies long-

f[ range goals, specific objectives to accomplish these goals, definitions
%; i; ;' T of success, target dates, and the names of staff member° responsible for
implementing each goal o - ‘ ., S i

Once a. student has ‘been placed in a learning disabilities program,

the program must be reviewed by the team twice each 'year, with formal
reassessment at two-year intervals. At ‘the appropriate time, Termination
of Services Procedures (see Appendix B) are initiated.

E Decision-maki g team, - The school's permanent special education team

consists of the School Social Worker (SSW), the two Special Learning and - : “J
Behavior Problem (SLBP) .resource teachers, and the speech and language | '
specialist. Special education decision-making meetings may also include

. parents, the classroom-teacher, principal, school nurse, school_psycholo-‘
}gist, and representatives of'other_-agencies.---i The SSW acts as team

coordinator. She arranges and chairs team meetings and, with the help

of a part-time clerk is/responsible for assuring that district due pro-

. cess requirements are met fo? all«referrals.




' ) W Elig;bility criteria for LD services. In order to obtain LD ser-

}
o A
»
. , |
e

: vices for a student in this district, the team must sign a "Learning

if‘g, - ';ﬁ_ﬂ Disabilities Eligibility Written Report" (see Appendix B) stating that:
v(a) "a severe discrepancy exists between ability and'achievement": (b)
?there,is a,severe discrepsncy between achievement‘and ability in the
‘following.areagf [oral expression,'listening comprehension, written:
expression, etc.]" and (c) the discrepancy is not the result of other

known handicapping conditions or of environmental cultural or economic

disadvantages.‘
| Methodology ’ S
Subjects o | | NG
" Two students were selected from agroup of referrals received by o »/

the SSW after fall parent—teacher conferences. The first child, Susie, . '.‘L

" was referred by her third grade teacher for a combination of academic

I
) ’

and social problems. The teacher wrote ‘on the referral';f

'difficulty attacking new learning situations such as math;
- "blocks" ‘when. attempts’ work. ...academic: problems sounding
= ‘e's.a POOT fine motor coordination, handwriting,  can t
admit beingewrong, picks ‘on-other(s)....not well-liked by peers, ~
. pouts when" corrected....short interest span....seeks excessive
) teacher attention. “ | :

\‘ .

The second child '"Bert,"‘was knoun_tﬂ'the social worker as a child'

va{ i with more serious behavior problems than Susie. The school staff had

- heard about him while he was still enrolled in a private kindergarten.ﬁ

: The referral form submitted to the special education team by the teacher"

contained the following observations.‘

o slower rate needed t ,absorb concepts‘ short attention span- C ros
' ¢¥wdifficu1ty staying on’ topics in. discussion....below average .’ S -{»5
- in;all: [academic] ‘areas ‘== related to- physical/emotional o S
‘ fproblems ot fluent, needs ‘time. to express self....falls. i o
~'down’ when:walking, often falls off: chair....printing ‘and hand- ol

work is*'reat effo ”bothers others, doesn t. seem to- under- o /
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‘1'i;ifstand appropriate behnvior., Likeable and 1oving ‘Good . ‘ “ . f.:
}:manners...,hard time finishing most tasks- ‘mever. challenges ' B

A

The primary informant was - the school social worker. Interviews also‘

and direction fo theseainterviews but redpondents were encouraged to

ersonalﬂperceptions in sn open-ended manner"

The observers

v

: . :
4 . . . [

Findings’ Suste

Assessment and Decision-Mskigg,Process

Figure 3-2 depicts the generalﬂsequence of the assessment and

decision-making process in Susie 8 case. The relationship of the

activities to the model sequence (see Chapter 1) is summsrized in Table

- _r—_ o

3-1 .

- . e

”finsert’FigurehB-ZHsnd’Iable“3-l about here

0 - ' . . CNn . . DR st - . : .
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" her third grade-class. The SSW observed informally‘in the classroom
".and met both girls‘to,discuss ways they could'get along better. The

_classroom teacher informed’both girls' parénts.ofuthe problem they

8
o . e,

‘ were having. o L . S .
Referral. ?Susie's_third grade Eeacher identified the child's
: academic and behavior.problems and initiated the referral. There
| actually were two separate referrals- the~first, toithe SSW'for.the
behavior problem, focused on conflict with'a classmate; the second
to»the special education team,.concerned the academic problém.

A parent-teacher meeting was held in November.. By this time the
teacher had decided to refer Susie to the special education team and :
informed Susie's parents of the decision. It is possible that the

;teacher 8 decision to refer was influenced by her previous conversations

with the SSW who had been observing and talking ‘to Susie occasionally

.The SSW. stated that referral decisions are often made by the claasroom :
teacher after discussion with a member of the special education team. e

| The referral to the building special education team ‘was reviewed at .
g,its next meeting (N6vember 30) Although the ‘team felt that Susie 8 ,»;§3.f‘f
lproblems‘vere relatively mild it agreed to the request for assessment o
.nonetheless. The SLBP teacher wasg - assigned to. administer achievement :
'tests and the speech clinician to conduct visual—motor testing
; From the information available to the researchers, it did not
‘,cappear that Susie s level of achievement relative to her grade place;

. ment was any more discrepant in the. third grade than it had been in g'"'

' second (Her PIAT reading scores were in the: third to fourth grade . \i'<"

range, her math on the second grade level ) Yet, her third grade teacher
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decided to refer while the second grade teacher had not. This°suggests

= that othei‘factors, possibly classroom achievement norms in the parti-

e _ cular school,” behaviors that appeared to be inconsistent with learning,
: »
or the availability of the ‘SLBP resource room, may have influenced

s

‘the referral decision..

= o The fact that Susie had been referred to the SSW for observagion

‘:and brief counseling suggests that ner social behavior was disturbing

[

N . /1
o _"to the teacher at an' earlier point than her academic performance. The
teacher s special education referral seemed to stress the social, Coe,

‘~attentional and attitudinal aspects of her learning problems ("diffi— S

[

"culty attacking new learning situations," "blocks," "not well-liked " o n‘
short lnterest span,"‘"seeks much attention") as opposed to limited .
academic concerns ("can t sound out the words," "poor fine motor
control - handwriting") ';' : . |
The c1assroom teacher was not specific about interventions or
classroom modifications tried prior to referral although she stated
? a / that she attempted to’ increase ‘Susie’ s independence and improve her
.social relationships with classmates. |
Assessment, ?arentalfpermission for assessment was'obtained after
the_meeting of_thebspecial educationrteamf The formal assessment was con-
"ducted by one”of.the‘SLBP‘tutors and the speech clinician. The devices‘
used and the persons amu;t;ﬂn-g.taem.are included in Table 3-2'. ';I'he

speech clinician administered the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities

(ITPA) and the Berrv-Buktenica Test of Visual—Motor Intezration (V/MT),»

-

spending about 3 1/2 hours altogether in assessment and meetings. The

SLBP tutor administered a reading screening test the Peabody Individual



"‘%f _ ..Achtevement Test (PIAT), and Key Math, spending about 5 1/2 hours alto-

'~ gether on meetings and assessment.n The SSW had spent about 2" 1/2 hours -

in meetings»andfcontacts wi{h Susie\and‘her parents over the four months

_preceding the Educational Planning'éonference.

™ \

\\

3

Insert Table 3-2 about Here

Additional‘meetingg. _After'the assessment, the next formal meeting

was the fducational Planning Conference.; The SSW cohtacted the parents ‘;
-about the scheduled meeting Both parents attended | It appeared'that ', sf
team members had not decided on Susie's eligibility fot services before
‘the meeting | The parents had no idea what the’ outcome would be. After
_hearing the test results, theW§§W asked, "On the‘basis of your testing,
-is she learningldisabled?" The two testers ‘agreed, JNog" and'thelineli-
_ gibility decision was made. The team-also decided that-Susie's learning e
e @' _ problems were emotionallybbased and could be best approached with praise:; o
and encouragement.‘ This conclusion appeared to be: based on observationsrp.
by various staff members during both testing and non-testing situations.p“'

The parents were given a printed list of ways to help Susie with reading .

and spelling at home, along with some suggestions for increasing her in-‘

L \ .
dependence and se1f confidence. ' o

The test data indicating visual motot immaturity and below grade '

1

level math skills did not 0utweigh other test results in the decision SRR

s .

that she did not have a learning disability They were not addressed Lo

| in educational planning by the team The staff used observations gatherederx

r

in- the coursed%f administering standardized<instruments, rather than the f“ﬁz-

‘scores themselves to;describe Susie 8 learning problems But once the
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;ineligibility decision was mades the team was not responsible for developu

ii] ing a plan for remediation in the regular classroom. . S "

s

The SSW described the procedures followed in this case as being

"ﬁrepresentativ fof those referrals in. which no services were delivered.

‘Had the perceptual and achievement testing been more-clearly within nor—'

=3

‘ mal limits (Susie '8 Jge score on a visual perceptual test was two years

.‘.”;"l below her chronological age), it is unlikely that a‘@lanning Conference

IS . .
K.

v"would;have been held.: Usually,»when testing indicates satisfactory '

' _achievement, this information is conveyed to. the parents by a phone call

»from the SSW and the case is closed, unless the decision is contested.
V_;In Susie s case, one tester found results suggesting,a.learning disability

"~and one tester did not., The inconsistent results were discussed and ?

»-.. o r

'integrated at the conference. No nreliminary meeting was held to recon—.

AN

'_cile results and present a unified view to parents.

‘( A number of informal meetings and phone contacts were also evident

throughout the process' among special education team members, between
'.fteam members and teachers, team members and child, and teacher and parents. :

After the eligibility decision there were frequent parent-teacher phone

,calls to work out an intervention plan ‘and inform each other of’how it

”iis proceeding.

‘ "Interventions

Because the special education team decided that Susie did not have -
.a learning disability and thus was ineligible for special education
‘services, no intervention was planned.a However, special education team

‘amembers offered advice and recommendations to Susie 8 parents and,

: .indirectly, to her classroom teacher. Suggestions;included-providing-

\\)

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




o } 7 . . . . ‘
.30 . _ ; . . , . 5
. < . N . ¢

N .
5 ' i

praise for independence and growth, not comparing ‘Susie to her older

[

sister, ‘anid rewarding her in concrete ways. 0ne of the SLBP tutors ';
explained a printed list of recommendations which he gave to’ the parents '

' to use at home td improve Susie s written language skills.‘ .

" The team decision that Susie was normal and could be educated in'a
regular classroom was followed by a parent teacher effort to provide reme-
"~ dial instruction. After a.month of consistent home study, Susie s parents -

were satisfied that her work'was improving. Fromftime to:time they re-
ceived positive reports-on Susie’s‘progresszfromﬁher teacher.
Before ghe end of the school year, there was one’more incident be~

1
.

tween Susie. and her classmate - this time serious enough to bring in the

principal and both parents. ‘Susie s parents felt it was resolved satis-

/ /‘
/.
/

factorily. _'
Next year Susie will be in a regular fourth grade classroom.' She

E:bf R - is not scheduled to. receive special services.

Parental Reactions .
. o

1’-

' In response to the teacher s concern and suggestion at .the November

e parent-teacher conference, the parents agreed to the assessment. They

N

funther cooperated by taking Susie to a pediatrician and ophthamologist _
:‘ T
:'to ‘rule. out any vision problems.: They spoke by phone to - the classroom

zglteacher and social worker about Susie s earlier problem with a class- o

Tfmate._ They attended the Educational Planning Conference where the eli-"

‘,gibility decision was made.. Later in the school year, a relatively

“'serious incident between Susie and her classmate led to a conference

4

;attended by the principal and both girls parents. :

As an outcome of the Educational Planning Conference, the parents "afh'

oA
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ﬁuassumed a major role, along with the classroom,teacher, in remediating

Susie 8 deficiwuin basic~sk ls. This required daily after school study

sessions -and frequent phbne fontact with Susie 8 teacher.(
.ff During the parent interview with' Susie 8 mother, several themes re-
n ,lated to the school-parent communication were noted.n First there was
fan overall positive attitude of the family toward the school as a result
of the referra1~assessment process. Susie' 8 mother viewed the fact that.
'her daughter 8 problems were caught early, taken seriously, and approached
e by a high~powered team of professionals to’ ‘be a sign of the school's com=
.petency and concern for students. ‘ o
Second, the effectiveness of home-school communication was empha-
sized. The classroom.teacher‘has been in regular contact (by phone or ,Vf
‘vmeetings) with the family.since the fall. After the formal evaluation,' ,
the classroom teacher did noL lose interest but continued to call home T
. to keep parents current. This seemed to be a new. experience for the
family and led them to become far more involved in their child's educa~-
b'tion than they had been in previous years. ;:
i‘ L B Third, the trauma associated with the assessment process for the
child and family was evident. ‘Both child and parents expected the worst:
the daughter envisioned*retention and having "something" wrong with her
and the parents foresaw a major problem with years of tutoring.' Some
of the positive, glowing attitude toward the assessment may have reflected ‘the *
| sheer*relief of finding out that Sueie was."normal."' For the month or

80 from referral to the placement meeting, the mother gave the impression

that the family went through some anxious times.

TN
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Fourth, acceptance of educational responsibility by various indi-
, viduals occurred._ ‘The decision that Susie was not "disabled" and was
. not qualified for special services shifted responsibility to the parents,
child, ahd teacher. Accqrding to Susie's mother, "buckling down" and good,
hard effort were"what was needed. Effort the%‘was expended by the three .
-"responsible" parties (child parent, and‘teacher) with excellent academic
\results. It is interesting to speculate what might have ,happened if Susie
had been identified as LD.. Would the teacher, parents, and child have
taken the same active role in remediation, or would the responsibilityv

have been handed over to the "specialists?"

Finally, the impact of the placement meeting itself was deseribed.
Susie 8 mother stated that she and hgr husband approached the meeting
with mixed feelings of eagerness and trepidation. They were not con-

"fortable enough to participate in the discussion until the meeting was

nearly over.v In general their attitude seemed to be that "the school

~
knows best," and’that interpretation of complex test data was the. busi« _

. ness of educational specialists. However, they would have liked more‘
time to ask questions about the testing after the school staff had com-
,pleted their functions at the meeting and were ready to end it., They

"ﬁvunderstood very little,of the feedback about Susie's test performance.

K'That she was normal, made reversals, and had academic skills near grade :

level was what they learned from thevspecialists reports. Susie s

. mother viewed this more as a sign of the p ents' inadequacy rather than

the achool staff's inadequacy._ They also expected the classroomkteacher‘

'torhave more input in‘the.meeting and‘were disappointed that sg‘l}{tle

. N
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;time was spent discussing actualclassroomAperformance.
n preparation for the meeting, the pa;ents had no written reports ,
_or contact with those who did the assessment' they came into the meet— ;'
I‘ing "cold " The mother suggested that it would have been helpful to her to
- have more specific knowledge about the testing. Even in retrospect, the
- parents knew nothing more about the testing than that it included some
reading and math. This was not a. criticism by the mother, who accepted
-procedures as reasonabl& given the demands on the school staff., But at
_ several points during the interview, she suggested her discomfort at not -
‘really understanding what her daughter was experiencing.
Generally, the parenta' .and school staff's perception of the appro-{m
N priate role of the family in: the referral/assessment decision process ‘ . 'l<
| was rather unclear. While there were a few formal points at which par-~

ents had‘to be’notified in order to grant permisdion to proceed,'the

substance of their participation was not prescribed by district policy.

Neither Susie s~parents nor the school staff members appeared to have
f strong expectations regarding parent participation bnplanning a suitable ¥
school program for»the child. .These attitudes contrast with the ideal
":K_ f_ of the parent role that motivated advocacy groups to seek legislative

gTarantees of parental participation.

‘Findings: Bert . / R

Assessment and Decision-Haking' rocess

—

Figure 3-3 portrays the general sequence of the assessment and

decision-making process in Bert's case. The relationship of the activi-

L

1;’ .“ ties to the model sequence (see Chapter l) is summarized in Table '3-3,




ffﬂ@’j;v‘ o : B Insert Fignref343 and Table 3-3 about here -

e

Referral.‘ Although the special education team did not receive a

"'f‘. ~ formal reierral on Bert until he had been in first grade for‘three months,
at leaat two team membere were previouely awvare of potential problems.
t

Bert's mother‘had initiated the. conaideration of epecial education eer-

vices for her child by contacting the SSW prior to the child's entry
.into the public school first grade. She expressed her own and the private -
kindergarten teacher's concerns about Bert's hyperactivity and potdntial

G

learning problems The speech clinician on the team aleo knew- of Bett

‘ ,through a friend whoee child attended the private kindergarten. - se
t

- LWO staff members had held informal convereationa with Bert 8 teacher.

,,epparently supporting her decieion to refer. In_eddition, the SSW wes:f

‘f‘familiar enough with the caae to. make the jqumont'that school dietrict -

‘;assesament procedures might not provide all the aneuers. Thue, at the Q‘m,=‘

imeeting in,which the parente were 1nformed of‘ihe‘”eacher's intention

:to refer Bert to the building special education;team

'~thoy eleo vere told

1of en Outside agency that offered neurologicalvand,psychologicel ev

,tion.i The SSW wae cautioue about phrasing this intormntion eo tﬁet it

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘j‘ag'ueil.> Her written referral mentioned both global areas of need (e e

. “"below average [academically]...related to phyeical/emotional problema "o

s

‘~f_and "doeen't...underetand appropriate behavior") and epecific behavior )
’v[(e.g.;’"falls doun when welking...felle off chair") In her diecuseion
h'of Bert during team meetipga, this teacher was ekillful at categorizing

f‘a ptoblem aree and then backing her general obeervation with specific

a

Bert 8 teecher had attempted a number of modifications in the regular

b

fclaaaroom environment that were baeed on. concrete behaviorel obeervations. '

"

'eLShe had enlieted the help of a univereity etudent to make eyetematic baee-u

.';':line obaervationa of Bert s on—taak and off-taek behavior. Reeponding to |

‘-"his brief attention span and his tendency to be fruatrated by coordination
.Ataaks Bert s teacher cut long aesignment papers in half before giving
;them to him or broke hie work into a eeries of amell taeka, reinforcing

.ihis completidn of each portion of work. Student.aeaistants were sometimee

aeeigned to help him.‘ Although ehe was not specific ab0ut methode,

5Bert s teacher reported "working on" socially inappropriate behaviore like -

’tattling end hitting. As a sign of progreae in social relations she

noticed that he was being "choeen with increaeing frequency by claaematee.

After eacher eubmitted -a referral, the special education team

“(SSW, Speech CIinician, and two SLBP resource teachera) met to decide

*whether to conduct a formalfaaeeeement.‘ At this point, the referral out-

?

eide the echool had been mentioned to the parents, but they had not yet
'-' decided what to do. The echnol team accepted the referral and planned

K an educational aaeeeament that was to be conducted by one of the SLBP

PR

"tutors and the epeech clinician.

.
it




lIheVS§W4reported_that,lin many cases, thevclassroom teacher dis-
cussesfa'refeiral‘vith'afmember of.the special education team before
| filing a fofm. The team member may informally observe in the classroom
or otherwise he1p the teacher decide whether to refer. At other times,
-a team member maxaobserve-a child mho has not yet been'identified by a
teacher but'appears.to neediservice. The.team,member will %ncourage
“the teacherfto refer that child. Thus, the informal re1atiohships among
long time co—vorkers contribute to the form of the referral and decision-
making process in this team. While all formalisteps-in the district
_process are followed, in many ways they become the procedural aspect as

.-opposed'to'tke substantive aspect of delivering special education

- 'services in this school.
Assessment. . Following the'special education team meeting, Letter #1,

the notification*of the'assessment and request for written approval was

mailed to the parents by the SSW. 1In. this case, the notification was a
formality gince" close home-school contact had been: maintained and the -
deciaion ta accept the referral for assessment was assured by the severity Y

of the case and prior involvement of team members.

‘:’-.

Two separate groups ‘'were responsible for Bert's assessment -- the.

chool staff and the outside agency. Each reported their findings at.
3

separate meetings, with little integration except by the classroom 3
teachet,_who provided her own anecdotes and daily examples to add to- the
observations made during formal testing.

Within the school formal assessment data were collected by the

speech clinician and one SLBP resource tescher. These data vere in -

;'-addition to. the classroom tescher 8 observations. Table 3=4 summarizes

the devices used and the persons administering them. Ihe'speech clinician SRt

-t
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‘3gave the ITPA, Beery—Buktenica VMI, and Benton Visual Memory Tests.
»She also tested auditory discrimination, with and without background

noise, on the Goldman-Fristoe—Woodcock Test of Auditory Discrimination.

She concluded that Bert 8. visual skills and language development were

: appropriate for his age, but that his" auditory skills were "spotty,

with particular problems in auditory sequential memory and. distractability

from noise.‘

'InsertlTable 3-4 about here

The SLBP resource teacher gave the Slingerland, - also observing un— .

even development. He reported that Bert appeared to have visual-motor

‘coordination problems on writing and copying tests and to be easily

distracted by peripheral visual and auditory stimuli.,"However, he worked

persistently, verbally cued himself as a compensatory device, and was

vprogressing normally in .reading skills.

The assessment by.the outside agency diagnostic team required the

family to spend one full daytand one half~day at ‘the clinic. Sensory -

screening, pediatric and neurological exams, intelligence and projective
personality testing, achievement testing, and classroom observation

were includedﬂin the assessment. The parents were able to obsgerve the'

N . . . .
medical evaluations through a one-way glass and were given an immediate

* .
interpretation of the results. o : .

’ Additional meeti ngs. ' At the first Educational Planning Conference

(4in December), the parents and a representative of the outside agency

. (whom they had contacted) met with the . special education team to hear

LY

the school's assessment results.
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At the conference the school team summarized their test -results as
‘ T : Achaas ;o

"uneven," hypothesizing distractibility and perhaps underlying physio-
‘ ‘ i IV adak

; | logical problemaito~be’respon%ible for'inconsistent performahce. When
“the team coordinator (SSW) ashed "Do 'you see anything clearly LD?" team
members did not respond directly. The concluding,statement was that the |
team was concerned about growth motor problems, and ‘inconsistent task

i
behavior," and recommended further testing, either through the school dis-

trict or outside agency.,’No eligibility or placement decisions were:
made. This was at least partially due to the ambiguity of the’ test re-‘
‘sults, which showed grade appropriate academic skills in spite of some
‘interfering problems (distractability, poor fine motor coordination,
auditory sequential memory weakness) that suggested specific learning .
disabilities. At the end ofﬂthe meeting, the’parents.made arrangements'

. with»the agency staff person (who attended the meeting to gather‘informa—
tion) to ‘80 ahead with the. outside assessment. .Up‘to this point, the
SsW had spent 2 1/2 hours, the speech clinician 51/2 hours, the SLBP
tutor 3 1/2 hours, and the classroom teacher 1 1/2 hours, meeting and
gathering information for decision making.f If additional time: spent in , ;..
informal meetings and assessment during inatructional periods were’ included
in calculations of time spent, the times would increase considerably. -

In February, three agency staff members and the parents met with

the school team. The agency 8 teat results indicated that Bert's in—.

'ftellectual skills were. at least average a“d that he had emotional problems

".‘

~which’ aggravated his physiological tendency toward hyperactivity. Aca— i
demic and perceptual test results were similar to those obtained by the j

1ocal school assessment team. The agency recommended family and individual

psychotherapy and possible medication for hyperactivity (contingent on
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h:ffvfamily participation in theraPY) There were a few incidental recommen-
o :dations to the classroom teacher, such as providing an isolated desk for
‘:“;written worh. ﬁisij ..:_?;:..:;_.c. _. ‘ .

At the conclusion of the agency team 8 report the SSW stated :hat

- 3Bert was not learning disabled nor was he ‘to be recommended for learning -
w_disability tutoring.f She expressed relief at knowing the nature of his
'iiproblem and: the way to work on it. This was the first formal team state-
. ment of an eligibility/placement decision and did not seem to be open to .
R discussion.: It was apparently based on Bert 8 grade—appropriate achieve- T fi
h ment test.results rather than the behavioral observations and perceptual

-~

. testing.v The abruptness and firmness of this decision statement suggested

vthat it had evolved during previous information exchanges and was con-
firmed by the 1ateat assessment results.

At least two, basic questiona-were raised in'Bert's‘referral- What
is the etiology of the conatellation .of behaviors observed during school?‘
Does this’ constitute a learnimg disability such that special education g

.services should ‘be provided?\ lhe school team referred Bert 8 family to

A \w

an outside‘agency because they suspected a neurological and/or emotional :
7 ‘basis to the problem behavior reported to them. The agency'aasessment
2?‘ :y T provided the information the school team sought. Bert.was "mildly&toff
* moderately neurologically dysfunctional'" meaning that he was overly"
:'.sensitive to irrelevant stimuli and had difficulty controlling impulses. .
The neurologist felt that emotional stress increased Bert 8 excitability_ .
J-and sensitivity, which in turn intensified his emotiohal stress. The

neurological and emotional assessment data led to this diagnosis.

o~ The question of eligibility for LD services appeared to require two




w0
sets o information- achievement and I0 data. (The districtis eligi- -
bi1ity requirements for LD services state that there must be a discrep-
ancy between achievement and ability ) 'This issue-appeared to be tenta- df
; tive1y decided but not verbalized, on the basis of the school team
assessment data and’ then confirmed by the IQ and achievement results re- *

#

ported from the outside agency. The'contribution of the perceptua1 test
results, classroom behavior observations, neurological and emotional
_findings to the eligibility decision appeared to be minimal." T

E Since the special-education team had declared Bert ineligibleifor;
their services, the responsibility for further plamming shifted‘wholly
. to the classroom teacher. Little meeting time was devoted to using'the.
assessment data for decisions about'classroom management and instruction.
The c1assroom teacher, avare'of the responsibility being'placed on her,
verbalized her long-term objectives for Bert and requested some concrete ':?r
~suggestions for working with ‘him. The agency team mentioned severa1
’ iideas, including a system of charting task—related behavior.
The parents also requested some ideas for helping, out: with school
- 5ork at'home. This discussion was deferred to ' a parent-teacher confer-‘i":

,ence. The parents tentativelv arranged with the agency staff to attempt

‘counseling. ,

In addition to these formal meetings, it was evident that informal

“communication also took place.; For example, in January the family visited vf;k*
"the outside agency. They made an appoiptment for assessment in. mid- ’

February and the mother confacted the SSW to inform her of the appointment.\'

Yy

The agency psychologist phoned the SSW, wondering whether the de1ay would

v
cause the teacher.distress,- The SSW contacted the teacher to discuss the
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,; delay snd then phoned the agency psychologist to say that the teacher

iil was seekins some interim help. The psychologist and teacher talked at

-

c:Since no special education services were granted to Bert and there

".f were no specific intervention plans given to the regular classroom teacher

ias a result of the placement team meeting, the educational interventions

o that actually occurred between the time of the meeting.and the end of

"_ the school year (approximately three months) Were developed and carried

'~This required extra\time and energy by the cIassroom teacher at a level

.

:ﬁthat she expressed as "tremendous" in terms of individual attention to

:_ educational management of a single child.in a regular classroom.

N

:{g R ' Shortly after ‘the p1acement meeting, Bert s. off-task behavior became
such a serious problem to the teacher that she decided to institute a
formal individualized, behavior modification plan. Feeling that this

e S :e/ Lt -,
. should be done thoroughly, she consulted with ‘a district level specialist

_in learning disabilities to devise an: observattonAand intervention system -
‘that(she could manage in addition to regular teaching. She began gather- |
.'ing baseline observations about task—related behavior. - -
| During the first four weeks,of observation, off-task behavior was
.high and the teacher was receiving reports of serious social problems

_ that Bert was‘experiencing with other children outside the classroom. -
. o .
".After a particularly difficult few days, the teacher called Bert 's

/ ; ya
/

:".mother, requesting that she and the neurologist think once more about o

R
. L}




i3f42ifdvr

f’using medication for Bert 8 hyperactivity.

l' The medication'was prescribed Bert s on-taskdbehavior, as charted -
by the observation system, improved remarkablv . However, there wereﬂside | ,//
effects from‘the medication, and he continued to be extremely nependent "

° on the teacher fcr attention, guidance, and motivation. The charting of
bek vior observations continued and guided ‘the neurologist 8 experimentation

to determine_a correct dosage of Ritalin.m Afterleight weeks, the teacher‘

.discontinued charting.

‘

Since that time, " the ‘teacher feels that Bert's off-task behavior
has increased despite continuing medication.; She is especially con-"
cerned that his academic progress —-— which had been satisfactory despite
the behavior problems — has slowed recently. She also is discouraged
that‘she_sees little progress in self—reliance'and self-control since
‘Bertaentered;firstygrade<dastlfall,” The teacher observes that he has

been socialized'to3classroom;routines‘and interactions to a satisfactory

degree, ‘She isVablefto "manage' him in the classroom and his academic o
'. level is within normal expectations. But she is concerned about Bert 8

-~

lack of social development independent of her control
At this point, Bert s teacher expresses a wish for. understanding of

the emotional problems that were identified by the assessment conducted

outside the schools ‘She sees her role as one of making all reasonable

modifications possible‘in:the regular classroom, regularly communicating ;'

with Bert s parends,'and making occasional recommendations' trying medi-‘iv
t cation, a spec a_ summer school class for emotionally disturbed children, Q?f

7,,or a child guidance clinic , She does not view her‘role as one of pushing

to obtain some form of 8 ecial education services to supplement her class—

She ‘sdnot;aware of any services within the school I,'

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



,f;vovr i'even\d.thin the district for which Bert is eligible. She has not
VI\Vreouested urther information or planning help from any of the parti—
.d cipants in the team meetings. She accepted the decision of Bert's in-.-
..‘f;eligibility for learning disabilities services as an irreversible
""transfer of responsibility back to her classroom.
The.school plan for next year is to place Bert in a regular second

'grade class with no special education services.

: Parental Reactfons
Bert 8. parents were concerned about potential school problems and
'_ hyperactivity even before he entered the first grade. ’They initiated

’_ contact with the SSW while their child was still in’ preschool, a sign of

,v\\\ . an unusually high level of concern.

Bert ‘g parents did not respond to a number of attempts to arrange

\1‘a follow-up interview with the research assistants. It is clear ‘that
they are not eager to discuss the process of a continuing, stressful ex-
.perience. It is not clear whether they are hesitant to’ discuss their

HCI ' ~child's situation because of their discomfort with the intransigence of
T X
Bert s behavior problems or because of 111 feelings toward some aspect of
‘the school process or the observation of it.
N . \ T R
N .

\

! | f> \\g. . Discussion
: The assessment and decision-msking processes for Susie and Bert’
.differed greatly in complexity even though both followed the same recom-".
.mended procedure and both resulted in the decision that the student was
ineligible for services. ‘In both cases, the. teacher provided the formal

referral to the building specia14.ducation team, for Susie, this -was preceded

. by referral to the school social worker, ‘and for Bert this was preceded




'by<parentaf'contact with'the'schoolr'ocial worker.A;In both casees, the
special educaton team recommended asse sment. ‘However, while Susie's case
.followed a more typical pattern, Bert 8 c'se involved two assessments

: and two Educational Planning Committee meet ngs.. In the end both Susie
and Bert were declared ineligible -for LD services.. Parents were highly(
'involved in both cases. | | ﬂ

The process in both cases was consistent with\ the model sequence

‘ outlined in Chapter l _In Susie's case, five separa e activities occurred.

Two of these‘combined more than one of the steps in the model sequence:
review of referral and appointment of assessment team were both done
at the meeting of the special education team, review of assessment re-

;sults, contacting parents, eligibility determination, and- placement de-

-~

"~ cision were all accomplished at the Educational Planning Conference.

RY

.AGiven the ineligibility decision, all model steps except pre-referral.
1ﬂinterventions were included

In Bert s case, eight distinct activities were observed Again,.
more- than one model step often was encompassed in one activity in the =

'process, in addition, Eome steps of the model occurred more than once

;in the actual process/for Bert. Specifically, Bert was assessed by the -

Aschool an Educational Planning Conference was held then Bert was’ ﬁ
'assessed by the agency and another Educational Planning Conference was'r
held "It was at the second conference that the eligibility decision
. was made. Given the ineligibility determination, ‘all steps in the .
_:model sequence were included in the process for Bert, including pre;

- b .

_3‘referral interventions. 3;.f. ff ;g“

, Two meetings were held to determine that Susie was ineligible for o

Ly
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: l? services and three meetings were held to determine that Bert was ineli-
gible for services. While Susie seemed in general to benefit from the j
process, the degree to which Bert benefitted is difficult to evaluate. . '. ‘f -
- Overall, the special education team in this school appeared to function :
effectively in dealing with the complex tasks it had been assigned. | |
As a unit, the team demonstrated both concern and a sense of responsi-.
bility in ite decisions regarding children, parents, and teachers. Not
. surprisingly, the decieion-making procese worked out better in some cases
then in others. In this diecussion of the findings, we will attempt to
: tease out some of the elements that contributed to the team -] effectiveness,‘n?
I'along with some factors’that may have - interfered with optimal functioning.
éﬁft'- ; B : ,‘ One of ‘the ‘most noticeable characteristics of the particular school
setting observed was the degree to which personal relationJhips and in-
formal social networks permeated and mitigated the formal decision-making -

process. In many ways, the social context appeared to be ‘more signifi-

"~

Icant in the formation of attitudes and opinions than formal procedures
and concrete data, Vith resulting advantages and disadvantages.

. For example, Susie' s mother s favorable attitude toward the school
and the team decisions made for her daughter 8 education appeared to be

>

based almost entirely on her frequent communication with the classroom

. *4 .
teacher, whom' she perceived to be competent and caring. The incompre-

; hensibility'of much of the data and interpretation presented at the Edu—
: cational Planning Conference miéht have been perceived in a negative
, light by Susie s-parents if their generalized belief in the skill and
*'.,j. good.will of the school staff ‘had not been previously established in

—

- their communication with the classroom teacher.

In Bert 8. case, acquaintances of school staff members in the neigh-<
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borhood ‘had kept them informed of his out-of-school behavior even prior
to his enrqllwent in the school A personal friendship between his class- h
room teachar and a district level learuing disabilities specialist enabled
the tmscher to‘plan a more rigorous behavior observation/mudjéicawion system
thfu weculd be'available to most classroom teachers.i‘Familiarity between
regular and special staffs is acknowledged by the team coordinator to
facilitate the referral process. Some potential referrals,are screened
cut.in_informal conversation or observation before they enter the formal -
referral processg.while‘other cases are. identified after special education
_ personnel call. them to the attention of classroom teachers.

Parhaps because the special education planning team has functioned as
& unit with uininnl staff and procedural changes over severalwyears, members‘
: appe £ to interact smoothly, hatmoniously, and efficiently. While this'
seves time’ and facilitates the complex work the team must do, it may be
a disadvantage in. terms of responding to change (e. 8es when 8 new member
joins the team) The team appeared to operate in the-context of some

‘ . —

assumptions that no longer needed, verbalization and thus ‘were difficult to!

4 identify. One set of unspoken assumptions concerned the criteria for eli-
gibility for SLBP services. Apparently Bert was no% granted services N\

because the deficit between his ability and achievement was insufficient

to warrant them.i However, this criterion ‘was not verbalized during the

meeting in which the eligibility decision occurred During an interview,

the classroom teacher stated that she had concluded that an additional

1reason fof Bert's’ ineligf%ility was that SLBP teachers in.her school worked

PR with academic problems, not behavior problems This would not be consistent o

. with district policy,,but was inferred by the. teacher on the basis of: her

h observations of the decision-making process and contacts with the staff




| "I"t sh'ould" also ‘be ‘noted'that- the ~special. education- team ini this
school serving a stable, socioeconomically secure- neighborhood exper-
‘:,iences a different set of conatraints on decision making than do teams

J}jfunctioning in inner city schools in the same district._ One of the SLBP

"‘tutors observed that the students he. serves generally have less serious -

; ‘academic deficiencies than students he has worked with in other city- S ‘-“\
7 bschools.i Because academic expectations vary with school populations,
k astudents considered academically handicapped in one school might be well :
;‘ within the average range in another. Thus,-there is. considerable discre-
:tion granted the individﬁal achool team in setting standards -for eligibility,
| based on total student body needs “and availability of services (both LD

,‘and other, such as Title I)
| The two cases observed at this school suggest ‘that the eligibility
~and placement decisions might also be. construed as "locus of responsibility
_ decisions. ad either child been declared eligible for SLBP services and

\
scheduled to receive them, the special education team WOUld have assumed. -espon-

, sibility for planning, implementing, and monitoring an’ educational program.‘
Since both children were declared ineligible, the educational regponsibility
' was transferred to other resources. Susie, her classroom teacher, and |
u'her parents implemented a remedial program, with positive results, once
they were informed that her deficit was not due to a learning disability
' and thus was remediable within the regular educational system, ‘In Bert s
‘case, while. the family and mental health agency agreed to work together
outside of school, the primary educational responsibility reverted to the
. claasroom‘teacher.f Both Bert 8 parents and- his teacher seemed di%-
. appointed with the decision not to provide spe%ial education services

Q .
at school. yet neither of them pursued further evaluation following o

ﬁ';the Educational Planning Conference by the team.



. ment team and their skilled preaentation of findings seemed to displnc the'

- sense of responsibility that would otherwise have been felt by the school

.ageney.

: responsibility, and - that the team must be aware of the resources of ‘
. varioua parties when designating such responsibility. The SSW commenced
'thst the referral/asseasment/decision process often turns out to be uaeful -
‘ even when 1t concludes in "a decision of ineligibility. Perhaps it is |
gthe aspect of clarifying the source of the problem and identifying the

N appropriate sources for remediation that makes it productive."

in the process stands out as potentially important for including parents

74’8(‘

v

While Qhe special education team conducted the initial assessuen; (which

tentatively suggested ineligibility). thex deferred to the diagnogtic autkor~‘f

ity . of the outside agency, basing their final decision‘onzthose reaults.__!\'_g

The advanced professional training and competence of the external assess@.zc

team, The presentation suggested that-this agency uns .also eapable of e

handling the treatment of the problem. There was. little attempt Lo o

integrate the findings or treatment responsibilities of both teams W

and- provided services had help not already been available, at least to someé

extent, through a well-managed classroom and family therapy by another :;vb b

The outcomes in the two csses of Susie and Bert suggest that ;an

important implication of the . decision is- the reassignment of educational

-Es \’
P

S . Q
In reviewing both school and district-level procedures, one step L

’I
o
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;in inform;tion sharing gnd decision makgng. Between the completion of

onrmal asaeaament and’ the Educational Planning Conference, district policy

' requires a apecial education team member to. contact the parents and
*‘.explain the teat results. Although this step is unelaborated in district

: procedures. it is a pivotal stage in the process, in terms of possible

« . 4
.\

'outcomes. There 18 no specifioation of -which team members must participate
-1

.in eva%ueﬁing test data and communicating results to parents, yet, in some
l;casea this msy be the point at which the eligibility decision is made. At

i.one extreme, a staff*member~could report that test results indicated no

need for aervicea, terminating ‘the case without consulting the entire team

.'orlrequesting psrental input. i

On the other hand, this stage of home-school contact’ appears to be

’ an ideal point for preparing parents for active participation in’ the up-

E

R poming Educational Planning Couference. Thie could be the time when

. parents are given & full explanation of test results, in language and .

: ?1concepta appropriate for non-educators. It could also be a time to en-

courage questioning and‘active participation and to clarify the potential

N

role. of the parent in the Planning Conference
P In the cases we obaerved, the staff contact was a phone call to in-
form the parenca chat testing was completed and that a meeting (the Edu-
"cational Planning Conference) ‘had been scheduled to ‘discuss the results
and make educational plans. The full ewplanation of test results was
='collapsed into the Planning Conference,;occupying the majority .of that

- meeting time, In turn, this procedure limited the time available for

program-planning should eligibility haye.been established and -IEP develop-
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one consequenceyof reporting assessment resqlts.to parents in the

presence of the entire team is the need for staff members to maintain
professional stature in the eyes of colleagoes. -This may encourage ex- -
tensiveluee.oﬁ technical jaréon and discouraée questioning by, those least’
B fdmiliar with;speci V\education; usually the parents and the classroom
teacher. | “ |

- In summary, the team attemoted conscientiously'to follow the formal
" procedures for decision mahing designated.by district policy. In addition7' .
they clearly demonstrated concern for'children and their families Aﬂd" .
teachers in spite:of pressures and influences.(suchias long-established
team expectatlons and norms, teacher characteristics, availability of
: services, and other unidentified case by case variables) that- complicated
“the decision—making process to the degree that even team members them- .
selves may not fully have understood the basis of a decision. To the extent
_that thége factors can be iden:ified and verbalized during decision making,
teams may increase the rationality and objectivity of their decisions and

<

-in the long run, better evaluate the outhmes.x

~

. \_—"/

Ty
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".acm\rmn 4

Decision ‘Making in an Urban School: An Example of : A
: a Simplified Process . '

' Sus3n~322s'and-Richard Regan
" Background Information
Yo B : R . : o

‘School.bist:rictx:_‘_ R | c

‘ The school district is a large urban- school district in Minnesota.
with an. elementary‘enrollment of approximately 20 000 students.

2

Approximatelf one-fourth of the students (26.42) are from minority groups.p . ; ‘{
ivSpecial education services are provided in all disability areas, ‘and include £
i district-wide services as well as school-based services. ‘Most children

._ receiving special education services fall within the SLBP (Special Learning ”‘J; *;
and Behavior Prohlems) category.' The district is the same as that‘deacribed S
lyin Chapter 3; however, the school from which the case4study-;as selected

is' different.

School
The elementary school is one of 55 in the school district.‘ ltJis a’ | e

) "fundamentals? school that concentrates on basic skills in structured,’

- self-contained,'abilitj?grouped classroons. .Minimum standardgyof:achieve-

nent, based upon the school's progranléuidelines, are required before a

student can advance to a higher grade.

Typical'Decision?Making Process

‘Seguence. During the’ initial stages of the referral process, the
classroom teacher and the SLBP teacher work together to evaluate the
student 8 level of academic competence ‘in relation to the school s basic ‘

program- guidelines for_the specific grade in which the referred child is

\.

e
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enrolled. The school social worker serves as a liaison between the

teachers and parents.

Decision-making.team. ‘Within the elementary school, the‘parti-

cipants in the Educational Planning Conference typically include the

school soeial worker, the SLB?,teacher, the regular classroom teacher,

and the parents.

‘Eligibility criteria for LD services. Determining which students{are

eligible for special education services is strictly an in-house decision
in this school. Personnel within.-the school evaluate the student's mastery
of basic,program criteria without consulting outside support services (e.g.,

psychological services). A psychological evaluation is not requested.

- Methodologg S
vSubjec

Doug is a seven-year-old bldck first’ grade student from a single-'

-parent'home. .The - teachers described ‘hinm as quiet and shy, with poor fine-'f

motor skills and slurred’ speech. His-kindergartenvteacher first'expressed‘
'Loncern abodt his readiness for first grade. A school conference was .
held ‘at the end of kindergarten and the mother decided that she did not.

want Doug to- repeat kindergarten. Shortly after Doug started first o

- LS

grade, his classrooérteacher referred him to the SLBP teacher because of
. poor‘performance~in.reading'and mathematics..

Procedure . - _ . | L

- Two researchers collected information on Doug. bata were collected
from interviews with the classroom teacher, the SLBP teacher, and the

school social wor er, as well as from informal conversations with the—\

principal and the patent. In addition, observations were conducted in ’

the classroom.
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;'principal and the social worker. The committee decided that the SLBP

53

'Findings'

Assessment and Decision-Makigg,Process
‘!

The sequencelof activities in Doug s case followed the school's

typical procedure. The relationship of the activities to the model se-

T ,quence (see Chapter l) is sum%arized in Table 4-1.

" . - St N

" Insert Table 4-1 about here

&

Coa
(%3

'Referral. Doug was referred by his first grade teacher in November

’

for poor performance in the areas of reading and mathematics. No inter- |

-ventions were' employed prior to referral

. A screening committee met in November to discuss Doug s case. In-

< H
;

cluded in the meeting‘bere the classroom teacher, the SLBP teacher, the

(I

teacher should assess Doug 8 current performance levels in reading and

mathematics and determine the ‘extent to which supplementar‘services

were needed.

ABgessment. Parental permission to assess was obtained in Novem-

ber by the ‘'s€hool social worker, first over the telephone and then in

"

! writing.

The assessment of Doug s current performance levels in reading and . math-

-

ematics was conducted by the SLBP teacher. The devices used are summarized

: in Table 4=-2. The SLBP teacher spent approximately 4 1/2 hours in assess-

ment activities and used informal inventories to evaluate reading skills,

and KeyMath and Criterion Math to evaluate mathematics skill development.

Insert Table 4-2 about'herefr,

5 . H . -
i . '

Ry
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-~

Additional meetingg. After the screening committee meeting, only

one other meeting was held. This second meeting was held to report on

.
w %

X T and evaluate the agssessment data and to plan an educational .program.

‘bougfs mother wasipresent_at this meeting. School staff attending this

.

meeting were the regular and SLBP teachers and the schopl social worker.

R - At this meeting, it was determined that Doug was eligible for LD services.

-

Doug"s mother was informed of the proposed program and interventions.'

: v oo

-/ © -She agreed to these.

s . -
¢

Sg‘ n o Approximately 1 /2 hours were spert on Doug's case in the two meet-

Ao - 1ings. A third meeting, the year-end utaffing, was planned, buc was never

PUBEN .

T . held.
‘p \p_; Interventions | , = . S . -{' )
;;*‘*r‘::;ii;l___ . The major intervention implemented }or Doug was one hour of SLBP "
‘44 ~ | ‘.servic;s_eac;‘da;ngawminutes in reading and 30 minutes in mathematics) .

'Dcug 8 remedial. program was designed to deve] P specifiC'skills missed .
-: acd’or not mastered in reading and:mathematics.- This program fits
within the school s gtaded lock-step cur;ioulum whi_h.is based upon the t
concept of fundamental skl development. The classroom tea cher is\re~
L sponsible for ‘the impienentation of this program. . . |
) S Evaluations of Doug -] progresS'were made by means of veekly tests
that were designed to as extain those skills he had acquired No changes-
'were made in interventions as a result of these weekly evaluations,. E -
The plans fcr'Doug for the next academic year were not.determined<'
at the—end of thistschool year. ?lans for the fall will be made at the

end of August. ~
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v

:///. Doug s mother was involved in the second meeting : During this

/ meeting, her involvement consisted of being provided with feedback on

kY

the evaluation of Doug, the proposed program, and the intervention .

S A

Fad

The mother expressed satisfaction with the program and with the school 5

. willingness to make changes to: "help" Doug

’ T '

RIS o .ij-.",_ o : Discussion o L‘
The assessment and decision—making process for Doug was consistent

with the procedures of the school. The process was simple and at least

in this case, minimally time consuming. Doug was’ referred by his teacher,

t

the screening committee accepted the referral and annointed the SLBP teacheru

to conduct the assessment After the’ evaluation, the Edncational Planning

Conference was held at which test results were reviewed, Doug was declared s

eligible for LD services, and a program was devised Doug 8 mother,was

Y -
g ¥

. present at this meeting

9/;' ‘The process in Doug s. case was consistent with the model sequence- |

S

soutlined in‘Chapter 1. Seven separate activities occurred beginning

with the referral and ending with implementation of the program. Most

I

of - the model's steps (review assessment results, eligibility, contact

parent, develop IEP, placement ‘IEP strategies) were combined in one o

-

activity, the Educational Planning Conference All'model steps except

the pre-referral interventions were included in the assessment and - 7w_~¥—~—;—f’7(f

’decision—making program for Doug
Two meetings were held to determine that Doug wasLeligible for LD
services and to plan a program for him ‘Weekly monitoring of his

progress was a.specific part of the implemented program.
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CHAPTER 5.

. Decision Making in an Urban School: An Example of How
Procedural Compliance Does Not Equal Substantive Compliance

Kathryn Kuehnle and Margaret Potter .

.Background Information

'School District _ ":'_ - ' o “ _ o e

‘ The school district is a large urban school district in Minnesota,.

“It has an elementary enrollment of approximately 20,000 students- slightly

over 252 of the student population consists of students from minority
*groups., Special education services are provided at both ‘the school and

"

district levels, all disability areas are served Of the children re-..
ceiving special education services, most fall.within the Special Learning
and Behavior Problems (SLBP) category. Although the district is the same

as that described in Chapters 3 and 4, the school from which the case

'study was selected is different.

2 co

The elementary school is one of 55 in the school district. It.

.differs from other district schools in that it serves as a home school .

for the English as a Second Language Program Thus, this school hasa

jone of the largest southeast Asian populations within the state Other

"\\ ®

- resources for serving children with special educational needs, vithin

the sch°01, include Title I services and a Specisl Education Resource T ﬁ:HT

,Room service. The Title T program is served by two full ‘time and one -

part time Title T tutors. One full-time special education teacher, 1;

- certified in SLBP, and one full-time special education teacher, certified

vin General Learning Disahilities, serve within the resource room structure.>




" Typical Decision-Making Process -

Seguence.- Within“this\school,'the-social-worker is assiznedfthe
major responsibility for the due process file related to each referral
The first step in, due process decisions is initiated by the regular B
classroom teacher when he or she sends a wricten student referral form
to the.social worker, At this‘time, the parents do not have to -be noti—
'fied...Upon.receiving the teacher referral the social worker completes\xf

.identifying information on the referral form and directs the form to

the special education teacher who completes the remaining information,

Sy

indicating any past testing or service. . A review committee meeting is held.
next. Information provided on the referral form, which includes learning @
‘ patterns, behavior problems,. nd past standardized testing, are used as. ,f ‘f
\data to help the review committee determine whether the referred child
“should be formally assessed The committee 8 decision appears also to be
: influenced by the number of students currently referred the: conviction

of the .referring teacher,'and/or the pressure from the student 8 parent(s)

If the committee decides not to assess, the case is dropped However, if
?:g .
" a decision to assess is made, the social worker sends the first letter of

notificationtto the parent.

Assessment does not take place until the parent . returns formal writ-

ten permission for the assessment. If the first permission form is not
"returned.immediately,za'second letter is sent after-an unspecified interval .
of time.“ o |
Upon completion of the formal assessment .the review committee meets.

again to determine ‘whether special education service will be provided

School,personnel“indicated'that the strain on special education service
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fﬁ_ . - 1is great, and there are a;limited number of professionals available to
serve the large population of childrenlwith special educational needs.
‘ ihis means, that only those students needing gervices most can be sgerved.
However, school personnel acknowledged that it almost always agrees‘to
provide service if a parent demands it, regardless of whether the child
is the "most needy" of the children referred )

-

Decision-making team' The typical review committee meeting in

the school is attended by the social worker, the special education

teachers, the referring teacher, and the principal.

N - _ ‘ Methodologz.-
Subject o . .; ’ o o | : ? I ‘ o
Marilyn 1s a third-grade eight;yearfold Caucasian girl from a ’
_single-parent'home. _At"the time of referraI‘she was receiVing Title 1
service tor reading and math. Marilyn 8 third-grade teacher expressed :
concern during the first weeks of school because of Marilyn s distracti-
‘bility‘duringlacademic work periods and her Ufantasy play" with toys
i¢" - ‘ broﬁéht to school from home. . . | .
' uiProcedure'“
Two. researchers collected information on- Marilyn 8 case. The

researchers attended meetings at’ which Marilyn'. case-was discussed and

, interviewed personnel involved in the case.

Findin 8 \

Assessment“and Decision-Making Process .

" The sequence of activities in'Marilyn's-case is presented,in‘Figuret
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;5?1. - The’ relationship of these activities to the model sequence (see

'Chapter ‘1) is summarized in Table 5-1.

' Insert Figure. 5-1 and Table 5-1 about here

‘-Referral. Early in the school year the regular classroom teacher

>

became concerned over Marilyn s distractibility during academic tasks.

b

“ Prior to’ submitting ‘a formal referral, the referring teacher shared

his concern over. Marilyn s attention problems with the special educa-

<

‘-tion etaff._ Following these informal discussions, the teacher submitted

a formal referral to the school social worker. After the re£erra1 was

i Py

submitted, the special education teachers met informally and agreed ‘to..
: conduct a formal assessment of Marilyn During this period the teacher

:also formally discussed the problem with the student s mother at the-

S . . L

' fall parent-teacher conference. - . , o

The formal<referral indicated that the classroom teacher was, pri-'"
marily concerned with Marilyn 8 low math and reading skills, her problems

in retaining knowledge, her short attention span, ‘and the 1ack of inde-

pendence and self—discipline The teacher wrote, "it is very difficult

for'Marilyn to follow through a task without my offering conFtant re—

'minders sometimes very firmly!"

' Marilyn 8 teacher reported that, prior to filing the formal referral,
... ,\
attempts were - made to mo vate‘Marilyn (by rewarding her with free time)

. to do assignments However, these plans were not - specific and it appears °

£l

' thesevrewards were-not consistently and systematically'available.

L4

Assessment . - The classroom teacher secured written permission for

fassessment fronzMarilyn s mother during the fall parent—teacher conference
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At tnis'time, the .teacher told the mother of his concern about Marilyn's
attention problems in the classroom. -

Table 5-2 summarizes the personnel and devices involved in the
formal assegsment of Marilyn. In this school, the special education
teacher ues responsible'for conducting the assessment. The assessment
'instruments included'both formal snd'informal devicesa The Peabody -
Indiyidual Achievement‘Test;(PIAT); the,Ginn reading levels test, and
the home school's scale were administered to assess academic skill
levels. The Slingerland and theHVisual Motor‘Integration (VMI) testsl

were used to measure perceptual andifine-motor ability. The Peabody

Pictiure Vocabulary Test (PPVT) also was administered to evaluate receptive

-~ o ,
: . .
) . . . . o,

language. : s

" Insert Table 5-2 about here

[ a v
K . - . .

The assessment results irdicated Marilans performance was in ths

"normal range' on most dévices; however, her reading skill, as measured

>

e g by the Ginn reading levels test, was found to be two 1evels below her

r3

) appropriate grade level.,

Additional'meetin&_. While the-clsssroom teacher had informally

) discussed his concerns with special education personnel since the begin-
'ning weeks .of school, the first formal meeting ‘was not held until Decem-. ~
iber. Rather than conducting the formal meeting to determine the need

to-assess.following a written referral, the special education.teachers

: met;informally.and'mhde theadecision to conduct a formal assessment of .

-

Marilyn.

—

Qg
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, Eourﬁmonths into the‘school year, following the educational assess-
ment, a referral review_meeting was held. It was attended by the school
'principal, social ~worker, two special education teachers, and the refer-
‘ring teacher. " The purpose of this meeting was to review the assessment
data and to determine special education eligibility. The assessment
'Edata provided at'this meeting were derived from instruments that meas-
Lred academic performance in ‘the areas of reading'and math and from in-
- struments that are designedfto measure "perceptual skills." Direct
observation data were not presented. |

In his discussion’of the student'at the referral review meeting,
. the teacher also stated,his'concern over what he;described'as her ex-
cessive fantasy play.. This excessive fantasy-play'involved small toys
'.brougbt ‘to school by Marilyn, which she played with at inappropriate
times during school. The teacher 's delineation of this problem was gen-
eral rather than specific' he did not define "fantasy play" beyond indi-_
cating it was play that took place at inappropriate times. While both
academic and behavior problems”were included in the referral, the
teacher's primarv concern was Marilyn 8 behavior‘ he indicated that her
non-attentive uehavior was affecting her academic performance. The out-
come of the referral review meeting'was an agreement to provide indirect‘.
~ special education service for this student. (This decision automatically
eliminated the provisionlof Title I services to Marilyn.) It appears
-that the school psychologist was notified at this time that the school
would like consultant help in setting up a behavior modification program.f

Based on the decision to provide service, the Individual Education _

Program (IEP) Conference was scheduled to meet two weeks later. The

'meeting, attended by the mother, the social worker, and a special'edu-
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cation :eacher, began wirh a presentation by the special education
teacher, Marilyn's obtained scorea on the assessment instruments were
reported and LD was essentially ruled out by the special educator’s
gtatement that Marilyn had no percencual problems. This waa.follovnd
by a proposal of a behavior nodification program to develop Marilyn's
“on task" behavior. At one point, the mother interrupted to ask for
an explanation regarding the meaning of a "Ginn Level 7." A majority
of the meeCing time was spent quesCioning che mother about her daughter's
behavior at home and apeculacing on the underlying meaning of her behavicr.
For example, the special education teacher questioned how much Marilyn's
dieg had to do with ‘her inattention. The mother appeared confused by
the question and reported Marilyn had always been thin. After the
mother indicaced Marilyn had a slighc hearing loss, the: apecial education .
teacher poSCulated "Don t the hard of hearing fantasize sometimes?" ~
Afcer‘ouclining the school's probosal to éec.che psychologisc'involved,l
even though on the day the psychologisc obaerVed in the classroom her -
behavior was "no. different than chac of :he ocher kids," Harilyn '8 -
mother inquired about che school s disciplinary policies. The social
worker replied. by saying, "The inceres';ng ching is, [Marilyn] is no: a
behavior problem. |

: Afcer continuing discussion on Marilyn 8 atcencion problems and
fancasyvplay with her stuffed animals, che»nocher asked whether there

, . - , o ‘ o \:
were any special.programs for children with attention problems The -

‘,special educacion teacher responded. 'there were some schoola in California. . on

The mocher Chen inquired abouc a local child. guidance clinic whereupon

<

the social worker suggescedﬁanocher child service clinic as an option

By
=




if the school program was ineffective. - .

Aa the meeting ended the mother offered to work ‘on academic material
with Marilyn at’ home, the social ‘worker and special education teacher
.agreed. It was also agreed that the special education teacher would
contact the school psychologiﬂt to set up the behavior modification
program. The IBP would then be written and sent home to be signed
) A second 1EP parent consént form was sent home with Marilyn after :
waiting a month for the original IEP to be returned. Once the signed
_:form was réturned a meeting was held to formulate the dehavior program
-The school: psychologist had observed Marilyn fn the classroom before the
IEP meeting for: one hour, and reported to the researcherc that her activity
‘level and on—task behavior ‘'were not significantly different from chose
of her peers. (It'wns unclear whether a systematic process of data
| collection was used during the observations ) “1In January, the school

y psychologist and the previously involved school personnel r.et to discuss

the behavior program~for Marilyni At this time,,the special education

[—“‘ "~ and referring teacherh felt.Marilyn had improved considerably  Because
of the perceived improvement, the teachers indicated to the school o
psychologist that they did not need formal systematic program. »Therefore;“
during this meeting, the psychologist made only general suggestions,'ones
that could be useful for on—task behavior of all children in the~class -
(see Append ix C). _ | -

- | RN One month following this meeting, the school psychologist met. again

uith the special education and regular class teacuers. The teachers

'indicated thnt they felt Marilyn a behavior was under cootrol From ' £

T ‘ | this meeting until the last week of school no formal meetings were held

-
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- to review Marilyn's progress. .

During the final week of school, a case review meeting was held
by the school social worker,.special education teacher, and the regular
teacher. The decision not tobterminate services for Marilyn was maae
at this: time based on’ the information that her attention had improved'.
but was stillva problem. The regular class teacher noted his concern
that if Marilyn needed services next year, it would take unnecessary
 time tovhave hex go through the referral process again. The plan for
next year will be for Title I to provide services to Marilyn again; if
that fails, she will be moved to dJirect service in special education.
The school psychologist was not aware of this meeting and was not in-

- formed of the decision not to terminate this case.

Interventions

The intervention was described by the classroom teacher as "sugges-

.tions_and hints",provided by the school psychologist as to how to keep

o | ﬁarilyn.on task.'»These suggestions ineluded changing/the peers who sat
next to Marilyn and- making recess contingent on assfgnment completion.
then asked whether there was any difficulty in. implementing the program,

,the teacher reported that there was no. difficulty "because [he] did not

really do anything specific. o ;

J‘ The teacher did not know whetherithe indirect service was speci-
fically helpful ?w?‘Marilyn, but felt»that it was important because it

" brought her'to & attention of the specialteducation personnel; He did

,,feel however, that‘direct service would have been preferred and that

n‘}‘h o o she will probably need direct service next year.l |

: This lack of clarity regarding the specific intervention program

STy
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provided through indirect service not only was expreséed by the regular
claés teacher buf_By the special education teacher who wrote the IEP, by
the'schoolvpsycﬁoldgist whd'consultgd on the case, by the parent, and

by the student who was the focus of the indirect: service.

‘Parental Reactions

At the IEP conference, the ﬁothér asked some quesﬁions de clari-
f;caﬁion and answered.questions about Marilyn;s behavior at home. Durings
the presentation of assessment information, the mothér appeafed not to

. understand the educational terminology used by the special education
teachers (e.g., Ginn level 7). It was difficult to determine whether
the mother understood the meaning of other information presented, such

! as a PIAT scoré of 2.7 or a teét that asseésed perceptual problems.

N | When the mother asked about .special programs for children with atten-,
tion problems, she was provided with the name of a clinic as an option
to follow-up on if the school program was not fective.

The only school follow-up witﬁ the mother,'after the decision was
made to provide ﬁarilyn with'indirect service, was a call from the social
worker. The social worker contacted the mother to inform her about a
progrém at a child.guidancé céﬁter;'howevér, nothing.was mentioned
about thévprogrésé.of the school program."

When asked by the researchers about the reason her daughte; was
referred for special education service, the mother reported it was dué
to "disciﬁline problems." While she reported she had been aware that

>Marilyn had ac;deﬁic problems, this was the first time.sﬁg had been
notified that'a Eehavior problem"éxisted.‘ | |

When queried about how the problem was being remediated, the mother
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indicated she was not certain about what was being done at schoola When
Marilyn was asked about the special help, she was not able to‘describe
anything that would indicate sbecial nelp was being provided. Specifi-
cally, Marilyn told her nother that nothing different héd been done in
'--. | : -the classroom. Overall, the mother reported tpat she oas pleased witn

the concern the school had shown.

Discussion
The assessment and decision-making process for Marilyn appeared

to be somewhat inconsistent with the school's recommended procedure in -

e

R

that the decision to conduct a formal assessment was-made informally

& R
’ and the assessment was conducted before a referral review meeting vas‘"

held. After that point, the activities followed the basic guidelines

of the school for meetings to be held. As a result of the assessment
and decisionemnking process,_Marilyn no longer received Iitle I sernices
for reading and math. While Marilyn's name was entered on the specisl
education caseloadrrolls, serVice:consisted only of some general
suggestions to the teacher for‘improving-attending behavior.

!Tne nine separate sutivities occurring in Marilyn's case (see ?able
5-1) excluded some of the steps included in the model sequence outlined
in Chapter 1. For exsmple, strategies to implement the signed IEP were:
»not developed-because the teacners felt they were not needed. " In additionm,
geveral activities occurred in an order different from that of tne model
sequence. Most notably, the tesn referral review occurred after parert
permission to‘assess had Been.obtained, and after the actual assessment.

Several steps of the model sequence (referral review, assessment review,




eligibilitv, placement)'were combingd in one activity -~ the referral
,"meview ﬁi‘é;;ing.' ‘
Although,the“decision to provide special education service for
Marilyn appears to have met the mandated guidelines for structuring this -

- decision through formal meetings, it is qpestionable whether the decision .
was based on empirically—derived information. The use of the perceptual
and fine-motor testing is questionable at best for a referred behavior
problem, but was used to rule outlav"learning disability.”" The lack of\
any objective behavioral data'at decision meetings was evident. Ironical?'
ly, the indirect special education service for this student made her
ineligible for the Title I services she had been receiving for her
academic deficiencies. Therefore, it appears the assessment data collected
for the specific referral problem and the resulting decisions based on
this assessment information may have reduced services to Marilyn, even
“hough they placed her on.the special education rolls.

'Compounding the problem of lost services was the fact that this child
did not receive the LeveI'II service for which she had.been scheduled.

v While the specidl education staff listed this student as receiving indir- H
ect special education service, no individual involved in this case »
-could explain specifically whatlintervention had been implemented.
Furthermore, during the case review meeting, the decision reached was l
that the behavior of this student‘had not improved enough to terminate
her special education service.

On numerous occasions, school personnel commented to the researchersv
that this was not a representative case. It”seemed, in fact; as though

",

they- were not sure how to handle\an indirect service case of this sort.
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Essentially; +he referral was made bacause Marilya's bzhavior was dis-‘
turbing to that particular regular wiass teacher. When the teacher = \
_became less disturbed-by the belavior, the metiration tojprcvide any
intervention dissipated. 'Unfortunately, in this case,.providing minimal
service\was perhaps m¢.'e detrimental than bad the decision been made not
to provide‘any services since Marilyn could not legally be cn both. the
SLBP and‘the Title I rolls.” This conflict of services was not cohsidered
during the placement decision process. While Title I services'were
.discontinued during December, January, and February, Marilyn started
receiving Title I reading and math services again after ‘the spring audit.
Considerable.confusion seemed to surround the exact nature of
Mariiyn's problem. The teacher was concerned about ettentiveness;‘the ‘
“mother was told that Marilyn was not .a beﬁavior problem and that she was.
not LD. And yet, the end of.the year plan was to_move her to direct
service next'year if Title i’could not provide the help she needs, implying
a concern with;academic, rather than-attentional deficits. Thus,,eithough
the school generally followed the appropriate procedures for referral
' assesement, eligibility/placement and review, the services provided were L
not of substantive benefit to this student. In fact, this process inter?

. fered with Marilyn's opportunity to receive academic aid - aid which may

have to be delivered next’ year in the form of direct service.

~J
) [ 2%
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Decision Making in a Suburban School' Atypical‘Examples'
" of the Process o

Sandra ghristenson

- Bagkground Information L )

_School District

The school district is located in suburuan Minneapolis and has a
total school population -of 18, 500 According to the Special Educationp”
Director, geross section of SES levels is represented in the”district,

ranging from those_receiving assistance from Aid'toyfanilies witthepend-

ent Children (AFDC) to those with a reasonably “high income level. Ap-

proximately 442 of the district s population is” comprised of single-parent

X

families. Group achievement scores-in the Jistrict are significantly above
V4 o

'national norms. "The director characterized the distriét as an 'average

suburb."

Slightly over . 2000 students receive special education services in
the district. Services provided range from“Level‘I t%:Level IV.

School

The school is one of 15 elenentary schools in the district. Although
N . )/" - .

" the -district provides Level I -'Levelfiv special'education services, this

school provides only Levels- I-III' therefore, monitoring and direct teaching
i)

from resource personnel are available. Within this school, special edu-

cation personnel include:’ one full~time and one part-time Special Learn~

/
.ing and Behavior Problems (SLBP) teacher, one part~time Peneral Learning

. /
.Disabilities (GLD) resource teacher, and one" full-time Title I teacher

with three aides. A‘speech/language therapist is assigned to the school'
Ve .
i half-time. The psychologist and social worker are available one dav/per
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Veek. The physical education teacher conducts adaptive physical educa-

tion eﬁaluations but provides’no remedial training. An instructional -

assistant is available to provide’classroom teachers with curriculum

‘

modification ideas for the benefit of the regular‘and special education

students.

Typical Decision—Making Process
Sequence. The decision-making process within the school district
includes nine steps.. These steps comprise the standard procedures for

decision making within each school, although minor idiosyncratic aif-

. ferences may occur. The nine steps are summarized in Figure‘6-l.

Detailed descriptions of ‘each step are provided here. . ufwwmémmv'

Insert Figure 6~1 about here

The decision-making process 1s initiated by a written’referral from

the regular classroom teacher. The'referral.is sent ‘to the principal,

who schedules the student for staffing

The staffing team meets at a regularly ‘'scheduled time ‘each week to
discuss new student referrals, to conductlperiodic student progress review, -
and to provide plans for classroom_ consultation. Any time a student is

\
discussed during a staffing, one of the team members records the purpose

"of the staffing, meeting deliberations, and 7articularly decisions,‘on

‘the district's "Pupil,Staffing Report" (see Appendix D).

Next, after team input suggests the need for specific team member
involvement in future assessment, parental signature for this assessment
is sought. The typical procedure‘is for'the case manager to p1ace a call

to the parent, followed hy“mailing-of the form "'Parental Involvement: S,

i Tl i
L[] .
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Referral and Assessment" (see Appendix D). Upon receipt of this form from
.the parent, two outcomesvare possible. If the parent is in agreement with

the proposed assessment activities, the assessment process is initiated.

T However, if the parent disagrees, attempts are initiated to clarify and

modify the proposed assessment activities to satisfy parental concerns :
so that parental approval is-obtained.\ '

: After parental permission is:obtained, the fourth step in the
process, the assessment,_is;started. The full assessment‘procedure in-
volves formal testing,,including intellectual, language,.and educational
eyaluations,vinformsl testing in‘reading, writing, spelling, and'mathe;
matics usingga district—developed instrument, and classroom obseryation.4
v'In those cases:requiring parental intervieV, the parents are contacted.
‘either byvthe sociallworher or case manager. The results of the varied
assessments by the appropriate team members are written on a. standardized
form entitled "Description and Interpretation" (see Appéndix D). Each
member assigned to the case responds within his/her arealof expertise'on’
this forn. The outline of the form includes: mental and physical status;
emotional—social status, environmental status; educational status; and
summary and interpretation. ,Comple* 112 reports, such as the
psychological, speech/language, or educa"'onal evaiuations, areiattached

4

- to this form.
After the data have been collected and interpretedfby each team
“member,'the student's case isvscheduledjfor the weekly staffing. At_this

staffing, information is shared and the form "Assessment Review and Needs

-

Determination"\f;ee_Appendix D) is,completed; This comprises the fifth

step‘within the'process.

‘Next,-an explanation-of thefassessment'results and. the school's

——e -
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'_“list of determined needs for‘the student are:shared with the parent.
The case manager, regular class teacher, and parent consistently attend
| this meeting. If psychological testing has occurred the psychologist
will explain the results; however, speech/language and educational- testing
: results often are explained by the case msnager.n The purpose of the

meeting is to explain the assessment results, to obtain additional

parental input, and to jointly arrive at the special education services

. to be provided.

At the conclusion of this meeting, the seventh step often is
achieved IEP approval by. the parents and invalved team members is
obtained on the form "Request for Parent IEP Approval" (see Appendix
D). Two»other forms used during the sixth and seventh steps include the .
(a) fIndividual.Education Program.Plan"‘and (b)l"Level and Typevof Service
Need andeeast Restrictive Alternative Statement"-(see Appendix‘ﬁi.

- After written parental approval of the IEP, placement within the
" determined level of service occurs.l Flacement usually occurs withii—a o

week of parental agreement. Although the IEP ‘has been discussed the

specific long-range goals and short—term objectives recorded on the "Indi— :

2

. vidual Education Program Plan" form,are-develqped during‘the first two

weeks of placement. ‘Parents'are contacted, either over the phone or

during a scheduled meeting If‘a program chaﬂge isadeemed-necessary, by
either the special education teacher or the parent, the chsnge would be
fdiscussed and parental agreement/disagreement would be recorded on the
form "Parent Involvement. /Program Change" (see Appendix D). v ‘

Upon completion of the placement, ‘the numerous forms are compiled by

the case manager. Until these forms are’ reviewed by the Special Education

~

e
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‘Director, eligibility is not official.b According to the case manager,

gtudents often receive service prior to'thevofficial approval, since paper-

‘uork'istextensive. The Special Education Director reads the input from

- the several team members, including the parents and the student (usually

when the student is of secondary age). Should eligibility not be approved
a meeting involving all team members would be called. This is a rare occur-

rence since the team decision appears to be of primary importance in the

_school district’'s decisionrmaking process.

The ninth step in the process includes periodic review,,which occurs

at;least'twice a year. Students identified for periodic review are

" scheduled for the weekly staffing. Either of the forms "'»Pupil Staffing

Report" or ''Status Report” (see Appendix D) is used. The parent, student

’(usually when of secondary4age),,and regular.or special education teachers

may request a more frequent review.schedule. Therefore, periodic reviem
is achieved both by regular schedule and upon request.

Decision-making teams. A staffing team is established within each

' elementary and each secondary school The team, chaired by the principal

: usuallv includes ‘the following individuals' nurse, GLD resource, SLBP

resource, Title I, and classroom teachers, speech/language clinician,
psychologist' .social worker, and instructional assistant. This team

meets on a regularly: scheduled weekly basis. The nature and extent

of_each team<member 8 invo}vement in a case depends upon the referral
question and is determined4through'team input.at the staffing.

~

—In the target school, the team composition was consistent with

. district policy. While the principal chaired the staffings, the case

managers were assigned ‘to cases by using a combination of (a) a rotating

¥

B
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~ schedule, and (b) the identification of the student's greatest need.

For example, if a student was referred because of behavior problems

both within school and at home, the social worker might be assigned to

the case because of anticipated involvement with the parents. In con-

tfa;t:'if .a student was referred for low reading and language skills, a°

special education resource teacher might be assigned because of anticipated

involvement in diagnostic testing. During the initial staffing after re-
ferral team member involvenentifor assessment is determined. Team member-
ship may change during the assessment process. If a team member s involve-
ment is necessary in data collection, he/she 1is included After all the
data are collected and described in the "Description and Interpretation"

ferm, all team members listen to the assessment review and assist in deter-

mining needs.

Eligibility criteria for LD services. The school district does not

" use specific criteria in determining thevextent to which pupils are eligible

for LD services;'but relies:on the team decision. The team addresses find-
ings about the student within a broad context that includes such guidelines
as: (a) the extent to which the student is behind academically, (b) the
extent to which the student "fits" in existing classroom_groups, (c) the
regular classroom teacher's'perception,‘and (d) the extent to nhich a
classroom aide will solve the problem. Upon addressing these guidelines,

the team votes as to whether support serV1ces through special education’

should be offered~ If approval for these'services is indicated, the next

question_addressﬁd'is, "Who has an opening to serve this student?" All

resource teachers (GLD, SLBP, Title I) are potential service providers '

for students determined to need special e<§cation services. As a result
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of this procedure, a student identified as learning disabled may;receive
services fromvthe GLD resource teacher. Similarly, one_student may be
served by both GLD and SLBP resource teachers. The decision as to who
: serves the child is not dictated by the diagnostic c1assification for

the student.

Metnodoiogz
Subjects -

Two subjects were identified from referrals made wfthin the school
during the period October 16 to November 27. fhe fir?é student, Ton, a
sixth grader; enrolled at this schooi for the first/éime at thedbeginning
of the school year. Tom was referred for poor reading and speiling skills
by his classroom teacher. According to the‘teacﬁer's,written referral,
Tom, despitevhis p1acementAin the lowést'reading éroup, was experiencing
difficulty in sight_yocabulary, phonics, handﬁriting, comprehension,goral
reading, and spelling activities.‘ In addition, his behavior was described’
as immature; beﬁaviors specifically mentioned were attention-seeking, and
‘loud, "blurting—outf characteristics.

The second child, Joey, a fifth.grade student, moved into:the schdol .
district in November. His mother telephoned;the principal about-thef; |
anticipated move; whi was to occur the next day, and provided some
: background information, emphasizing the special programming he had been .
receiving in a nearby district. This parent referral was' the ‘basis for
the discussion of Joey at the weekly staffing i
Procedure_

To collect information on the decision—making process in the school
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and school discrict, one reseatrcher’ ac:en&ed meetings, cuuducted 1nter~ 
'views, reviawed records, “and maintained ongoing communication with the
case manager.
Attendance at weekly siaff‘meécings occurres from October 16 to
Nbvember_27,kat which time two students wece identified who mer the '
pecified;ctiteriA»of the stﬁdy. After the two scudenta were id;ntitied

atcendance at the staffings was ‘eliminated unless one of che scudencs

was to be discussed. This occurred tuice.“ . o B - 4

)

Incerviews were conducsted with the parents, classroom ceachers, c
'managers (who were the special resouvrce teachets) and the Spec;a' qucation
Director. A one-hour observacion of each scudent was cofauc:ed alao.

Finally, a syscem was devised for the case managers to. collact daCa on
..

the students. Monchly communicacion oucurred beé@éen the caSe manager -
» -+

and the researcher. This information, along nith the acquisition of ff
[
the required special educacton forms, comptised the data@collectian i

procedure. g _ I

Findings. Towm .

Assessment ﬂnd Decisian—ﬂaki g ?rocess

*
»

Table 6-1 summatizes the telatixnship of che activities in Tom's
case to the model sequence describeq in Chapter 1.'
. : A

v

&“@

3 o = .
. Thsert Table 6-1 about here .

s - -

v

Referrai. Tom 8 mother expressed her* concerns abouc Tom co :he ; ':ﬂ -
’3~W ‘ k,schcol sqfretary prior to Tom* s enrollment in che school. Her request - {’

. for the retention of Tom in the fifth'grade was discqyraged, and Tom

Wy
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_uas'placed in the sikcth grade. The written referral of Tom wasg submitted

by hia classroom teacher who noted both,achemic difficulties and immature

behavior as teaeons fnr referral. The major concerns of. the referral{\ S
y ) _ N
were Tom 8 poor reading and spelling skills. The teacher did not note ° : -

any interventions thnt had been attempted prior tc referral

The referral was forw zded to the principal, Qho schedulcd the‘
' student 8 case for the team staffing., At ‘the October 23rd staffing, Tom's

ﬁbackgrpund wag. discuused briefly by all team members, including the : S

.

ST

clasatoom teacher._ Points of discussion included' (a). the recent death

! ’u

:._of Tom 8 father in a 1rcg1c accident. (b) the mother's reports of Tom's

difficulties with reading and langungv since third grade, (c) the need for‘

LIS

A,complete records from the sc.ool Tom previously attendeo, and (d) the . Sy
Qteacher s ohservations of Tom 8 academic "and behavioral characteristics.:

After this dlscuasion, the team specified a need for language, psychologi-

cal, and reading evaluations. The social worker was designated as case
manager.‘ ?he psychologist agreed to complete the "Parental Involvement'

Referral‘and Asgeasment' form. Approximate dates for completion of the

s -

assessment noted on this form were OctoberuNovember.

;Tom's case was ~eviewed at four additional meetings.before all

Fl

' evaluations uere completed At the October 30 meeting it was noted

) {‘ ‘that testing had not been i itiated because parental permission for assess-

ment had’ not been received‘ the atudent ‘had lost the form. (Although
district procedure is. for the pe:missiOn slip ‘to be mailed thIs school

oo relies on students 'o take the slips home and return them to the school ).

The csse managar then contacted the mother by telephone, and sent another 1'

o ‘7' 'Parental Permission slip home with the student. Jhe permission slip for

‘assessment was returped the next day.. - N s
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At rhe next meeting (November 6). only the.reading assessment and
Tom's previous school records were available. Team memicrs discussed.
these a&s well as Tom's?currentdreading placement. The rr from
Tom's previous school indicated that he had received one - f Title .

,

I service daily. iIn addition, the records indicated that Tom displayed

- Y

silly, lazy, manipulative bemav.s . It was noted that he often was
f "irresponsiEle, spending‘mosr : . time‘trying to get out of work."
His reading placement nas then discussed. In the clasgroom, Tom
was placed in a group that was at a level 1 l/2 years above his test
score. The possibility of bhelp from" an aide was discussed However, it
was felt that such help might he demoralizing for a sixth grade student.
‘ . | 1+ was reported that Tom enjoyed the Phoenik Reader and Open Highways
frogram. Tom s a*citude toward school this year was reported as being
. | wyrre positive, perhaps because there was less harassmenm than in his pre-
. vious inner-city school situation.
Finally, a team member asked what the team was accomolishing for,Tom.
.lt was determined that the testing permission slip had been secured, that
involvement in a social group would be considered if the. social worker
Hreceived additional referrals, and that temporary aide help could be
. provided. |
» At the November 13 meeting, data from the psychologist's classroom
E B observations of Tom“were presented.' First, however, a generdl Hiﬁcussion
regarding Tom was.necessarykin order toﬁrefresh team.members':knowledge
- of the reason for referral Then, the psychologist reported"that rased

on her classroom‘obeervations, Tom had the abllity to "work on-task but

failed:to complete tasks. Tom baited the teacher with inappropriate

[€¢]




79.
attention-getting behavior; huwever, the élassroom teacher handled this
apprbpriately by ignoring'Tom," At this point, concern was raised by:
the SLBP ?eacher regarding Tom's Eeading group and reading ability.
Discuasion ended Qith the decision that the principal speak to the class-
Vfbom teacher regarding‘the reading_brogram for Tom. Fionally, the psycholo-
gist indicated she would teét Tom during the’ next week.

.Af the Novemher 20 meeting, discussion again centered on Tom's reading
ability and placement. The lowest group in his clsssroom was reading fifth

grade materials, and Tom was experiencing difficulty due to his grade 3.5

‘gkill level (as assessed by the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests). Psycholo- -

gicai testing had not been completed; therefore, further discussion was
\geferred to the ne#t qtaffing meeting.

Ey_ Tue discussion régarding Tom was delayed longer than planned due ¢o
difficulties‘in completing the assessments. Student absences or an exces-
. sive testing caseload for the psychologist caused the delay. At the Decem-
ber ;1, 1979 ‘staffing, psychological test results were reported. It was
at this meeting that ail*éssessment data were available to team members.

Agsegsment. The'gssessment of Tom reqﬁired approximately 13 1/2,
hours, and involvgd'the psychologist, speech therapist, nurse, social

worker, and SLBP teacher. Table 6-2 summarizes the devices used and the

personnel administering them.

-~

Insert Table 6-2' about here

The SLBP teacher administered the Woodcgck Reading Master§ Tests

(Form A) and reported to the t: = (at the November 5 meeting) .hat Tom's

- Co
o
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total score was 3.5. His weakest aress were in word ident: fication and
comprehension, while his best skill was in word attack. The SLBP teache
indicated that she felt Tom lacked necessary background vocabulary.

Observations of Tom in the classroom were conducted by the psycholo-‘
gist. - She reported (at the November_ 13. meeting) that Tom had the ability
to work on-task, but also that he "failed to complete tasks.'l She also
reported on Tom's attention-getting behavior but indicated that it was
heing handled approprietely by the teacher.

The WISC~-R and Bender were administered by the psychologist./,Informal
district reading tests were administered gy‘the SLBP teachr .. These data
.were reported at the December‘ll meeting. The results of the language
testing conducted by the speech/language clinician were not reported to

team members. However, the clinician indicated to the research agsistant

that the results wefe communicated to the mother at a conference held

- 2- /

regarding Tom's younger brother, who was in kindergarten.” Speech and

language services were not recommended for Tom.

" Visual and auditory screening was conducted by the school nurse prior

to the final review conference. ///

N
;

According to the district, a staffing occurs when assessment data

are collected and team members have completed the "Description :nd Inter-"

pretation" form. In this scho0l, information was shared as each team

member coﬁpleted‘his/her/evaluation.

dddltional meetings. FollOwing the completion of all testing, Tom's
/
case and the terc results were discussed at the December 11 staffing

K4

meeting. The psychologist reported that "on the WISC—R Tom functioned

|
within the lower end of the average range on the Verbal Scale, but

within the'lowi;verage range on the Performance Scale.” (Tom's birth-
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date was corrected at the parent staffing. After rescoring, Tom's verbal

ability indicated average functioning.) On the Bender, Tom demons:rated

o

"drawing and integration difficulties." He also had difficulty hold-

ing his pencil as h. applied extreme pressure. Other observations

were that Tom does attend to and follow directions, that he likes feed-

¢

back,” and\that he often:has trouble understanding language. The SLBP
teacher'reportedthat the informal districtlreading tests that were ad-

ministeredbsupported the Woodcock score of 3.5.

As the meeting continued,. the psychologist asked, "What can be done.
Zor Tom?" She prioritized her concerns as: (a) handwriting, (b) reading

vocabulary development, and (c) word attack skills. ' The regular teacher
- <
wanted help for this student in reading, because he was functiouing three

years below grade'level Since there ‘was evidence of perceptua1 handicaps

s wall as academic problems, the psychologist felt direct service was

important. - The SLBP teacher agreed that the student needed individual

service. At this point, the socia1 worker expressed concern that T?m

i

had bern referrsd nine weeks ago and nothing had been decided.

A :%> %4 had veen decided that Tom required direct services,

. " e

discuss .on centered on who had time to provide such services. As Chair-
per. m, _he principal asked :he team, "Who has time for this student?”
The Iitle I teacher Leporrrh <ime was available; however,-due to Tom's

n grade placement, 1z wus felt that SLBP service might be best,

parficularly if the student, might geed help in seventh grade. The SLBP

teacher repo*ted that time could be secured if another student was put
on a monitoring status/ The psychologist expressed anxiety about making.

a decision without the parent present. The social worker then requested

a review of available opttons for Tom. At the end of this meeting the

.\?
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1 agreed (through the entire team's vote) that SLBP services were

spropriate. The principal was to contact central office administra-

tion rega:diﬁg the increased need for a SLBP Eeachér.

The IEP conference (December 19) was the'next‘meeting held about
S . , . . /
Tom. Tom's mother, accompanied by a friend, met with thelpsychologist,

the social worker (case—ﬁsnager)g'the SLBP teacher, and the classroom

teacﬁer. ~Test scores were presented by fhe psychoicgi;t, who stressed
Tom's visualiperéeption. fine—motor,_and erbal abstract reasoning diffi-
culties, c0up1ed with a weak knowléQge bage and a three-year delé& in
reading. As the psycﬁologiat conveyed her findings,-:pm's age was'A
mentiopéd. A one year discrépancy was ideﬁtifiea by the mbther, which
resulted -in the rescoring of the WISC-R at the staffing. The meeting
terminated afée: one EOur with the decision to placé Tom in SLBP.iﬁ“
Januarv. Parental ;gréement was obtained{

Determination of the specific services to be given to Tog was made
at the first sﬁpffing’meeting in January. 'Itiwés decided that he would
receive‘pne hour of services daily, cohéisting of 1/2 hduf.direct service

from the SLBP téacher znd 1/2 hour indirect service involving modification
and/or provision of classroom assignments. Level III service was indif‘
cated because "Tom needs daily support in thz language arts arveag to

function adequately in classroom." A r2wv SLBP teacher received the infor-

-

- mation on Tom. During the mext t o weeks she completed all forms)

specifiéally the short-term objéétives and 1ong—term goals.
Long-term goals included improvs . at in reading skills and compre-
hension, spelling, and handwriting. Specific shbrt—term objectives

included a_mastery'criterion of 90% on sight vocabulary, ‘daily drill work
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on comprehension questionsw 902 mastery of spelling words, and daily

handwriting practice. Test dgta, both formal and informal, were used

R to determine the levellofvmaterials selected.
The necessary forms were comoiled and sent to the Director of Special

i

i

Education.fot final approyal. Eligibility was approved.
On.February 4, 1950? the SLBP teacher’whovﬁas providing direct
service to Tom.met with his mother and eXplained thelshort7term objectives;
Parental signature on the IEP was ohtainedf |
A periodic review meeting was held in May. At this meeting, the

SLBP teacher reportedﬂthat Tom had made prc ~ess in reading;'math, writing,

and spelling, but that'his progress was not as much as isicharacteristic

of the average student.

' 'Interventions .
t'Tov.begar»receining one hour of services daily {1/2 nour direct
usernicea md 2/2 hour indirect services);in January. lhis was three nonths'
l after '~ formal written'referral”was submitted. Planning for this service
involved the classroon and.SLhP “eachers, nho conversed‘dailyAregarding Ton's

cugoing academic needs, necessary modifications and behavior. Test data,

N ' 4 dailv observation, review of daily ‘work and diagnostic teaching were

\

[y

\\\\ used by these tﬂachers in order to plan on a day—tomday basis. The major

intervention involved teaching Tom reading and language arts skills with
4

E . materials at his tested grade level o "\\' . N
;gk\

\

The SLBP. teacher also evaluated Tom s program by recording daily not
-on his progress. This enaoled the SLBP teacher to xeep\track of Tom's .
, . AN

- assignment, completion as well as to ensure the appropriate use of work

) .assigned in the classroom. i = R N
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Difficulties in.program implementation were encountered because of
Tom's resistance to task completion. A checklist and - ongoing written
communication with the mothex were uged as techniques to aseist Tom inl
comple.ing tasks. Since Tom seemed.to work best when monitored, the
;Ehfwteacher ‘had Tom work 45 minutes in her room, and used 15 minutes
for indirect service. This change occurred in late February. All pro-
posed interventions were implemented. , -. ) © e

" In.promiding interventions for Tow, the SLBP teacher was invqlved
daily ior one hour from January 9 to June 4, 1980, while the regular
class teacher was involved 15 minutes daily. An additional 1/2 hour per
Geek was utilized‘in teacher communication.time. With .the assessment time
of 13 1/2 hours, and the'conference time during and after‘assessment of -
2 1/2 hours (all of.mhich involved the psfchologist, speech therapist, -

nurse; sccial vorker, SLBP‘teacher, and principal), the total time spent

v
. *

on Tom's case was 156. hours.

In the fall,.a comprehensive evaluation will be completed in ordér
‘to plan for seventh grade. This academic evaluation &ill not include a
psychological evaluation uniess the two-year reevaluation date 1is indicated
Tentative plans for Tom include ‘basic classes in seventh grade. science,'
social stu.ies, and math as well as one hour of SLBP. The snecifics_oﬁ_
this program will be determined after the comprehenﬂive educational eval-

‘uation. Thie ‘was explained to the mother at the periodic review in May.

Parental ReacticnsA

Open communication existed between the moth: - 2% "" > reyular and

. . _ _ .

SLBP teachers. Involvement e.isted through the.regular echool confersnges,
placement meeting, IEP meeting and periodic review. Given the wunbe of

. meetings that occurred from January to May, contact occurred almost monthly.
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' Contact between the mother and school was considered supportive by both
parties involved. . ‘f ,"F. ' o _ Z~;

‘In a follow-up interview with the resesrchers, the mother stated f

that the IE?.conference meeting waa very general: "T saw his low,reading,.
scores., I've seen those for.years. Of course, I agreed to the need -
for service.” The mother indicated that she supported the school's '
‘desire‘to change Tom;s behavior, particularly‘his lack of task completion.
The mothev eiplained her dailyﬂreading and writing work at home with Tom,'

.the need ifor short, interspersed assignments for task completion to.

B .

"occur, and several of Tom s experiences in his previous school. The

mother stated that she understood the IEP meeting to be a chance for the

1

school ' to get. more input from me and to explain their. reading comprehen-w

« sion program for Tom." . . ' . )

.Perceptions from Tom's mother and teachers"regarding'fheir statis-.
faction with his program were obtained byfthe researcher at the end
o . Rk - ' . .

‘of the year. Tom's mother,walthough‘satisfied with‘the program plan,

felt the major mistake ‘was not retaining him. Qhe felt Tom was sti11 a
» nr e -
too immature for seventh gradebut that she could not get her son »
\f.
retained because "they have 10 people at the school who must make

‘that decision.” The mother was partiCularly pleased with the regular
" claasroom teacher's desire to obtain a good program for Tom in seventh -

grade. The team process was viewed positively by the mother, except o

that it "took a long time to get the program squared away.

Reactions of Others

The regular c1ass teacher indicated he felt that Tom was receiving- fv_ {4/)/

“an adequate amount of resource help. " He was very disgusted with the ) .

LTS
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bureaucratic decision-making prbcess, stating that the 'regular class

86

teacher knows the student the best and should make the decision.” In’
’ /

addition, he feltythe\paperwork involved cﬁused less actual teaching time.
His recommendation was for spending federal funds on good inservice of
regular education teachers in Hdw té teach low-functioning séudents.

The SLBP teacher indicated she felt that Tom could perform better
in feading than his test scores indicated. Shé stressed that he needed

{

to be taughﬁ at his appropriate level but di& not require special methods )
:or materials. She felt his progress would have been greater if he ha&
spent tﬁe entire year in appropriate grade-ievel materialé. His tfsk
completibnlimproved‘when appropriate levei materials were used.

Theqdaée manager was asked whether there was any additional information

e

pertinent to the decision-making process for Tom that she could supply. Her
reply centered on a description of how atypical this process wes for the
district. Evidently, the disposition of the case, particularly from refer-

ral to placement, was much longer than usual. In the case manager's words,

Tom "fell through the cracks; time is usually not wasted like this.”

Findings: "Joey

.-Assessment and Decision-Making Process

The relationship between the activities in Joey's case and the

model seqﬁencé (sée Chapter i) 1s presented in Table 6-3.

- Insert Table 6-3 about here

Reférral. Joe '- case was actually a parent referral. Prior to

Joéy*s enrollment in the school in November, his mother called the school -

[
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principal to-inform him that Joey would be moving into the school district
‘and'that he had received special help in his previous‘school. The principal
mentioned the telephone call at the November 6 staffing; the day before
Joey wag to be entolled in the school. At this meeting, it was decided
that Joey's previous school records sh0u1d be obtained and reviewed by
the team. The principal indicated_that he would obtain parental permission
for the release of Joey's previous school records. All team members
indicated that they would review the records before the next staffing
meeting”which was scheduled for November 11.

The team also discussed‘the'availability of services for Joey. Es~
‘sentially, the referral question generated by the parents was "what kind
. of service are you going to provide tn a student who has had 1/2 hour daily
speech 1/2 hour SLBP math in a small group, and one hour daily of language
and reading services?"” The question "Who has space for this student?" was
posed. The GLD teacher stated that she did; however, she noted that the
) student had been considered as SLBP in his previous school. She duestioned
whether GhD service would confuse the mother and whether such a placement
might’%iolate a “requirement." Anottker team member suggested that the
student "automatically" qualified under these conditions. The psychologist
suggested that decisions be made after team membars nad reviewed the pre-
| Yious school's records and IEP for . ay. )
Although the mother made the initial referral, the teacher submitted
a‘written referral statement; This statement, which‘washentered on the
school district's various forms in December, read: "Joeg is unable to

function_adequately in the regular classroom "J‘reading and other academic

areas."
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At the November 1l meeti- , the SLBP teacher reported on information
sﬁe had oﬁ;qined iﬁ a %elephone conversation held with Joey's previous
-case manager. (Joey's records from his previous school "had not yet been
received.) In hig previous schéol, Joey had received one hour of daily in-
diQidual helé in ‘tlip resource room for reading he was in a math group of
13 stu%ents with a SLBP teacher; and he received language therapy four
t xeé a week for 30 minutes.

Information about Joeyfs background was reported also. The family
had ‘made four moves since Joey's birth; and thre= since he started school.
At birth, Joey had alsévere hearing loss, but this had been correc;ed.
Parental referral was initiated in second grade, bu; no blacement was
made until fourth grade, when he received‘the special help described.

dn the basié of ﬁer conversaxﬁoﬁ/w;th Joey's previous case manager,
the SLBP teacher notedvthgt Joef's ability to function in a fifth grade
classroom was likely to be diff;cult due to his poor ﬁenmanship and his
second-grade reading skills. Math was his strongef area and he generally
; , o functioned well within smaller classes. In terms of behavior, it was

reported that Joey appears to be lazy, and that he procrastinates and
daydres . 2f-er this report, the SLBP teacher commented on the apparent '
wide .discrepancy between Joey's functioning leveliand the level of fifth
grade students in tﬁis school.

" The staffing“ende§ with the GLD teacher reporting that 1/2'hour daiiy
service was available. The speech/language clinician stated she had only
1/2 hour. per week availaﬁle,’noting;that Joey was used to 1/2 hour per
day. It was also reported that Joey's current classfoom teacher expected

services comparable to those provided to Joey in his previous school, and

5 s “

perhaps more. /
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At the November 20 staffing, discussion of Joey Qas deferred since .
his school records still had ‘not been received. Informal testing was to
be conducted in areas of reading, math, and épellins. Thg need for formal
testing was discussed bﬁt deemed inappropriate due to theﬁparental-report '
that extensive testing had been compl-ated during»Jéey's fourth-grade year.

Assessment. Permission for formal assessm: .t was not obt:ined since

' none was to be conducted. Parent pe.~ission was obtained’ for the release of

Joey's records from his previous school. This was doné'aftef the first
meeting at which Joey's case was discussed on the bssis of the ;.rent

referral. Permission was not obtained for the informal assessment that

.

was done.
. The review of assessment data from Joey's previous school reruired

a total of 10.25 hours. The GLD teacher's informal assessmernt oi Joey

E]

 took 1/2 hour. The speech therapist also conducted an informal énalysis

of Joey's expresgive language‘andkédmigisgg;ed the ~Carrow Elicited Languagg'
Test and part of the_Detroit Test of Learning Antitude.

Visual and aud;tory screening ;as conducted by the school nurse prior
to the final review conference. This inform;tion was recorded on the .

"Description and Interpretation" form, which was shared with team members

at the regular staffing. .The "assessment” nctivities on Joey's case are

sumnarized in Table &-4.

AY

————

Insert Table 6-4 -about here

Additiénal meetings. Joey's recdrds were available for the November

~

™~
27 staffing and were discussed by the principal, GLD teacher, psychologist,

speech therapist, social worker, and nurse. The fécords indicated that
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Joey functioned weil wheo "spoon fed. The resules of tihwe informal reszing
were reported ai c.iilrmstion of -the information.on ‘seyts performance from

his previoua schoo..

!

Joey's curran: clasaroom teacher raported thaﬁ he falt wpecisl edu-

. cation placement uns nacessary. His-fealings were:

Joey is grossly behind in all academic areas. He is irmature,
babyish, restless, daydreams, and. is difficult to motivare and:
keep to a task. His paren:s have noved quice frequently during
the paa: yesr or two.. Evaluafic.ns an.i tests have qonfitwad his’
need for special inntruccion 1+ =he areas of academics and speech.
He has been scheduled for spes. ad apecial instructlowal help,

but I would strongly suggest ° v be earolled in a much sualler
class than the one that he § J students In ‘this class).

Also, he needs to be with Ay Scoup with aimilar needs and .a
specialist in remedial fagemmerin Rhﬂu‘d ‘hé rasponaible for his

continuous educational prozvis, oey ‘s neceds arc #rEaL, anc
.cime is of the essence. :

(These. feelings were expres&e 5 ;ujja in wriging on Decémégr 16.)

B . The GLD resource teache: dxsagreed ui;h primary special educafiuﬂ
:»ﬁlacemént'aiqce "Joey has g&Bd qﬁ#liciaﬁ,lneeds té ﬁﬁ chﬁllenga&, g
would 1oae;out:socially.“ ‘ais ma;h_ak£1lsvwere ;époftad to héjpear grade
level, ag evidenﬁea by his a%ility to work in the lo§~third-grade gfouﬁ,

The LlRBS teacher responded thac Joey needed onn~to~ona Lnecxuct*an. J

" The GLD teacher suggested chat ahe might see Jna» 1n :he ln:a afternooa

Eor 1/2 hour. She‘also said age waulﬁ»providg app;opriate leﬂﬂ aasignw

- . B . ’ ~

ments for his morning work.  The use of an aide vas suggested and agreed

" v,

uport,
P 4 '

The principal mentioned that the mother is expecting servize, adding.
L . ‘ . ’ : »l o . SR L A ) s -
that the.mother .is aware of her rights.~ The GLD :eacher réﬁbrted chat,~
. she had explalned to the mother that 1oey 8 new school udﬂld nat pravtdb

" as ‘much service as his previou$ school, Aucording :o :he bLD :eachﬂr,

[
IS

32
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the mother’s'primary concern was for the school to be aware of and

' challenge Joey. The principal again stated his concern about parental.

rightsQ The speech/language clinician_snggested that she see Joey one
honr per week.- Again, the classroom teacher requested a .special class.
The response from the psychologist and GLD. resource teacher was '"Let
Joey try regular and see what happens. The'special classes have really
low kids'and Joey'has more skills.”" At the conclusion of this meeting

the teanm decided to provide GLD resource help daily, speech therapy

'three times per week, and mainstream gpelling (4th grade) and math. \\\\

The following weLk the GLD teacher and regular class teacher met
with Joey’s parents to write'the TEP. The IEP stated that Jaey would -
recelive hgzel ITI service, at least 30 minutes‘daily for reading help.

On December 3, the parents met with the speech/language therapist
andkagreed\to service of one hour weekly because his-total communication
needs could not be fully met within the classrobm setting. Service
began for both resource and speech help on becember 3.

Specific short-term objectives were added to the IEP, using the

results of the informal testing completed by the GLD resource teacher, .

__,———‘———_‘as_ﬁell as the information from Joey s previous school The objectives

t
N

concentrated on skills necessary for 85% successful completion of the 22

basal reader." An objective was written for task completion and daily

: handwriting practice. The ‘least restrictive alternative statement in—

dicated that Level III resource help is provided\fo* Joey, "who is

_functioning at a lower level than fifth graders and thus needs individual—-

ized instruction 5, reading at a 2 level and math at a third-grade level "

F
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Parents returned the signed “TEP on December 15, i979. Although service
began on December 3, official placement occurred in January after the ,
completed forms were . sent to the Director of Special Education for the
eligibility decis icn. |

At the December 11 staffing, it was reported to. the team that the
GLD and classroom teachers had met with Joey s parents. His math was
being closely monitored since he was the lowest in the low group. If

~ \
a change needed- to be made, the "GLD teacher would assume the reSponsi—

bility. Other gservices were progressing.. Review of Joey's math program Jf

was scheduled for the January 10 staffing. This wag: deferred until
January 17 “at which time it was determined that Joey! 8. math placement .?
should continue in the mainstream low group. The GLD teacher, who was u»
thejcase manager, continued to monitor Joey's functioning in math, record-
ing her observations on the Pupil Staffing Report forms. She was uncom;
fortable with his'programj therefore, 'in February, parent’$3fmission to

administer the Key nath‘Diagnostic Arithmetic Test was obtained in order

to assist. in planning. -

In February, the parents attended the usual school conference. They

were very upset and confused~regarding Joey's report card, specifically i

the ‘grading procedures; 'His progress was being measured’against expec-.

tations of the fifth grade class, rather than against the short-term
objectives written £oeroey. Again, the classroom teacher verbalized his
concerns. for Joey. Helfelt Joey was doiﬁg'unsatisfactorily in many aca-

demic areas, partict arly reading and writing,:and that he displayed :

poor wo:k habits avd a short attention span. At this meeting, the GLD

tuacher reportel thas Joey was doing satisfactory work within the resource

room.

F -
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ments and to assisc‘Joey.

o

i

] .
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At the aext team staffing, Joey's schcol conference was discussed.

\s a result, an aide was assigned to monitor classroom teacher assign- |
The classroom teacher also requesced that Joey

be given an ‘extra l/2 hour daily in the resource.roci. The'resource\teacher

agreed on the condition that che regular education teacher send along werk

for Joey. Since the classroom Ceacher did not follow chrough on this, the

’

program change was never'made.

Interventions

- Twelve hours per week of direct service time were provided to Joey.

The major interventions were classroom work in spelling and reading at

"his appropriace'skill level, resource room help l/2,hour daily, speech/

‘language one hour weekly, and on—going'communicacion with the parents

and GLD resource ceacher.‘ Two planned{incervencions were not implemenced{

In math, the GLD resource ceacher had hoped chac an individual program
would be lmplemented for Joey since his previous school had designed such

a'program Due 'to-lack of communicacion betweer. the classroom teacher and

the special education departmenc Joey remained in che low math group with

the regular curriculum and. "did fine." The lack of .communication was in

parc due to the special educacion ceacher being assigned to the school: only

in Che afcernoon. The ocher planned incerven*jon, increased time in the’

resource,room; was not implemenced due to lack of cooperacion by the

classroom ceacher.ﬂp o
' The day— o—day programming for Joey was che responsibility of the .

GLD resource Ceacher for reading,_language, and handwriting. Spelling

Ty

and mach were the,responsibilicY-of Che mainstream teachers’. The regular
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'if , | classroom teacher, who strongly felt that Joey should be in special edu-
" cation placement, was responsib}b for curriculum modification of assign-
ments within.art, science, and social studies: According to the regular

classroom teacher, modifying was particularly_difficult,because he felt

| Joey was . a "really severely handicapped voungster. A classroom teacher

i'. \\ .
must know "how .to communicate with him. He needs everything step by step.'

—

Joey's.final evaluation on formal testing revealed math at the 5,2

level, reading at‘3.2 to 4.1, spelling at 4.0, and grade appropriate
handwriting., His greatest”gains were in the ability to handle reading,
spelling, and handwriting assignments independently The GLD resource .
teacher felt Joey s gains in test scores for math, reading, and spel ing
were fairly good, given the lack of cooperation by the regular class

teacher and the fact that tutoring resource help had to occur during the
o last half hour of the school day.
P : \
Partially as a consequence of the parents conderns about th"
28

services their son received, plans for the 1980—81 school year include e
://

l by 7

teacher selection, preconference with the teacher and parents, increased

T / 7

N 'resource room help to cne hour daily, and similar speech/language

services. Joey will continue in his mainstream spelling and- math groups.

by thn social worker. - It was reported that: increased services are avail-

|

able because the student is currently in the district rather than entering

mid-year. ' ’ ' .

Parental Reactions ' o _ - / p

"According to the parents, they had cooperation from the GLD resource
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teacher, but found the regular classroom teacher lacking in under-

)
Y

standing of their son's needs, Phone contact between the parents and -

¥

_the GLD resource teacher'occurred‘at least orice a week and often twice

weeklyjafter'the IEP meeting. The parents reported that they understood
that the purpose of the IEP meeting was to plan the program and_for the
school to explain the type of help available for Joey. They felt the

-

classroom teacher chose not to modify the program or try to understand.

| their son, but rather spent his time'suggesting the nred for full—time

special education'placement,l (The GLD teacher.accompanied the parents on
a visit to Level IV special education placements within the district.
Both the parents and GLD resource teacher felt the children placed.in“
these programs were lower functioning than Joey ) |

In interxviews with the ~esearcher, both Joey's parents and the GLD

L
resource. teacher indicated that theﬁdistrict‘lacked available services

_to meet Joey's programming:needs. The parents felt that the district

needed a program for mildly handicapped students who "learn slower.

In an interview with Joey s classroom teacher, the teacher: indicated
that Jaey demanded too'much attention, which meant that other students were
shortchanged "I musttputﬁin excessive effort for Joey,.and'get‘minimal- |
results. I recognized Joeyls‘problemlimmediately, but the statefrequires

A

restrictive processing to get state aid to service Joey. This takes a

# .

Lo :
lot of time.' In addition, the teacher commented that expectations were .

great for Joey, his learning rate was slow, and the spread between Joey

.and his classmates was 2, l/2 years now, but will be greater in the

future.
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" as a "love-hate" relationship between regular'and special education.

9% ~ a - | |

The‘parents"frustrations with the process in the school were related
to. the poor selection of programs ‘within the new school the slow communi-
cation that existed between the achools, and the apparent regular vs..
specialveducation disagreement on‘hom to, serve their son. The‘pressure
felt by Joey from his regular classroom teacher was evidenced according to

the parents, by Joey' s increased bed wetting. "Our confusion is that

we've been told he needs structure. However, he goes to one room for

n
‘Bpeech, one room for resource, and one room for classroom instruction.
If ‘he could have one teacher to provide assignments he could do, we think

he d learn," stated Joey 8- mother. The parents described their son 's year

Discussion '
The assessment and decision-uaking processes for both Tom and Joey
‘*wE’e complex and time consuming. In Tom s case, nine formal meetings
were held after he was referred to determine hisleligibility and place
him in a program. In Joey's case,.six formal meetings and"numerous in-
formal meetings were held before he\ was. placed in a program.
The process in both cases was different in several ways from the model
sequence (see Chapter 1) and apparently even from ‘recommended practices
-in the school. Fifteen separate activities occurred in Tom's case;
these combined some of the model steps and separated others. For example, .
review of ‘assessment results, eligibility determination, and placement .

decision all occurred during one activity, while-assessment was separated

into three activities because of ‘the interspersod meetings held to

.\‘

S
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_review the results as they were obtained. No prerreferral interventions

occurred'in'Tom's case. Further, the proposed program Vas‘implemented
before parental permission for placement‘was obtained (on the IEP form).
In Joey s case, 11 separate activities occurred during the assessment
and decision-making process. As in Tom's case, some of the model steps
were combined in.these activities. The proposed program was implemented
before parental permission for placement was obtained.
This discussion of the decision making in this suburban school

addresses four issues. First, both students had experiences in several

other schools prior to their enrollment in this school. Since their

 academic difficulties were apparent in other educationasl settings, the

parents were accustomed to "a certain kind of services." The tranafer to

a new school was particularly confusing to Joey's parents. Joey's»transfer
! o 0

resulted in less direct teaching hours per week from the special edycation

department as well as less individualized planning within the area of math.

‘ In Joey s case, a. shift in categorical label from SLBP to GLD also occurred.

#
Had the GLD resource teacher not taken the time to communicate the new

hschool's policy in~providing‘resource room help, the parents-would have

been additionally confused regarding . their somn's academic difficulties.

xaerefore. this case 1llustrates the lack of consistency between school

'districts‘in labeling practices, amount of time provided, and who provides

w o

the service. _ o o -

..A'second’iSsue, that of. bureaucratic procedures;-was observed and
verbalized by both school personnel and parents. The extensive paper-
work’ was highlighted in the numerous forms necessary to. make an eligibility ‘

decision on each student. During each staffing, members questioned which
. N . N \\ N /r'
. )

o

1




98 | o
lform was to be used for a specific procedure. Team members, despite
their contact for over two years, appeared to‘be uncertain with some
mechanical procedures. Team members were very coficerrned about the
lenéth of time'it was taking to process these two students. In'Joey?s
case, transfer of school records caused some delay. In Tom's case, thei
need for parental agreement for assessment caused delay. It is important y
to note that a greater delay/would have occurred had. written rather than |
verbal IEP agreement been necessary. Joey's regular classroom‘teacher
summarized this delay hy-stating, "The teacher recognizes-the problem
immediatelf\hut the state .requires extensive processing before giving
state aid. The process is too complicated and restrictivef"h

A third issue was illustrated by Joey's parents comment about a

"loveshate" relationship between regular and special education. The

regular and special education teachers were able .to communicate and
I I

coordinate efforts on behalf of Tom, but created conflict and less service E _%
(resource room_time) for Joey. Although the workingvrelationship was
cooperative in Tom's case, it is important to emphasize that the,regular
educatﬁﬁn teacher was .concerned. During an interview with the researcher,
he indicated that the structure of the law was poor. He explained, "The
‘ teacher [regular] knows .the child and "et decisions are made hy specialists.
_He felt strongly that students were lost in the special education paper-
work, resulting in less teaching time for the student. He went as far
as.proposing the 'elimination of current gspecial education services, suhﬁ \
. _ . , - !
: Stituting in-service training that would re-educate the classroom teacher‘

to work with low functioning students. Another prohlem related to this

issue is that of curriculum modification. In Joey's case, the‘regulari
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" to school personnel. The éaxents mentioned availability of services, the

99‘
élass teacher was responsibie for modifying social studies and science
assignﬁents. Given the verbalized need for inservice training, is it
possibie that the:regular class teachér felt unprepared to handle ;he
aSsigﬁment'of_curficulum modifica;ion within science and social studies?
1s resistance Setween regular and special education personnel a function

of lack of communication, knowledge, and involvement in the decision-

making process?
Finally, although both cases ended in services for the students,
dissatisfaction was expressed by either school personnel and/or}parents.

Repeatedly, ﬁaperworw, amount of teaching time, communication between

échoollpersonnel, and studént's learning rate was mentioned as frustrating

’

'need for a mildly-handicapped progrém for Joey, and fhe need for retention

B

for Tom.

it
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CHAPTER 7
) : _' " Conclusiong
Phyllis K. Mirkin

r.

The. diagnostic process is always a consequence of
somebody. saying that someone has. something wrong
with him. We put it this way because frequently
it is not the individual who decides to ifiitiate
'the process. . This is the case with children, but
there are also times when adults are forced by :
pressure from others or by legdl action to parti-
. cipate in the process. In all of those instances,
people individually or society in general communi-
cate four ddeas: .sometning may be wrong with svme- {
one; our lives are being affected; we should find
out the soutce of the tr_ uble; and we .should come
up with solutions to alter the individual's status
- and allow us. to experience our lives in the ways
we wish. (Sarason & Doris, 1979, p. 16)

Current knowledge of the asse sment and decision-making process in

’ special education for the purpose £ c1assification, placement, program.

'

planning, and evalustion is based 1argely on anecdotal reports by those -

who have participated in the process. Where naturalistic observation

- ‘has been employed, only some aspects ‘of the sequence (e. g., placement

Veam meetings) have been studied in any detail, with 1ittle regard for

the procedures that may have1;;eceded\br~followed After a careful

. review of the literature it was concluded thet little is known about the

nature of thewtotal assessment and'decision-mnking process as it exists

wh suggestS’that we are still in a

rath!; primitive state with respect to the development of a decision-

making system that is reliable and valid both within and ‘between schoo]s

-

and schcol. systems.»
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The current study used naturalistic observation and a longgtudinal
framework to follow seven séﬁdents from the point of initial referral

for special education assesament to the time when an educational program

: L
i

‘L . was implemented or a deciaion was made not- to provide service. The pur-
pose of the study was to provide a comprehensive description of the se-
quence and directlon of assessment activities and procedures across time

and aettinga and to document the effect of this process on students' pro-

e

A grams and parents' attitudes.

\\
i in this study, the opservations~do;provide a valuable description and

\
perspective of the current state of the art in special education assess-

- ment andtdecisien making. Further, the observations provide aome direction -
for improved practice. /
What Have we Learned? : ‘ A ' ; ‘ *

Among the quesriona that the study addreéaed, the following are of
. particular 1ntere9r:
1) lo vhapyextemt is there a ¥ypical deciaionnmaking medel éyat
‘ can be m;ed tL compare evemta across settings and that prer
‘ »vides the occasion for'subatantive as well as procedural \
| // . | _decisionvmhklng?
(2) What consistency exists, if any, in _ _ y
v | @ the criteria used to determine eligibility, R
| (b) the amount of time spent in completing the procesa,
(¢) the asseaament instruments used,\and
td)-.team functloning? i
(3) To what extent do students who are referred for evalmationp
: benefitvfrbméthe_proeeae? - a : o : fﬁ,_;f%

l . : ' “.' . » ]
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®

(4) What.understanding do parents have of‘the purposes of the
assessment/decision-making'process'and what is their degree
‘of satisfaction with its outcome? f"f“”‘ S | ‘,;
(5) What is the end result of the process for teachers? |
ey “'w o ,ome observations with respect to each of these questions are addressed

’$*-?g1 in thia chapter.

The Decision—MgkingﬁModel

. A

In eadh of the seven cases in which observations were conducted, a g
“majority of. the steps in the decision-making model shown in Table 1~-1 - E
were observed in operation. It would appear, however,. that although each' | ‘!
school implemented the procedural requirements specified by PL 94-142, g
.-considerable variation existed in the extent to which these requirements ._ - ﬁ

/

were used as an opportunity for substantive dec!sion making (cf. Deno

-

& Mirkin, 1979).

Merely counting the number of steps that took place or the extent

g ‘iA to which mandated procedures occurred might lead to the conclusion that
the decision-ma ng process was operating to produce substantive programs;
for students. '; Marilyn's case we seé an example of a team that adhered
in principle to‘the'procedures in the decision4making model. Yet, theae .

procedures did not appear to produce a program for the studen rhat was

more effective than what she had previously received through Title I.

Instead the net result was a loss rather than an improvement of services.

| a cituation that was subsequently rect‘fied without team ap,roval.
The disposition of referrals for Tony and Doug, both first graders,
g‘u ‘ C in different schools and school districts, provides further evidence of

‘ the difficulties inherent iﬂ using a decision-making model to: ~ompare

B
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\gvents'across settinga without attending to the substance of these
activities and their‘outcomesi One might hypothesize that the team
'that~complied'more closelyﬁtoAthe decision-making model (see Table 1-1)

would produce reaults'that'wnuld be -of -greater benefit to the student

than a team that operated'more informally and perhaps arbitrarily. Tony's
| ’ S | ‘ ‘ e . - : . .

team exhaustively reviewed the referral problem, conducted extensive

assessments and meetings to determine whether he was eligible for special

education‘services; Doug's team "streamlined" all but the initial step

s s

o ’ in the sequence (referral feview) Anto _one meeting that took less than

one hour. The outcome for Doug, however, may be more substantive than the

1
s outcome for Tony. Both students were experiencing difficulty in school
Ty <
: yet one student (Doug) .was provided with a program that served directly

ES\F' to remediate ssill ﬂeficiencies necessary to progress through the curri-

//culum, whereas the other student (Tony) continued to receivn a somewhat
’ . . T
larger dose pf a previously developed program.. One probablevexplanation

for the” difference in the service avaiLable to Tony and Doug was.the impo—

o

aition of different criteria for eligibility.: In Tony 8 case, while not
z \

i'r; . explicitly stated a, severe discrepancy between intelligence and achieve-‘;
}a : *A'f i ment was a requirement for LD gervice., i Doug.s case, eligibility was | :'v' ‘;,f
P determined by the extent to which tﬁe,student had mastered the basic o
school.program. Therefore, despite academic difficulties of a similar
nature, the imposition of different criteria for eligibility resulted in =

-

i‘ferent outcomes.

f&;e,_>> . ~E1igibility Criteria L . :;Hi, si-;.'v:g S

Our observations revealed as many different criteria operationalized* "~;V»ﬁ

fﬂfﬁ- - as. there ‘were school districts. This lack of consistsnt practice between‘f
L . i ) } y
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A -~ ‘ v L
' school districts sugge

s _that the decision to declare a student eligible

for service, as'wel~ s the amount and type of service provided, may be

4

entirely situation specific.j The assessment and decision-making processes
observed in the cases of Tom and Joey provide excellent examples of this
point. Both students previously had ‘been ‘served in other districts, Tom
in a Title I program for one hour a day and-Joey in a Special Learning
and Behavior Problem (SLBP) resource program for a similar time period.
A Referrals at their current schools both were initially prompted by parental jfi'

contacts. Joey s mother wished to obtain service for her son that was com-
. / o
" mensurate with the service he had previously received; Tom's mother, con-

cerned about his poor performance, wanted him.to be retained in fifth grade.

| The criteria for eligibility and placement procedures ia effect at their

*

new schools resulted in a shift in categorical label for one student,‘and

a reduction in direct individual instruction for both students. . B

‘- “, -~

. Clearly Joey s. change in status cannot be attributed to the- move § .

<

.across the town. Rather we must acknowledge the differences in the cri-u
” _ teria used to establish eligibility and to- determine service provision.;4
While we ‘are not aware: of the procedures used to establish Joey s“ pf, .

"learning disability" originally, ‘we know that in his current school S,

the ability to accommodate ‘the student in the regular class and the - ,§

~

availability of services ‘were the primary determinants of eligibility

- and the level at which services -were provided Were these students to

¢ P

be referred at another school, it is highly probable that q different o

_ outcome would result. ‘ o 'w
P (.
Time'S/ent in the Assﬁsggent Process '

Gur observations suggest that there is considerable variability in




.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'benefits that accrue te Tom compared to those that accrue to Doug. Using

) .during which time Tom - experienced continuous>failure in his regular class

ot P W _..I,.. o
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Kl

the amount of time devoted to the assessment process. Estimates for‘b
testing alone ranged from 4 1/2 hours (Doug) to 132 1/2 hours (Tom), Whén ﬁ
meetings of the team, inter&iews‘with parents, and paper work are added,
and multiplied by the nunber'of team participants, time estimates for
completing assessments range from a'low of nine hours (Doug) to 156 hours
(Tom). Using these figures and current hourly rates for professional
services we estimate the cost of assessment alone for Tom to be over
$3,000. 1Is the time and financial expenditure warranted? This is an ex-
tremely difficult question to answer given our current'inability to pre-
cisely determine-the parameters-of a good decision. We are able to examine

the-extent to which there appear to‘be any substantive differences in the

- W

these criteria, we™ would have to ccncluce that at best the benefits are o

‘no different and that. the. scale of benefits may well be tipped in Doug s

favor.. The nrocess of declaring Tom eligible for service took three months,.f;

. placement»without the.benefit'of services that had been available to‘him

o . ‘: ! (-.:. .“r v ¢
prior to.referral.~ Doug, on the other hand was assessed declared eligible -
4 3 \ 2
for service, and placed in a program designed to. remediate his skill de-

N Cd

ficiencies within a few weeks of referral. We are forced to question o ;;‘

. 7.

the extent to which in some instances we ‘are providing studeﬁts with 'more

process than is\du_' (Reynolds l975),ov; ,' ' ; . N i ' 1:" \7

7
3

'Assessment Instrum nts T . “; . o ‘ _' . L

.
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not a clear correspondence'between the presenting problem and the devices

selected. Rather, the criteria for eligibility appeared more influential

Thus, in those districts where a definition of a severe discrepancy between/'
ability and achievement prevailed, devices . that assessed IQ and achieve-
ment were implemented .In those: sch0uls where eligibility was determined
by mastery of the school curriculum, informal inventories that assessed
skill mastery were employed:v In those instances where the definitional
criteria were less precise, more tests were used. The latter approach
resembles what some have called a search for pathology (Sarason & Doris,
;4¥;m;w_~w ,emTl979)' throw out a net and see what can ba caught’ The availabilitylof
:T”TT.. _” __-special4zedvpersonnel,also>seemed'to affect the.quantity and type of

assessment data collected At Tom s school, a speech therapist, nurse,

;

,"psychologist, gocial worker, and SLBP teacher~were all available to con—

~duct assessménts. ‘At Doug s school, only the teacher participated in
the data collection process. Tony was assessed using 13 different pro- &

cedures administered by five different people. Bert was exposed to

“ S P N

more than two' days of exhaustive medical as well as intellectual, per- ._ . . .

ceptual and educational assessment~' Lacking any findings to corroborate PO
N . .

an ability-achievement discrepancy, Bert was declared ineligible for

2 . . )
‘"'i o service despite continued evidence of problem behavior in the classroom R

i )

J." ‘ L In only one of: the .cases that we. observed (Doug) was - there any E

evidence that’ v'e assessment devices were useful in, pinpointing speclfic

o -problem behaviors or in providing direction ‘for. program planning fn all ',"

‘other casés, the data were used to make inclusion and exclusion decisions.

. . " -

The practlce of assessing students only for this purpose must be seriously

questioned (cf Ysseldyke & Mirkin, in press) s .'-_ / o p
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Team Functioning ,

Multidisciplinary team decision making is mandated as part of both

the "Protection in Evaluation Procedures" provisio? and the "Due Process

provision of PL 94-142. The law does not specify team detision—making

oy
L

procedures, with the obvious exceptions of ensuring,parents a number '
. ‘ e A

of rights, including, for example, the right to be represented by counsgel
to subpoena witnessts, and to be giicn a verbatim transcript. Thus, team
procedures have evolved functionally rather than by mandate or -based. on
empirical evidence. stkh S

| Therefore, it was not surprising to’find that the teams we observed

hau each developed their own style and modus'operandi. " The idiosyncratic
,

nature of the decision-making process was evidenced by, among other things,

0 ‘_ o

the variability in the. organization and composition of'the teams, the number

of steps in the decision-making process,.the attention given to clarifica—

‘ tion ~of the referral problem, the types ‘of assessment instruments selected

s

the time. devoted to assessment and discussion of assegsment; - the extent to

\,_.,,,l
lwe;:e imposed the degree of participation of

. which eligibility criteria!

bl
classroom teachers and parents, and the extent to which decisions were.

)l\

actually made, rather than just formalized at the meetings»that were

Q_conducted S :;' '?”;_‘ . L

>

In our observation we found that some teams appeared to be. actively

involved in the direction of.the assessment the determination of eiigi-

a" Cer -~

.bility, and program planning for eligible students._ Team members“used

.
R
“ity :
T

the meetings as an opportunity.to share information, examine alternatives,~"
These -

\ e

and discuss options that might be“apprOpriate for the student. REERERE

[

.'teams created the impression that the decision was theirs to make and




that’they had'considerable discretion in‘setting standards for eli-
‘gibility and developing programs. - .
In contrast, other eams appeared indecisive, expressing lack of
clarity as to ‘the purposo of their activities. Concern over internal
constraints such as availability of service was often overriding and
permeated *he decision—making process, with less attention given to the
. potential effect of . the decision on the interested parties (i. €., student,
aclassrqéh\teacher, parents): in one case (Doug), we observed a team

that did not apppar to “trust‘its own judgment" and'shiffed responsibility
~ for decision making to an outside agency. Differences»emerged in the
E consistency with which the ‘same team implemrated established procedures :

conringent upon *he complexity of the problem or the lack of specificity

regarding the nature of the problem or the reason for referral (Joey, Tom) [

Faced with nonrepresentative or nonspecific referral problems, a: sense -
Fa
of frustration and/or_ confusion prevailed with the result that the student

t B

’ and his or her- teacher were caught "in the middle" or, as one. teacher ob-
served "the student was lost in’the paperwork and the bureaucratic pro-

-ucedures" that surrounded theqdecision-making process..“

“ '\.v' .

In each instance we observed school-based teams trying to serve

-children, parents,,and teachers as best they could within the specified ' s
- ~ ¢

“ -~ -

.Yguidelines and services availab}e. What is at issue, however, is the | ,‘f

extent to which the éhildren whose cases we observed benefited from the -

a N .
&) L] "

process? What was the r=ault of the process for other interested parties

-

: such as parents and classroom teachers”

‘Benefits to Students i_-; i Zﬁl : LT

o ' . : : » o o

In a majority of the cases, observed the process did not result in ’
_ : o . ,
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a-substantive change*inrprogram or services for the student. In-several
‘ R
:instances, however, positive benefits did accrue to students. These

vincluded more frequent school-home coﬂtacts, a greater degree of parental

Iinvolvement in remedial instruction, counseling, ‘Increased tutoring ser-~

vices and use of volunteer aides, and closer monitoring of student pro-
gress.. It 1is unlikely that these would have occurred had the student

not been called to the attention of the déodsion—making team.

In contrast, the decision-making process seemed to have produced .
- ‘ ' ' ‘ _ . )
negative outcomes for studefits who experienced a loss of other services

u(i.e.,,Title I, Marilyn5 or an abrogation of‘school responsibility for , N
. management of their program (Bert) fﬁ the'latter instance this'was ‘ _ \\\r ?
1 particularly vexsome since the classroom teacher was particularly .
responsible, cooperative,‘and willing to implement any program that R g

e would have been rerommended . L v
. . - . I " B . V',-‘
0

Those students tor whom a substantive change in.pregram was imple-. %" '_ '}

/
' mented alsc did not always benefit equally. The time-consuming nature of

/ o,

"~ the decision-making process resulted in, inordinate delays in service for ;.-* E &

"
s

. ; o
students who had previoust been declared eligible for programs in other o

school districts. Only one student (Doug, seemed to emerge from the A

decision-making process unscathed and with a program that appbared tof

[y

1ﬁﬁ ,fi . ‘be tailored to ‘meet: his individual needs.,‘.

- s s

N 3

L ' Iheiparallel'natureiof_the referral“problEm ih. several of the cases
) ,““ B ot -t . - 4 a.s . .". 5 N P

.;erved and the substantive differences. outcome once againﬁb

' that were
'Hignlight the situation-centered nature of the process as it wag, imple-p
mented in these school districts:f' e ’

‘ : . : e e Sy

Q

ERIC
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Parental Reaction

Regardless of the outcome, the prevailing attitude of the parents

who agreed to be interviewed by the observers was one of support for the P

schools ‘efforts to provide appropriate programs for children. Parents
commented favorably on the general competence of the professional teams

and the schools willingness to make changes that would benefit children,

: as’ well as on. the general good will and skill demonstrated by the school

'staff Although several parents felt that the process was too long and

‘ took too much time, even those parents expressed generally favorable

opinions about the final outcome.f The one comment that could be interpreted

i

.as criticism was the ‘concern articulated by one: parent that suggested that

her child had gotten caught in a "love—hate relationship between regular

o P

bh‘and special education. These- observations are of particular interest in

<r -

light of obserVer comments»that indicated that - parents often-seemed to*be

at a loss when test results were explained that they seemed vague about

i=uwhat had been recommended and that they often did not seem to'understand.

fully the meetings purposes and outcomes. . It was’ also noted that parents

: generally were not included in information sharing and decision-making

s,

\activities, but” instead were invited to attend meetings at wiich a pre-

'viously wmade decision was reviewed .fj’f A

One possible reason for this' discrepancy may be that parents were’

t

"

ot
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to be borne out bv.the'willingness of parents to accept the school decision
and the relief theyffelt,EEEELthe child was declared ineligiole. They
seemed willing to assume the responsibility‘for providing remedial and
‘support services at home withoutﬂguestioning the extent to which these
VVServices should more appropriately be offered at school., When children
were;declared eligiblelfor service, again.parents seemed to accept the

categorical designation for their child, as well as the program plans,

" without murh challenge or input.’

v

Teacher Benefits . ’ / . \ N

/

It is more difficult to assess ‘the effect: of. the decision-making e :
process on teachers. At the conclusion of the review, the classroom .

13 . / . ».“."L
teacher in almost all cases still retaineo primary responsibility for

‘ g /
N\ coordination, plsnning, and dmplementation of the referred student 8

Y e
Y o /

vprogress. This outcome w?s viewed with concern by several of the teachers.

They perceived their responsibilities to the referred student ‘as a tre- C e
' mendous effort in extra time and energy. often with minimal rosults. L N

,-,. a [

. e

v

One teacher noted that "the clasuroom teacher knows tHe student best

< " v / A . s t

‘fand should‘makeathe’decision.- It wss also argued by this same teachg;

‘ . & e / o

ﬂ‘that the time and money ;nvested in decision making might be used more, ef- ‘

. l 'a . . ‘,’
‘fectively to tfain regular classroom teachers to work with lobeunctioning

.
Y i - ", .

‘i'f f_, '_‘students - a point not entirely without merit. The adversarial relation-

Bl T ! ‘ V’

; ship that surfaced in one case between regular and special education alsn' ;& el
*revealed the need for further staff training in’ the development of a o '

'fwmutual support structure.. In several instances although the problem '
fff}_f’thatvprecipitated the‘referral was not ameliorated teachers appeared

Tt . e
g P o B . - P ' ERTI

sy

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Q

RIC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

112

' reluctant to request further information or help from the team.

i‘be one of determining eligibility rather than one’ of cooperative problem

~

The

teachers viewed the decision as "irr.versible and the ‘problem presented
by the‘student‘as one they would have to resolve independently or ignore.

These opinions were not uniformly held‘by all teachers; - In some

‘schools, the facultv appeared to work cooperatively and successfully to

resolve problems and support students and teachers. Also observed in some

cases were cqntacts between classroom teachers and parents that elicited

\
A

very favorable reactions from parents.

.

Parents did.express surprise, however, that 80 1ittle of the team

meeting was. devoted to a discussion of classroom performance. Observers

44

- also noted that very little time was taken to use assessment data Lo

make decisions about cl,ssroom management and instruction.» Advice to -

it

~teachers was given incidentally or indirectly., P

These observations are consistent with other information gathered in

this study._ The primary decision—making ole of the teams appeared to

~

A PR

solving for the purpose of- developing strategies to more effectivel}

a

Teams should not, be -faulted, however, if.

-

serve children and teachers.

they adopt this view.; They are attempting to operationalize their role

as; it has bcen mandated under the Federal guidelines.; When classroom

,}
v

problems arise, the special education option is often the only alternative

-
oo -

to ‘the” regular class program. 3 ) f 5 : W

Research is needed to determine whether alternatives to current

EI . . Iz
i

:practice can be developed to 'more effectively serve all students and

(5

“.,teachers.f Under the pr,;ent circumstances, some’ teacher, parent, and

. even child: dissatisfaction is inevitable, just as it is in other circum—
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EN i .
stances where decisions are made. The dilemma in special educationm,

f

however, is further exacerbated by the current uncertaintyfregarding :
what_constitutes_a good decision. Perhaps we can be more'successful
if decisions to provide special education services are bzsed on functional

rather than artibrarily derived definitions. One model that needs to be

tested for itz efficacy stages the referral process to include pre-referral

@

review and implementation of classroom strategies and modificatioms,
more intensive.in-clags small group instruction, individual in-class
‘instruction, etc. Children who, despite these modifications, continue
_toldemonstrate littlefor no érovth in‘a;hievement over a period of time
are then referred for more intensive instruction’and‘evaiuation, in a

more specialized setting, to determine‘whether an appropriate ‘program can : . ..

v - e

;be developed o T . ; N

3

Other alternatives include intensified and systematic monitoring of ‘ ‘ t_}f

v - tudent achievement in the clascroom with the decision.to refer students
,based on school—defined expectations for achievament,,rather than teacher

oy ' ljudgment of problem behavior. Some of these alte*natives ‘are currently

\

eoos; IR &
; . J- ! -

3 ¥
) under investigation. The reshltg should provide ‘some interesting informa- R

'tion for future practice.' . “,:‘-- ;

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Model of Steps in the Asaeasment and Deciaion-haking Process.

Ly

Tahle 1-1 o

g

‘Description‘

f}?Pre;referralfinterventiona"‘
.f“Referrali;b. -
. Reviev‘of ref;rrel .
.‘]Appointfassessment team
-‘jParental‘permissiou.td-eﬂséﬁﬂ.Q‘

. hsaessment"‘ |

.'rReviewof;assésamenfresulta“
: .Elig'ihility\determination |
rcontactparent-afteraggesgmeht |
| Develop IﬁP

xPlacement decision

- ‘f-Parental pernission for placement

IEP-
: ?lfImplement program

o Ptogresa.evaluation o

;"gchangea are made in the clsaaroom envifonment or teaching techniques to .

':Parente are notified of the assessment reaults.‘ If the child ia eligible for | .{'fff{
."services, patents are 1inforned of the date of the 1P meeting. | |

Tean members, including parent ot authorized representative, neet to formulate #h 1f§f
"an individual education program (IEP) for the student. 8 T

?Decision 1s made as to what program of servicea to provide the student.

| hDevelop strategies to implaaent .
‘ 'ﬂmWMMMWMWMmmwmmmm_Wy

:iThe program placement aad inatructional plan outlined in the I are initiated.‘

The student 8 progresa 1n the. program 13 evaluated to determine whether
“l‘fchanges are needed in the placement or instructional plan. AR 1:,2~

‘QIT ) ‘_:E‘. ;~:‘ ~"-,‘ E

v

avoid the need for referral . ’

"

‘Someone initiates a request that the atudent be evaluated to determine tha |

'Jmeed for a modification In current educational programming. |

. One person or group of persons’ formally decide on the appropriateneas of
“the referral, whether ‘the problem can be:dealt with in-the claaaroomﬂ and
| V,whether it requires further action, | |

Specific individuals are assigned apecific respbnsibilities for collectimg

| -:‘information on the atudent. ¢ S RNEREE x ‘jﬁé

Parents are requeated to provide their permisaion for the proposed aaseaamsnt

o of their child

Data are collected on the student for the purpose of making educational decisions._yygé

o Team membera meet to diacuss chelr resulta and decide whether further asaeasment

is necessary, . R

”‘-f:‘Team ‘Tembers decide whether the. student neets the eligibility criteria for
~gpecial education aervices. |

Parenta are requeated to give approval to the propoaed plan of services. o

Thoae persons responsible for carrying out the IEP, or others requested by




t

G NI

Order of
Occurrence

: Deecription‘of‘ActiVity . q |

LR L
Review of “l'eferrel -

l‘”hssessment team‘sppointed

EParentalfpermissiontoassess

' Assessment ‘ CE.

;;'Reviev of assessment results

:.Eligibilitydetermination J.

Develop I

l':Contact”parentfafterfassessment |

b

o

-and evaluating eligibility for it, - : T

7lP1scements 1 and TH prograns vere considered at COmpilation

 was not eligible for either*““rgpj; ”
R “Not obtained becausezplapement not made.

". Not developed becaus

i No specific pre-referrsl interventions occurred.l .
Hade by Tony's teacher for academic difficulties. Form 1 Wi, completed

Done by Child Study Conmittee, evaluation wag recommended Form 2

. Va8 completed : . _ | [‘ o , l ;

. The aaseasment ‘areas’ specified on Form 2. deternined the personnel who
vould be involved in asgeggnent. These individuals wvere Listed on

the: for. . P

L
W

Sent to student 8 home folloving meeting of Child Study Committee. -
~ Mother signed and returned form to school S

i

Conducted by five individuals using 14, devices or procedures.<-

' Done at Compilation Conference, along vith eligibility determination |
“and, placement decisions. : | i

Done &t Compilation Conference by consldering each possible placementt‘;fhé
| T T

\Mother fiven asBessment results at Parent Meeting. Memhers completed
and signed Forn 24 (original Assessment Cqmpilation) ‘

Not. developed because Tony vag declared ineligible for special

education services, 1‘, ,““v B .f (R o sifﬁ

Conference, but vere rejected because it uss determined that Tony

declered ineligible‘forfservicesV




\ St Table 2_2 ; S .
v‘ﬁreluetion,of Tony;‘ Assessment Devices and Personnel

CRememel o pemes

L SchooI;stchoiogist-;:@ Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test
o e Wide Range;Achievement Test O
", Bender Visusl—Mbtor Gestalt Test

wfsﬁgr‘ieschers (2)‘f c Slingerland : A
L R Detroit Test of Learning Aptitude\'
”L Peabody Individual Achievement Test

Informsl (work samples)

Developmental Test of Visual-Mbtor
Integration s

i

N

_Interviews (teacher, tutor)

"iBoe&m Test of Basic Concepts '\s'

\ A"

'speg¢h’c1i&i¢ignj‘"‘. ‘tlnterviews (teacher, Tony)

-Connseiorf Lo “‘ffInterview

wSmsll group session

',LLSIHrs'

v"Developmental Test of Visual Perception

5.8 hrs’

0.1 hrs ‘

aEach time entry. is the totai'timefspent‘in assessment by the person in the

first column
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o Table 1 o ‘. S th
Relationehip of Sequence of Activitiea it Susfe's Caae to the Model Sequence | -

v;f;, -'Modeisequence' IR ‘Qrder of = . |Deacription of Activitv P ) .
L © Qceurrence i‘? | o
_ Mmmmmmm“ ;leMmMmMMMWMMmm
15"'Referral 1 Made by Susie's teacher for behavior and acadenic problems. '
t'nf‘Review of referral : 2 Dore by building apecial ed teen, assegsment vaa recommended “l' |
'hAaaeeament tean appointed 2 " Done by building gpecial ed teah when assessnent waavapproved
| “vv Parental perniaeion to assess 3 - Written parental apnroval obtained | |
n'd:haaeaament N | Conducted by three individupls uaing six devices or procedurea. -l
:"Rwuvdawmmmtmwke 5 MMatNuummlanWCm&mmeMmpummpmum. |
n“_fEligibility deternination 5 Done at Educational Planning Conference by conaidering whether .
e | Susie was learning digabled,
’ : fContact parent after aaaeaament 5 | Parenta given aaaeaamant reeulte ac Educationel Planning Conference.
gMMM'.t”- ,mmmmmmmmmmmmmmwm
v DS o education services, ‘;;“ T / L
| Blacenent;decisionxv o }i 5 . “.:Placement in 1D Progran was considered at Educational Planning

.
\,.M

PRNE o * Conference via question of whether Susie vas learning diaabled
ffParental peruisaion for placenent A

- Not obtained becauae placenent not nade~ _ ‘
| ‘Not developed becauae Suaie vaa declared ineligible for eervicea.‘;,

:f}Develop atrategiea to inpleuent ”

o _;p“No interventiona vere inplenented although advice vas given to holn
‘"'-V_“suoie ] parents ‘and. teacher. o e e

X .;°Nb apecific evaluation of progreaa waa planned.




5 ' |
V.Perso#nel ‘Time?
s V;
‘Speec ;Illinois Test’ of Psycholinguistic « . L
“*Abilities L e Wl
v . - ‘ ‘ 3.5 hrs
:Beernyuktenica Developmental Test of o
ﬁ : Visual-Motor Integration o
SLBP. tator  Rea creen . B
“ffPeabody“Individual Achievement Test : ?~5;5 hrs,vr

o m“:xey Math.Diagnostic T st of Arithmetic

School Sociah_ 3;Interviews (parents, Susie)

Worker

aEt X “entry is the total time spent in assessment and meetings by the
rson in th first col

et . -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



\~¢Re1ationehip of Sequence of Activities in Bert a Gaee to the Model Sequence o

‘4

R r’-"

v , ) o

rm— napinins
——— -

. 0rder of o inescriptiod of ictivity I
, Occurrence - “”jnn A | o
Pre-referral*finterventions 1 Several nodificeriona in the classroom environment vere nade by Bert 8
et L PR teacher on’ the hasis of behavioral observations. | :
*g“’néaerfai.g‘a" ; '3 Msde by Bert ] teacher primarily for behavior difficultias that also .
oot o interfered vith acadenic progress.‘ e S
 Review of referral i 3 Done by special ed team, ‘assessnent reconmended Aeseaament by outside fﬁt
B "“ ‘ | agency was "suggested" to parents, | S
ffdsseesnent team appointed 3 | Done by special ol team when aesessment was approved
5‘Parenta1 permiseion to aggess | .. 4 Written parental approval obtained. L
‘Aesesament | B 5,7 Conducted by school (2 individuals uaing 5 devices) and outsidevagency.
Review of assessnent results 6,8 School results reiiewed ith parent and agency representative at first
' | ‘ - ‘ Fducational Planning Conference; no decisions made. Agency results
| revieved st aecohd Educational Planning neeting; eligibility decision
' S ol
R .- vas made, [ ERRE | -
". Eligibility deternination 4 8 Done ‘at eecond lducational Planning Conference by considering whether
R - B Bert vas learning‘disabled. ‘jf"' “
\Contact parent after assessment’ 5,7 Parents given assessment results at’ hoth Educational Planning
LT | Conferenceatr | .
o Dewelop IR - th developed because Bert vas declared ineligible for apecial
et education services.“
‘QPlatenent;decision ‘- § Placement in 1D progran was considered at Educationsl Planning |

:Parental permission for placement

7Deuelop strategies to implement

i vt 'f

Conference via question of vhether Bert vas learning diaabled.
Mot obtained because placement not made.\\:‘e‘\~“; N ":“ )
Not developed becauae Bert was declared ineligible for servicee. ;h

A
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. A

figve;uetiou\oflﬁetttijeoseosuenttbevices and Personnel -,’.,d S

' Persomel e et
g ‘ R o

o I | -
%Illinois Teat of Psycholinguistic o ‘ B ¥
' Abilitiea : ‘ R i

v fBeery-Buktenica Developmental Teet - .55 hrs
: of’Visual-Motor Integration B : P
7;Goldman-Friatoe—Woodcock Test of
Auditory Diacrtminetion
. 3.5 hrs

Tablebincludes only those devicea and personnel iﬂvolved 1n assesament
- An outside agency elso conducted a 1 1/2~day assessment

ERI!
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. Order'of :
' Occurrence

. Teble 4-1 - S

7Mmmmwnmmuummmmmmwmmmwmnmmej

Description oi’ Activity

{ ‘fPre-refertal interventions
‘Referrsl
Review of referral

. Assessnent‘tesn appointed

| ,‘Psrentel permiseion to assess
| ,Assessment

o ‘Reviev of assessment results

| .Eligibility deternination

. Contact parent after sssessnent
‘Develop IEP .‘f

.oPlacenent decision

.;Psrentsl permission for plscllent

I

" No pre-referral intecventions occurted,

Made by Doug's teacher for academic difficulties,

~ Done by screening committee; evaluation reconmended

Screening committee specified thst Doug should be assessed by SLBP
teacher,

Obtained by school socielvvorker ov¢r phonefthen in writing, % ktl -
Conducted by one individual using three devices. o
Done at Educstional-Plenning Conference, slong vith eligibility, 1EP, |
and placement decisions, . '

Done at Educational Planning Conference.

Hother given sssessnent rssults and proposed services at Eduestionsl
Plenning Confetence.

Developed at Educstionel Planning Conference to conform to echool'
curriculun.

Made at Bducstionsl Plenning Conference.

'Obtsined at Educational Planning Conference. o |
| Specific strategies deternined by specific skills niesing fron

Doug 8 repertoire.;

o L'The progran v inplenented

i B Doug's prosress vss nonitored by veekly tests. LA plsnned'yeer~end
S stsffing neetins vss never held - “» J .‘ o i




'4.5 hrs - » o

oo a’l‘im entry :la the totalb t::lme spent in assessment by the per.:'sbn i;i'.the |
e firat colmm : Ch ‘ ‘ co

[€)

RIC’
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Ch j_“‘_Réllétien:éhibftbf'\Sequ'enc”é of Activities in Ma‘r‘ilyn'sCsse to the Model Sequence

R

.5ﬁode1‘Seouence'[Hp.'. B Orderjof; C N ‘Description of Activity
b;i..”]l_.cje“‘ r ',;u‘ '.i ‘:‘\Occurrence S o
'\; Pre-referral interventions 1 Teacher reported that free-tine rewards vere used to motivstethrilyn B
i .Referrsl EEEE N A ; Made by Marilyn o teacher for scsdenic difficulties, | ;
Review of referralﬁaai 5 ‘Done at referral review meeting after assessnent had been conducted.t"‘
'{_Aesessment,tean.sppointed | ; ‘Specisl ed teschers are. respoﬁsible for sssessment in the séhool.

e u o . o o No gpecial sssignments of resppnsibility were mede.

Obtained by teacher at fall peépnt-teecher conference.

Psrentsl permission to 488688 3
Assessnent o ... | ¥ Conducted by one individual using aix devices,
Reviev of assessment results 3 Done at referral review neeting. along with eligibility determinstion.l
Eligibility determinstion | 5 ‘Done at referral reviey neeting. |
Contsct parent sfter sssessnent 6 Mother given assessment results at 12 Conference. Genersl progren
- o ' was discussed, o
: | lfDevelop\IEP - - o 7 Done sanetine sfter IEP Conference.‘c
o PlsCenent:decision o 57 Made at referral réview meeting; decision vas 5 to provide indirect
SO o B special education services,
5 . Parental‘permission for plscenent" 8 o Obtsined signsture on second IEP forn sent to mother.

n Develop strategies to inplement | School psychologise, vho vas responsible for developing behavior
B T . modificstiqn progid, was told by teachers that Marilyn had improved

. considerably and & systenstic progran vss not needed

u'lMWMMMMM[-l- %MMJWMWMMMJmmmMMMWMMWW
S SRR ~confirn that a specific intervention had beén inplemented, .

fwmmﬁmmfw,Mle.MMMMWMWWAMMWMWWWMM e
ARIEECT I o - services because then services nsy be stsrted 300ner next year AR I
- .f she needs them, L R




e
voqy Individual Achievement Test
;(reading levela test) g -

; Developmental Teat 0f Viaual-Motor . Maf

) T .f/ Integration : o

_ Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test :
'13¢aq61 ?aychologistg‘f? l;‘ ' Classroom obaetvatioop IR .1 hr

“'rimg

”ontry 13 the total time apont-i “asaessment by the person in the first

‘¢olumn, , e , .
. . bConducted aftor asaessment review meeting for purpose of developing o
- bahavioral management ‘plan for claaaroom L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



‘Relationship of \lSequenc ‘wof Activi‘tiee in Ton 8 Caee to Model Sequence |

0r ‘ erf: of

 Description of Activity

Occurrence
: - No apecific pre-referral interventione occurred
- 1 Ton was' referred by hie teacher for academic. difficeltiee and
RN S innature behavior. |
‘\ '\,R‘eviev.‘of%v}.referral.‘ 2 Done at veekly ataffing meeting, need for language, peychological, o .
T and reading evaluatione ws . specified. o ‘
| Aeeeeement tean appointed | 3 Social worker was designated 8 case nanaget, Specific evaluations
G e \ reconmended determined vho vould adminieter aaaeeement. | ,
 Parental pernission to dgsess . 4 st permieaion elip, sent. Hone with student, vas lost, A eecomd alip
E o o vag sent hone vith the atudent and returned the next day.
" Agsesgment ‘5‘,7',9 - Conducted by five individuale ueing 1 devices or proceduree. Dwo
| SR montha were taken to complete g1 evaluations; results vere discussed
| ) | 88 individual evaluatione vere completed :
" Review of aeaee'ement results 6,8,10 Done at three veekly staffing meetinge a8 aseeeament reaulte became
T oo T o avalable, .
L Eligibility determination 10 Done at staffing vhen all assesment reaulte vere reviewed. 0fficial
T R eligibility vas determined by special education director after TEP
o o conference. ‘
L ‘Cont_act parent after aeae;emnt 1 Mothier given assessment results at IR conference. General
T - | ~ progran vas diacuaaed S
‘Develop\IEP 1 Developed by SLBP teacher vithin tvo veeke folloving the IDP
IR ’  conference, o ot
 Placenent decision R * Done at ataffing meeting shet a1l assessnent reeulte vere: revieved and

| :5 farental 'permiaaion for .'plhafcement

:-W.. .

U

Develop .\...‘..."1..‘; to r...-r.‘...‘.’.‘.’; .

|
|
R

\

\

i
s

‘; oJectivee vere. erplained. R

“eligibility determined Placement wag made on Daeia of vho lrad tine s
to provide services. ) e

Obtained at meeting of SI.DP teacher andmother vhere ahort tern

Specific atrategiee, other than eelectimg grade-appropriate o
Ntm&lﬂ *"ver"no_ "reported. O ”’_j}‘L“,j

Servicea vere initiate




n ‘observation

‘SLBP Teacher
o Woodcock Reeding Mhscery Tests

Informale(discricc cescs - reading
"wricing)

 socia1 worker f n 'Inrerview (mother) x" .f S 1!0,5?5;

;Speech Therapisc Carrow Elicited Language Test ':ﬂ 2,0 hrs7
Decroic-Audicory Memory subtescs ' s

,lnnrse'];‘3] j'l 37; Developmencal hisrory o :yf o _ 1;Oﬁhrsf,
- ‘si ,,1 - Vision and hearing screening‘b""f B L

ZaEach time enCry is the tocal time spent in assessment by the person in
the first eolumn .

- . : )@"

'bConducced prior to che final review eonference.

ERI!
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T?""‘}llo mcmc pro-rofoml intomnuono oooumd« i

nm ufoml udo in Ilombot by mhor. Jooy m refatred by/ | Y
jlnil mchu' in Docubot. L ,./ i \/ . /

B Iomv ot uloml

" Done at ueokly mmng mttng‘ followins lothor l ntoml.

P Amuunt tm oppoluw' - . : ) tm |ppolntnd bec siige oxtonoivo toot multo Ners mmblo !rol
S e previous schoed, Latet, decision was sade to oonduet !ofoml tntm
) B LTS R ~and o :uchllansum evaluation. IR RO R

E r@n@:.‘;jrﬁﬁ:.‘.m :o.oua. S ereatal perniasion vas obtainod to aoqutu ncordo frin puviouo | o
B -~ achool, - Permdsnion vas not obtlinod for 1ntoml mtins or mochl L
P o lanauaso mluation. SRR B .

SIS “‘liqii""' R Major * mmuont" constated of the uvlw of recordo fron Iy’ 'y .
ST o |  previous school, Infoml tasting and opoochllansmo mluot 0e vm Y
SO Lo Ao conducted by two 1ndivldullo uoiog ﬂvg dmm. o \‘ BESRRN

| lovtw o! mmloot mulu % et mmng mtinz vhen ochool ucordo ond infoml tminl \
o ‘ o ety wn mllnblo. T \

| llislhility dototllultlon o Joey'o oliglblltty for mvicu m nom fomlly mml. but on tlu \
v , o * . basis of -conversations with hs puvloul ‘school, aligibility vas -

R Y o aaeumedy Pt ducunloo of who could: ptovldo sorvices. obeurred u ‘

e RS the Noveaber 1) naating before: his pmlouo school. records were ob=
| T L © . tafned, ’ Offictal eligibility van obtained frol opocm oducat!oo“ |

T R ‘ .dlmtor lltorprogrubmn.

T Contleo pgm;..rmmum 6 ‘al'mnto vm £ contoot vith tho ubool throughout tho proom.
| BT ' | "‘_;Hm forul mttog ulth thu oim.ummnt:m tlu IEP oonhum.

g

¥ alter; spacilic shor
n had been ;




2.00 hrs

.25 hrs -

13.50 hrs.

'-'Z;Oo*hrsw_é-

‘fRecord review
1Interv1ew (parent)

12,00 hrs

Soctal Worker

‘ w!hursedl~”}>h' bgwlpRecord review 7” 'Hﬁ"- B z;oo‘hisf.”

ﬂVision and hearing screening

‘Principal * :-”vRecord\review AR S 2.0d‘hrsﬁ'
: I "‘3Interview (parent) ' ' 7 ST

/ 3 - . -
LR ————

,aEach time entry is the total time spent: in assessment by the person
in. the ‘first column ‘ .

‘bGiven in mid-year for developing the program plan.
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Refeml | aluation' . |Assdgn Case Hanagar' | Yes |Assesinant
dacussed in -\ Recomended } y | couplete Forw 2; - - Y coupleted, -
Child‘Study | "N 1/ |copy sent to_pmmts‘ N’ L
Conlties . |~ SYT o e

Other interventions | o |Pellowup -
nay be recomended; [ | vith personal
parents’ not neceasarﬂy " |or phone con-
contacted L 1 [eaet

s

“_.Parents contacted (e \ ‘ ’ : Spé.chl“l!_dﬁ‘c‘lfio‘ﬂa ‘ erimn,—i‘orﬂ. ,
(by:madl for 2nd | { attend? JYedl declet =\ placevent? pernission obtained
Coupilation cona' - ‘ o ot e S

;.'iNo meetlg | lucomndatiom
| helds. poraoml | . Y dhcumd
[or phoneccon |

tnct made
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s B Hgure 32

Steps Followed During Susie's Case

- (Sip:,, 1979) . o ' " [ susie en:cra third grade
. S (firsc year in :his school)

CIlsl:uom teachar contacts parents

"and SSW regarding a conflict be-
- tween Susie and a clasama:e

J

SSH oblerves Sucie and classma:e,
) “weets with them to attempt improving
" thedr tela:}qnship‘and clasltooqﬁCOOperation

_ 1

e S 4. Fall parent-teacher conference:
S (Rov. 14, 1979) N teacher- informs parents. of Susie's -
ER B , . ) C ' academic problem; requests their
' : ' lupport of a referral for special

ed amgessmont -

(Nov. 30, 1979) Building special ed team receives
: ‘ 'tefcrra;. accepts, assigns assessment

- . ‘ Al N
N te R . v "
B mrmmirn, . : . o . - )

' o ' ’ - .Lg;tef-ﬁl: Notification to parents of ‘ .
: decision to assess; request for
" written parent consent

. :. . i .

LA .

“iae : ’ \L
R

Formal Assessment occurs B

T

i SSW contacts parent about.date
~ [for Educational Planning.Conference

(Jan. 21, 1980) o Bdhcational.Planning‘Conference:
o | Susie declared ineligible for service.

Parents given written-guidelines - -
‘ tor 1mproving reading skills at home o

S . Paren:s and classroom ‘tearher: develop '

-W‘ T -} -homework plan to. remediate Susie's
o : . » G N I academic deficit* T

)




‘(ﬁd‘nwuz. 1979)
T ©(rall, 1979)

(Kov., 1979)

. (Nov., 1979)

(Dac. 13, 1979)

(Yeb. 22, 1980)

-

(SP_i'ing, 1980)

-® " Form appoars

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Steps Followo

\ iliuga 1=3

»

d 3'Dur1:ns ‘Bort’s Case

137

li\!ornnl communication prior to
Bert's entering tho school

4

hnn:-tnchor. dilcuilimﬂ

Tescher files Student Referral Form*

.S$W and classroom toacher mest with
parents to explain nssessment. At
this mesting, they discuss, but are
caveful sot to recommend, the work
of an agency. which doos sulti~
facered psychocducational nssessment.

Special ed taan accepts referral * e

’ Parente give approval ior assessment (Letter Al%).

1l

Family contacts ou:udq
sgracy ¥

d

J

Schon)! staff does assese~-
ment .

T

i

. .agency.

Kducational Planiing Coaferance #1.
School preseats assasscint data to
parents and 8 represantative of the

3

Ouﬁlld_u ageucy sssesses

Kducational Planning Conference f2.
Outside agency presents sssessmant
.. -] .dita. - student declared by team to
% 2] ‘be ineligible for SLBP services.

q- hd.fy begine treatment
|: with outside agency

I’x

!

Classroom teacher initiates
behavior wodification program
in classroom

g

1

- Repeated home-school contacts
‘Teachar suggests snd neutrologist

. agrees: to medicstion; teachsr
recosmends specinl ed summer’
school, contact with another
mental health agency

R




r:lguu 5-1. .

Seqmcn of Acr.ivic:l.u 1n ‘H.Hany 's Cue

nuomm. DISCUSSIONS nmm REGULAR TEACHER

. " october 1979

. AND SPBCIAL !DUGATION

| PARENT TEACHER .CONFERENCE .
- Dhcnn behavior problem : :

. N”““‘”” | o | |- Parent signs permission to assess o .

| epucaTIONAL ASSESSMENT CONDUCTED BY SPECIAL EDUCATION

: "HBETIRG'

'December 1979 . - - /" DECISION TO PROVIDE = N\
| S | IRECT SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICE

Jan ‘1536 STUDENT DROPPED FROM TITIE 1 SERVICE-
anuary TO AVOID cnossovsn IN SERVICE

1st IEP not returned signed by parenﬂ

v

2nd IEP sent. and returned signed

1

N o N
I3 . l B -
3 f

FORMAL- ’HEETING BHWBEN SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST AND _ ' Lo i
SPECTAL EDUCATION TO DESIGN BEHAVIOR INTERVENTION o

mmvzmzon IMPLEMENTED IN THE CLASSROOM

"~ June 1980

" DECISION NOT TO N\
TERMINATE FROM SPECIAL'
‘ EDUCATION SERVICE - \




Figure 6-1

Steps in Scl'loo'limurict'n Decision-Making Process

» Steg l'

Written referral by

classroom teacher.
Principal schedules

.student on staffing

agenda.

-7

Tean staffing |
occurs ‘weekly.

¢

Provide
N classroom

- aid or con-
sultation .

Obtain parentall
permission for
ua_'eumnt

N

Discuss stu-|

dent pro-
gress; per-
fodic review|

J

f ) Full assegsment by
, team-determined
! members
Team sxtnffing to
. review cssessment
. ‘  results :
3 T
I1EP staffing with
" 5 e parent
Parent approval
- e —— Placement imtil eligi-
i.%] A1l Porms to Specidl . ] ‘bility confirmed by
r ] - Educatiom Director . . € Director '. o
i for Blig!}.biu.ty;‘Approvallz ; S
VL p— / \ [ Assigned resource teacher
;1] Disagrees | Agrees ;- develops short and
- j - \' ~ term goals
' Discusa at . | -Placement . is o
- team staffing. ~official’ IR A
SR A

\)‘

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

long-

- Pexiodic ‘Review

139

Forms:

N

Referral for Special
Education Services

Pupil Staffing Report

Parental Involvement:

Referral and Assessment

Description and
Interpretation

Assessment Reviev and
Needs Determination

Individual Educatiqn

Program Plan.

Level and type: of service
Least Restrictive
Alternative Statement

need:.

Requast for Parent
IER Approval "~

Individual E&uchtion .
Program Plan

.Pupil Staffing Report

Status Report
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la
T v form 0 1
white: cusulative recor

: eanary: perent
. piaks z:l_o IS::‘CI'

... STUDENT SPECIAL NEEDS REFERRA L

:‘Studcntp : B C ‘ Grade: Date:

'Nm_of.nren‘t(s) o S T )
 or Guardians: _ . Qtudeng Date of Birth

. N
Address of Parent(s) o '
or cuardi-ans:‘ : _Pmon Making Refeml. .
_ N School: '
* Parent(s) or Guardians Phome #: ;. ~
¢ REASON FOR REFERRAL: ' .
VDéSCﬁIBE"STUDENT"S TYPICAL ﬁBHAVIOR IN THE.CLASSROONM:
\" . BACKGROUND INFORMATION: - : . v
. D:te Eu-ent(s)/cuardim Infoncd of" Idmtifzcation, - 3 - '_~ ‘
» : 'Y M v:‘ - - - - . : o
Conplcto nnd return to b'.rj.ldmg principal or child studv chairparson a
’ ] .~ S . . R Ly . = woSS Seswesesssees
s Dccisi_on(s)__ L e e

CAsmnn‘g‘er Assigned
Principal' Si.gnztu*e I . .__Date o
'(.hild Study Chair S;lgnatm ) o " 2 Date




form# 2
¢ . ) .
white: cumulative vece

s e

R N R I ___(Séhool)
S = : B (Address)
| —(Date)
Dur Puontslcucdim of R ‘ ) .

ol mtuso of our ‘concern \d.th your chud's curront porfomnco in school.
4 ’ J " we would ‘like to assess’ hin/har. Ne went to learn more sbout your child. Your - )
fnl:lngs and. thoughts are very upornnt to us. The usumnt suucstcd will be: -

»

U © " DESCRIPTIONOFARBAS =~ -~ * ' | L o o

“ 0.7 OF ASSESGMENT S Mmoo . PLACE

: V , s . e ol w IR - f
/’” ! n ) c'

- lhcu‘ this asscssnent 13 ﬂnished, the results will be sharod with yau.
'ﬂusc usults \;yl bc used -to plnn for your child. ,

‘:J
- We must have your consent to begin the assesncnt. Pluso sign thc bottom

of one copy of this letter.and return it to school.- ‘You may keep one copy.
Assessment vi‘l proceod cmly when yoy return xhis fom signed. _ . . 3

-~ 1€ you vould ‘1ike an explmtion of thc usesuont proceduros or have L 3

tho ruult.s shu'cd privatcly with you, plnu cali :
at . , . . B
. — . 2t

. .Siilcoi'ely,
Camefe e - .

I agree to th@ educationil‘assessnen:. oy L
I do not agree to the educational assessment.
: Plesse contact me . N

S
tUN.
e

‘Parents Signature
T Date

i
&1
-1

L
R




. 3a .
form 2A

‘ ‘ﬁm: cumlative vecord
) CANATY: pareat(s)
R . pink: €ase adnsger
. ORIGINM. N - -
 ASSESSMENT COMPILATION
CNeme - “Date 3
‘Pazent | Case Manager
S Address Date of Coupilation
o ' Phone No. Grade
DR - Birthdate
: I ‘ J o o - v v+t v : .
| ' Directions: Individual Assessment reports shall de attached to
- S this form. :-Descrit_:e below a summary of data.

) _Strengths

' Areas of Need .

5 | Diubinty & megury < .nnmod : 7_' yos no
. -‘lf yes, specify-the . .
o mﬁmd disability 4

© “Signatures of | |
persons agreeing -

‘ to_;bovc _Teport.. ,_~’—-;— - .

Pla« on flle individual
agnenenh

. .,J\

'10.19-79.




FOMS

amulptive ﬂm "

' :::“x rant(
S " o o e ’inl:’ z:uu;lgn
INDIVIDUAL EQUCATIONAL PROGRAM PLAN ‘ .‘\ : S
Parent . L Studont : N
Hnddvess - o Date of Birth _Grade ___-
. City - —— Phone _________School ' ‘ \ —
Case. ﬂinlgor T s -Phone _
Does: ‘the disability crento a hmdica ping condition for the student yes no Vo

1f yes, _continuc. T T A,
' _mcnm mromuou- ' (Rosponsibility of sa:m and vums)

e re, @ 2wt O ot 10w wm— o

“'uvzx. OF: Pucensrrr mmrop TIME azcmmuc ;

\
N

' ‘MD ‘ms Ol’ SBRVICS . WEBEKLY - DATE - I.OCATION STAFF PI'DNE “REVIEW DATE\

SCHOOL APPROYIMATB

& nmcr INpIRECT

: e ] 't_tﬂ—\?u
] W—us—_iﬂ'mcmt mis _

I! Level IV or V:

Describe the. educationaf activities and 1nvolvément"this_ student ﬁi‘)l have in the regular, ' L

ninstream educati onal program- 3 . _ .

| ATTACH APPROPRIATE GOALSIOBJECTIVE FORM 'S0 ©

Check here to indicatc Document 2 has been provided £or parent

'l!ut were the lesser: restrictive altemtives that have been: tried? '_ )

E;up les:

Volunteer Parcnt , - N " Leaming Center
_ Bucket Brigade ’ Remedial Reading -

Rcsourcoll.uming Center . Title I (including
: Cross-Age Tutoring)

Suppo

rt Gro..lps

School Administrator.

Guidance ,
Social Work

' l.ist.any éhanges in personnel, transportation, facilities, ‘curriculum aethods, nntenals. o
oquipmt, or.other” educational services vhich will be made as a resu

it o£ the proposed

Sigmture of approval of educatib'in __plan dcverof;"d ' ‘ '(Form 4 completed)

1. Parent or Guardian

2. Case Manager . .

3. othar tean mesbeste) ~ 6.
4. - o e N 7,
S. - -8.

10- 19-79




fmh

" INDIVIDUAL EPUCATIONAL PLAN {169) L
\ (Attach to Chi'd Study Form 3) “vhites  cusitative seten
: = L eamsyt pirent(s)
- A ‘ . piski cue minger
Studcnt'a{lmt_;’ L Schuol Year
Toun Hesbers: Case Manager
10719779
GOALS Hri’ttenJ 0BJECTIVES SYIBIUTY OUTCOHES ,
| | / o oo g
' ! N )
~ !'- L
- ) . ¥
. o .
w P U
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7a

" A — -

Documeat 3 X

.
.-
'

your child's prograam and to help pun
. « Thess m mw dm :

" 1.} You may ask. e&lk'av-?; parson of yw: cholce come with you to tha

: ing. 1 onwbcnautt-ubo:c:t:'

** may be somecne who does. not work m the ldaanl.. such as a relatiwe,
= as counselor, etc. This- _
perscn may be somscos who might help explain the racial, cultural, ..

oz-handicapping pecformance of your child, " o

, 2. Yo nydaoouuuv; an m: of your child's odmuml ‘
-~ - ‘eeds conductad by othar than school personnel &t your own

_ As & parent, you hawe an Luume u your child's educaticn. ~The
s you ubm
are the

%

S 3. Youmay ask to talk vith scmecas at school who can tall You
- - mmm&mmx Mabout.ym child's

4 rmmutumm behéoi'a nenxd- about your child. You I
.‘_3‘. .mmmmumuumquoymeuw-m . -

1.'-mwm¢smumwmmmmmuq
-, cieference, !um“ukmmmdumwm

: L nﬁlwhnwﬁn& umummmm.
R ‘_mmxwpmuampm.\am:o:amm:m
; mwmumwwmm:. .

- -~
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. - . .
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e . : -3
e | : _ | rom\gg T
. PROCESS EVALURTION FORM - | -
- 1, *1 feel my ideas were heard and included in the team planning. o
IR 01234567 8.9°10 R
‘ © . paver . s’o‘mtims‘ : always
- \- ) \ } . - ,' .v - 3

2. 1 feel that pe‘ople'have‘b‘een‘ respectful of each other's individual
- differences in thoughts and feelings and’ contributions. ,

012345678910
naver _ sometimes always

3. 1 feel the‘proc‘ess"involved 1vn planning for this child has maximized
input from a1l parties involved. ‘ _ .

01234567 8-910
never . - sometimess = always.
4. 1 feel sa.tisfiked with the decision raa;hed by the team.

6 123456782910 ..
never . sometimes always

5, My general reaction to the planning process iSc.eeeees

3

6. My genaral reaction to the decision 15..eeuere

oufld's Name R o - Stgned _.

: . 8 ' o o ate
i ) ' - | :
! 20-19-79 | AT - 125
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/1St T B COPLETE 0 00T BLTRITCOCCL T ST L

Pt HOCESS CYECNLISY FOR THE DEVELOMONT OF Tt 100

- [ETugtnt Turomriov)
‘ M : bivinate

gl

mhss

v Rt ar other
Legil Gurdion

Telephone: Home
- Cage Mamagt

P : ) . :
" Foroon TRpRRTRYS Tor compTIaRce IO proceturel segoirds

Date Ascomplished
NoathfbapiYesr

l

TimsiaL vhomLcn Incatircation
1, hareteTracher Contact |
8 !;tudm Referrad

<3, CS1 Msassment M"f_.

o (wioL s

T, Parent conticted by (nana) to amplala send
for ind scope of fariay YacaTiom] Assesint § Kpront)

2 Pirent. glven parestl right gtotement

.l. Parant approva) of Tormal Ciations) deasssment
{Letter 1) gt~

4 et lisponse:
b, Dersisston recetved {in oriting)
b Pernlssion deated (narfting}

8, Fomad Edoratione] Rssestoent completad withln i}?ﬁl '
diys of (51 dechston [ .

idline Qe
6, Parent contacted by {mne) to eplafa
risults of fomal [GRATTEMT Tosessnent M to piter

parent dssestrent Ingit, -
Tor G fouchTion, Migs|

1, Phirent motified of nluitimi plinatsg cfersace (fom €
12 sent andjer o) Invitatiea ptvan) ]

!

8. Conference Neld: (Spéz"y eonfarence daty for A0, salfar {
) bm;-lm thal stuent ek nat meed Spectal Eiucations
services ' :

YO
Lo

OUE PROCESS CHELKLIST

Prinary Langupe of foally_______

FEE B

‘ lmm nsstswan]

, r o
' Bate Aeeomlithed
{ Roath/ diy/jur

¥, Octerningd that atodent’s |rml sdusations! sends \f
- gan be met on bullding leve), : c
€, Detersingd 1ot student's spectal edvcations) meeds .
A cival be ol 04 bullding lewl, ]
4 Mfeal e 1o spechal edueation Sipernlsor,

3, Coaference beld 1 deternine out of bul ding progroa
" flevel W) ‘
T 4

e, (owATion, My
Vritten; ' ‘} .

1, Parest contucted by " (o) 1o .
I

oplaln Inéivida) (RaliomT P

2, Narent Jotification of Individunl Dducation Paa
{Form 3} sant within 10 scheod days of education]
* plnalng conferqnce | .
. GadTlne il
3, Parent Raspome:
8. Pernlgsion glven ‘ .
Orad pernission recetved by 3

: : Ml Tl
Kritten peralysion received

ko response | 10 sehoot dys |
v hullglm doated {1 writing)

#
* [lenented:

I, Indtvida Tstructional Pon attaced L

LY ’ .
1, hireat conticted by ) to .
J—L— .

wm
* ephiin Individua) I TrictTead Flm.|
sasmsembasvem—
r[lIODIC VIS

Keth perladic revies 1o be Meld vl coledar e ' .
folloving phacesent { ,

/ e Gite
" Hrst parlodic reviev, Copy §lven to or seat to
pirent ad abtuched, '

Secoad perlodlc revies, Copy given to or sent @ pat
1 attched, -

S B

¥ ‘
o be conducted b east once gvery to years for studests with

o prinary placesent 1 Soechs) Tducatizn, Tollow sare procedun)

stegs s for Inlthad Formal Educational Assessment begiming
vith Farent Contact, | ___

|
L alTne |

New Duz Procans DeckHise ptarted 11 '
OCMSSION OF PROGRAY SERYILLS. ‘ L i

|

" Rtach page ) Due Process Oneckiist: Terimation af Pregraa Services i 0
ferednation of » Spechil Edocation sarvice s comidensd,  ° )
i ‘ ‘ [ { W10
y _ g
. | : ‘
| ' p oMy
‘ t v
P ) l , B 10 { .
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: 1b
T— Student Referral Form -
T i ' \J ~ Menth Day Yoar
Person Making Referral’ — : Date T
Chak the areas where the student is experiencing difﬂculty and doscribo tho behaviors.
, __J INTELLECTUAL iearning rate, trsmstoring kil retantion i, ____
DACADEMIC math, soch sociel studies, resding, writing, science, wic.
[[] COMMUNICATION SKILLS  sosch. st srouctin vics oty idrsacio ongags, v o, .
DPHYS_ICAI. . vislon, hesring, orthopedic condition, state of haskth, etc.
[]PERCEPTION - emst sy, ros mote, v o, o
; D_SO__CIAI./!M_O‘I’IONAI. | ‘mwmm«mm%Wm.
o [ ] ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR ' totowing chaue wiendotyrovines i the s
| E]vocanom . werk tolerance, marketable Jeb skil, eta
“ _ » | )
| [ ]omem
Parent Contacted Yes [:l NoD 4 ‘nm A,
Person making referral do NOT wrih bclow this line. —
_ SsY lnfomcﬁon o
‘ ssT Dacision To Adsnss Yes E:] NoO -n(m L L
'IMA Doy Yewr ‘
B[O MiGeime Mmmsmmmumm

12y




2b .
. ] 3 { ‘%
'ASSESSMENT SUMMARY FORM
‘Student_____ ' . Birthdate___/__ /
School ; | _ Grade
Parson’ Completing Form : Date / /
PRESENTING PROBLEM: |
PARENT INFORMATION:
P
AREAS TO BE ASSESSED: BY WHOM: -+ BY WHOM:
‘Intellectual . - SR Perception . ‘ :
- ' . Social/Emotional . ‘
Acadenic - 5 - Adaptive Behavior '
. . - - .. Voeational -
Communication Other v
Health —_—
. Cover) : - f

;€1 12{»  ' 179




 ASSESSHENT
“TECHNIQUES'

_RESULTS

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

1
“

N
"




. 4b
LEARNING DISABILITIES ELIGIBILITY
- WRITTEN REPORT -
1. Student : Birthdate _
School . Grade ’
2. Eva;uaxioﬁ:TEdm;'
. 'Signaturé/Pogition ‘ ) ‘ ‘__ §iggéture/?bsition

b

" 3, The Evaluatzcn Team ‘has determlned that this student has a

§pec1f1c 1eamin£ dzsabxlzg ba.sed on: ‘ \—‘.*
a) a severe d:.screpancy exlsts between ...blllty and achzevement, o
b) - there is a severe dlscrepancy between achzevement and
ahility in the following areas:
_ P T ,oral expression, )
' 2, -‘listexiin_g comprehension,
—_— 3 ﬁrittep ex#ression,f'
;l;_ . basic reading skill,
__l__ 5. reading comﬁr;‘e—hension;-
— b ;mat ematics ca.lculation,. :
7. mathematlcs reasom.ng,
.¢) the discrepancy is not the result of other known

handlcapplng conditions or of environmental, cultural or

economic -disadvantages.

o



Yo . A team member, other than the classroom teacher,. observed this
W : student's academic performance in the regular classrocm settlng oni/.

(date(s)). " Relevant behav;ors
Ehfing the observatlon of the student were'

Area Behavmors Per Mlnute
student peers

vNoise ) _

Out of place : - .

Classyc ° o - '

Off Tas -

The relatlonsth of the observed behavzors to the child’'s academzc
functlonlng appear to be:

S.» The.educationally_relevant medical findings, if any, are:

1

»-

6. The-determination-of the team concernzng the effects of. envzronmental, ’
‘ cultural, or economxc dlsadvantage are.
/- — T
7

The signature of each team member certlf-es that this report
reflects hla/her conclusion.

~Any exceptions are listed as follows.'

This conclusmon does ‘not reflect my professzonal concluszcn -
- and I will submit a separate statement"
- Signature Poszﬁion-

Jocuments in support of thls repcrt are 1nc1uded in the student'
..peclal educatzon file. -

‘8. .Date of Repcrf

szte -
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FORM A

INDIVIDUAL INSTRUCTIONAL PLAN (IIP)

;is form will be a.tached tc thc IEP énd a, cOpy sent to parent as soon as IEP is cnnplqtod or no
j.er ‘than six weeka after commencement of service.

TOENT o SHOOL__ PROGRAN(S)

TES: 1IEP COMPLETION ) . 1IP COMPLETION . REVIEW

P o | : —— - Definition | Target | Person
loal |  Specific Objective(s) | : ~ |of Success | Date | Responsible
o
N
[ 4
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THIS rom MUST BE conpm:n TO DOCUMENT DISTRICT COMPLIANCE WITH' STATE LAW

EU! PROCZSS CHECKLIST FOR THE QEVELOPHENT 0! THE lgéa ch

Student s = . mirthdate ./ /
Mddress : - School : :
MERRSE e
.'i'olcphonc : Home . " Bﬁs hcss
. Process Managsr ’ ' : ’ ' o .-
o - mpmﬁr_ '

procldural ntcguu‘ds
Date Accomplished
HEntE7ﬁy5?ur .

1.. Parent-Teacher Contact | o . A L

PROBLE] DE] , o], ON

2. Student Rchx'nq.d . : . 1 .'

3. SST Assessment Decision ' 1 !
FCRMAL EDUCATZONAL ASSESIHDIG

. 1. Parent contacted by ) - (nama) to sxplain nccd 3 ¥ {
) -Jor md scope of Formal cducational Assessment

2. DParent Netification of Formal z.ducational Assessnent : | l
_ {Letter #1) sent

. 3. Par-nt Response: .
A. ' Permission Given -

Oral pernission receivsd by ‘ ‘at I L
‘ - . (rame) ) (tizaT i |
Written permission received .
-~ 'Mo response in 10 school days ( )
) : ' deadline date. .
Be Flmunion denied (in writing) : | I
" ., TFormal Educational Auessmnt couplatcd within 30 scheol | ' -
days of SST decision ( ) :

sa ne tC

S. Parent contac ad by (nams) to explain . l I
results of Formal Educational Aueunent ‘

@m-unmc L"DUCATI OEAL "ELD.)'

‘1. Parent Notified of ecucaticnal punning confsrence - | |
(latter #2 gent and/or orai invitazion given) :

2. c::nfcroncc Held: {Specify conference date for A, B, or C)

A. Determiried that studcnt does nct need Spccial Educatiopal l i
services

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Date Accomplished
"ﬁntﬁ?ﬁﬁ?ur B
1 1

Determined that student's special educational needs can be
met .oq_bail‘d.lnz level. .

C. Determined that student's special educational needs cannot

, be met on buildirg level |1
P BHDIVIDUAT ZOUCATIONAL PLAN ' - ,
" : © Writtenr . T - ' oo . A ' !
1. Parent contacted’by ... ' (name) tb explain :
Iratviaual-Eaucationat Plan— A ‘ ||
2, Parent Notification of Individual Cducational Pran - - /
(Letter #3) sent within 10 school days of aducei:~nal /
plaaning conference ( ) /] H
T adline date [
. . . /
' 3... Parent.Response: . S
A; i Permission given - B . : S
Oral permission received b - at 7 | L
. ' ‘ = (nanme) (time) /
‘Written permission received T : - o | |
:No response in 10 school.-days ( ‘ 3 /
o , (13 ¢ date ' R
- #: “Perni¥BIod denfed (in writing) |
Implenented: ‘
1. 'Indtvild'u;‘l_l Instructicnal Plan attached . : . ’ .L
2. PUPRNY"@rTacTed by ‘ (nane) to explain "
Individual Instiuctional Plan , l
-
3oth periodic veviews to b’ held within calendar year following
‘Placemamr T_-=° © i
S __333!!30 date R
'!',i;z'lt periodic review. - Copy to be sent to parent and attached. : i 1
b ’ : ) . ‘ -
Sacond pericdic reviev. Copy to be sent to parent and attached, ] 1

To ba.conducted at lesst once. svery two years for students with
\ 4 placemant in Special Education. Follow same p: ~dural
steps as for iniridl for ';:_dut):ltionll Adsessmant beg. .ng with

Parent Contact (.-

K

Attach page 3 Due Process Ch;ckzist;- Termination of Program Services when termination of a
Special Educartion gervice is considered. - . ‘ : ' ‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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o

A -~

SST REFLNRAL REVIEW

&. STUDENT INFORMATION

Srudent L ] *  pate _- / /
Address  Birthdate / /_
. Parent or Othsr Legal Guardian Grade ‘
Telaphone: 'i'lo'm - Business Room Number
Person Completing Form K Scheol ' .

‘B. STAFT PROVIDING SERVICE TO STUDENT

. Teacher(s) - Plsase specify subject Social Worker i '
' Counsellor ‘
N\n"c .
Spesch Clinician -
) Spa-ial Education Teacher(s) ' Psychologist
' N Other
C. ASSESSMENRT (Hitnin. last two y.:rt) - Please attach all available asscssment results.
Area ' mn%.rt_gy .;r . Results Axtached
, | .
—_—t —_—
S — —_—
_ —_
____L-— ¢ —-——L——
. —_—t N B
e —_—
D. HEALTH -RTORMATION ¢
Hearing - o o R L
vision ‘ L .

I. COMMUNITY RESOURCES SEPVING STUDENT - PLEASE LIST AND DESCRIBE SERVICE.

F. SST ‘DECISION TO ASSESS: _ . Yes Ho S date :
: ' - T . (record this date on Student Refarral Form)

Yy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Parent Notxflcatzon of Educational Asgessment
Letter #1
(School)
(Address)
. (Date)
& ~ Dear Parents of ____ ’

. To make the best pLans for your child in school, we would
like to assess him/her. We want te learn more about your child.
- Your feelings and thoughts are very important to us. The assess-
ment sugsested w;‘ be: : ,

Assnssm'r‘ BY WHOM - " PLACE

Hhen this asgsessment is finished, we will let you know. We
can then revxew the results. and make plans. '

We would like your consent to begin the assessment. Please
sign the bcttom of one copy of this lettszr and return it to school.

You nay keep vne copy. If we do not hear from you by
‘ (Date)

we will assume that we have your consent. If you would like us to
~begin sooner, w2 must have this letter signed and returned. .

- We would be happy to discuss thzs with yoa. If you have
questions, please call at e .

Sincerely,

- - ’

axzree to the educatlonal assessment.
Ew a0t agree to. the educational assessment. N

Please contact me.

(Parent’s Slénafuref’ ' - (Date)
See back of yellow copy for Parental Rightd'

Yellow - parent copy = Pink - school record .

)
QO
(]
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Parent Notification of Individual Educationul Program
- Planning Conference

Letter #2°
| ‘ (School)
D (Address)
(Date)
Dear Parents‘of : »

: Wa would like you to come to a meeting to help us write a
plan for your child. It will be basad on the completed assess-
ment. We hope you can come to the meeting.

Itgwill be:

i ~ Date and Time Place

toIf you want to change the time or place, please call me at

Telephone
Sincerely,

Ses back of yellow copy qu Parental Rights:

-

wn) White ~ sctwol copy Ysllow - parent copy ©
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-PARENTAL RIGHTS

As a parent, you have an interest in your child's education.
The schiool -wants you to know about your child's program and
to help plan for changes in it. These are the things: you

may’ do:
1.

You may ask to have a person of your choice on the
planning team. This person may be a staff member or

it may be someone who does not work' for the school. You -
might want someone at the conferenge to help. the team

understand -the racial, cultural, or handicapping dif-
ferences of ycur child. ' , ‘

You may choose to have an assessment of your child's
educational needs conducted by other than school personnel

' at your own expense.

3.

4.

your child's strengths and needs.

‘You may. ask to tﬁlk‘with someone at ‘F&nool who can

t2ll you about the assessment and what it showed abqﬁt

You may ask to see the school's records -about your
child.. You may also ask for copies of the records.

You may.fake pdrt in the .team meeting whenlyour éhild's

"educational program is planned.

You may object to the assessmernt qr/the educational
plan. Check the line on the lgzzér that says- "I do

not agree." The school will t contact you to discuss
the areas of disagreement. If necessary, a conciliation
conference will be arranged. The conference will be

- held at ‘a time and place that is best for both you and
’ th_c sc_hcojuo' s o e —- oy se——— .o - '

1IfAyoﬁ attend the conciliation cornference, the Schdoi

wiil not change your.child's educational program antil :
agreement is reachad. If you do not attend the conecilia-
tion. conference, the school will go ahead with the plan.

P

7

bnd
-Co
(&%)
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Parent Notification of Individual Educc :cicnal Frogram

Letter #3
‘ (School)
(Addresg)
(ﬁate) o
- .\«\\ t
N
/
Dear Parents of ) - .
4, the Educational Plannfhg Conference held on S
s dividual Educational Plan was written for your child.

aase sign one copy of this plan and return it to school.
This will mean thdt you are willing to have the school begin using
iw. If we do nog<hear from you by s we will assume
: B : - ' (Date) - :
that we Fava your consent. If you would like us to begin sooner,
we must huve this-fopm signed and returned. " e -t T

4 more detajiled plan will be written by your child's teachers
after tha services degin. You may ask for a meeting to ciscuss

the Tian at any time by contacting : at
Sincerely, ' ’ Ly
‘ ' :/" -
g :
h ~—_ ___\__///"“ “” Ii -
,A///‘ " Sae ﬁacg af yellow copy for Parental Rightu
(432) ¥hite - school copy Tellow - parent copr ’ ’ ’ _"“*Mh?__;;“;
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\

Parent Noi. ficatic : harm;nation of Special Education Program
. Letter lu ’
(School)
(Address)
~ (Date)
Dear Parents of ‘ ,

\

The progress of your child in '
» —  (Name of Service)
A copy of this review is attachecd.

was raviewed oﬁ .
ate

We would like your consent to end the service. If you heve

any qneations, please call * at .
We would be happy to talk with you about this. s

Please sign this letter and return it to school._ If we do
not hear from you by T , We will end the service.
{dat '

If this service is ended, there will be a review of the
progress of your child within the next twelve months

Sincerely,

ee with this plan.
3 ot_agree with this plan.
Pleas- contact me.

- UFdrent's sSignatursy
- (Date)

\

See back of yellow copy for Parental Rights

- (#433) = thice = parents sign & :ncﬁfu, Ycllovu- parents copy Pink - school copy

l‘l H
<
Mo
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Date: 4/8/76. .

From:

1c

» TRAINING AT@ENDING:AND LISTENING SKILLS

During group listening/teaching activities: .-

. (a) Try to "catch” child attending (just looking at you or waterial,)

" at least .once the first day. Praise child - "You're being a good 1lis-
“tener" ... "I like the way __ (name) ° . is paying attention." The next
day, catch the child attending to you at least twice, then three or
more times on successive days. Always verbally praise child.

(b) Cue the child to attend to you or the materials. If she/he is

: ting -near the front, you can #lrect attention with a touch.on the
bjid Use:the child's name - "Tim, I think you'll iike this story."

. "Amy, did you ever see such a big bear?" ... etc. Make a comment

to the child to encourage interest without requiring a response from

" him/her. = Gradually introduce- simple questions (ones you are sure the
child can respond to) - "What do you think will happen nex%?" Or use

. yes/no type questions, provide a choice of responses, etc. Alaays '
introduce the question for that child with his/her name to cua atten-
tion. Praise responses liberally. Encourage the child to sit near you
or near the materials to be .used. :

(c) Use ex_»contact Frequently look at the child while talking or
reading, and try to catch him/her looking back. ‘

During free periods, irﬂependent work, play, etc.

(a) Follow the grpup"liscening period by taking a moment to ask the
child about the previnu. activity. 'Did you like that story?" ...

"Did you like the way it ended?" ... "Would you like to have a dog

.1ike Harry?" ... etc. (Something simple but requiring soms recollec- -
tion of the previous activity.) .

~

(b) If cuild.is working on a worksheut or other academic task, you
might -ask him to tell you what he is going to do - color, cut out, copy,
_ etc., so that she/he becomes more conscious of directions and impor-
_ tance of recalling them. ‘Praise effozts to vecall directions 6L .. e
" story content. Praise attention to tasks - "I iike the way you're '
working on your letters

ST D e e T T e L e
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R o L y
| CHILD STUDY AND SERVICE DELIVERY

. [casE FrLE

© STUDENT NAME

- School Year

1919 fio__19_ Ji9_-19_ f19_19 {19 19_|m 19 _

School

Grade o ; . ,

Teacher

case. 3
. Manager
- Special Servicea*
and Specfalist.
Special Services* .
and Specialist . i : —
* Special Services* . : .
and Specialist - .

" Special Services*
and Specialist
Special Services* - . N .

and Specialist : . : - 17

#Should only include special placements (full or part time)

Medical Information (for clinical speech use only) - ’p ) .
’ - Date Rasults "Comments

o~

R

Hearing Tests: . . ' ' E — ,

Other significant medical history:




STEP NMBER : TIME_REQUIRED REQUIRED FORMS
{iron C35D Hanual) ‘ '
‘ ' Student Information
Success Sheat N
Y
Teachor) -
. (or others
(rinclpal
“\Lﬁl‘ldtng- mi mw K ' e . «Pupll Stnfttng Report ‘
‘Classroon Teachet A A 10 school  (case file, p. 2)
S : days
Ao | 39 achool L S ~\
Jullding Team - 3 Parent days —— ~hefarral and Aseese-
(or reprasentativa(s)) Invulve- | © o oment rorn-,r:(cm file,
iond parante wunt page J) -
PR | ~Statenent of "Parent
o : o | Righes"
Jidlding Teas and ’-11 , Full (and avery 2 years
Classroom teacher, (aleo 20) o Asagasmont v thereafter {f special
iparent, and child , - ssrvices continues)
Dutlding Tesn o [seatfing ‘
- i y 1 <Case {118, pp. 1, &3
,l‘vl(ul‘ig Tetror ) U _ Parent =Statemant of "Pavent
prasentalive(s) - Involve=]| e Rights"
od Patents B nent. A
) ., o _ | 10 achool :
ae tanager (Sp, B4, - 19 Tp. Sorvices] _ W days -(1:'2-'-:7“1’ ppe 13-14,
scher). and Clags- _ : Beglne '
rooa Teacher _ | ’ « ‘ _
?’11611““8 Tosm o / (twice/year) -Rpt..of Periodic Reviev
L ' : . Parent ' " <Existing 1EP (new IEP
iSpac'sl £d. Teacher(s) , -2 Tavolvement § (3 tines/year) © may be necessary)
:Classroon Teacher, N , - T A ~Patent Rpt. forms (0.8,
‘ . - . Status Rpt, Final Status
e ‘ Rpt., Team Effort Rpt.) ' ]
' , . ~Statement of "Parent Righte" “
1] . “New 1EP or Prog. Chy.
«Change of Status .
~Statement of "Parent Rghu
=Rpt, of Periodic Review
1)
10 Y «Pavent Report Forms <
a
,-" N ‘ Tern, of | ~ Progran Change
/ R 8p.. Services =Change of Stotus

=Statenont of '"Parenss Nghts” .
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SPECIAL EDUCATION CASE REVIEW SHEET

lata
JARN
~ Predent
School,
‘ y OF p}aeemant
Case ranager N
‘ a

Reasqn for réferrnl

---b-"-n----------------'-----‘-—------"--“'

Subsequent discussions /referring tean

Decision: ) . -
!
N -

" \ .
t'/
* Date Signed_
(1 copy - file in case file)
,’/ ‘
- / |pnge 20

- /

10|
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Steps

PARY T RIGHTS OF STUDENTS WHO MAY BE H:NDICAPPED

1t is very important that you be aware of and understand that you have the following
rights: . :

1. To review and receive copies of a records and other writzen inforaation which
the school has in the student file. You may request a private conference with
a knowledgeable school employee if you wish to receive-interpretations of the
assessment procedures, results, or program plan. -

'

2. To provide information regarding your child's needs,and 1f speclal education
service is indicated,to be a member of the team which will develop your child's
special education program plan. This team confercnce will be held after the
educational assessment and you will b contacted to determine a mutualiy agtee-

able time and place.

i 3. To request that the district consider including on the team additional staff, or
anothef person on the team who is a mamber of the same minority or cultural back-
ground as your child, or who is knowledgeable concerning the racial. cultural,

or handicapping differences oE youyr child.

4. To have an assessment conducted for your child by ano:her person or agancy other
than the public school. It will be your responsibility o arrlnge for and pay
the cost of :his assessment.

S. To object %o cheAdi:cric: s plan to (assess your child) ovr (plan for your child),
-it is necessary that this objection be made in writing within 10 school days
after you receive -this notice. Your objectior should be mailed or otherwise
delivered to the school district. 1f you do object a conciliation conference
will be arranged at a nutually agreeable time and place in an effort ro resolve .
all problens.

6. To an informal duec process hearing, if following the final concilfaclon confer-
ence, you still ob,occ to the disctricc’'s plan to assess vour child. At both the
conciliation confercnce and the hearing you have the right tz he repres ted by
counsel or anocher -person of your choosing. aﬂ»

»

Your child’s presen: educational program will not ‘e changed as long as ycu object
to the essecssns and/or plan in the manner prescribed - in number 5.

I R T R PR s TR
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Elementary and Secondary NAS Score
»s of

BEFERRAL AND APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL Ftiay il LEARNIAC SESVICES

DA e P s R

+

Fpr; 5LP, Hearing lepalred, ESL, GLD, SAVER. and € inical Spusch and Language®, ﬁ?axeﬂ.'rhyﬁtj
cally tepatred Heg Lo Voo and Hospiral, Uneed Pacents §

1

lantroduceion and Directions: !

T. 1his 20-page tetcrral ond application forms covers Stvir 1-16 of the Special Cdursrion (hild
Study and Service Dolivery Systea. -

2. It takes che case from teas incent to refer (Step &) co the potacs of progeas design, pacent
approval, and child about ta raceive special secrvices.

J.- All steps reler to activity and flow charts found tn Child Studv and Service Delivery Minual.
Tois manual should de carefully studted for (1) Jetatled unlolding of Spenial Education Child
Study and Servier Delivery Systee, (2) knowledge of sovewsacy forss Ln che System, und ()}
additional informacion co assist ta making the systee work.

4. Vork down this cover page (vhich you are nov reading), responding to +ach Romar wyeesal iin
order) as you aleo refer to the activity and flow charts tn the sanval.

3. Special circupstances are dound to gri A page tirled "Special Crecumgtar-o:” ("o v a8 a
last page In the flov charr seccion of the manual) nay be o useful reoference siten « “oubt.
1f this fails, call Elemcatsry Spectal Educstion (Ext. 306} or Secoadary 5r - «i fowvarion
(Ext. IM). Every effort will be made to assist you.

T oLt T B S N . o O M St WO e e W 4, e B B W

N Ak e A W e I ) e W

I, Identifying Information ~ Studenc ¥o. . e e
Child's Hasc R ' Sex Bivei ,._MWhLNHM¢““m
Mdress : Rome Phone___ VR TS e
Crade School Hooe Room No. Tere S
‘Foster Chila? Ward of State? . Disceice of Legal Resfdueoze -

f 1 Macural Fath. s Nawe “ . Hatural Mother's ¥a.
Fostec Puther's Nome : Foster Mothaer’s Mane
Hao I8 legul guardian? ‘ Legpllggprdtan”addrn|~_w —

1T, Raferred by (who first noted probieml)

111, Refcreal Scatovenc (be spectfic): Hhat secems £0 Yo the child's necd{s) for special eduta~
tion service?

Iv. ldenttficatfon, Infrial Team Staffing, and nformr Atnosnnent =~ (& s ansucdd thas these
steps (Steps 1-3) have bewn sccomplished belofe 2o tdering tats calncesi Geoe Mosal wors)

V. Tesm Staffing (Sctep &) ~ Decision to pursue refer:al {page 2 of ihis refersal form)

Vi. Parent Involvemmnt (S\S) -~ Pormisaivn for further referral and aseesamenz {ace page )

of this ceferrai form)
Vit. Team Assesanen: ‘“rapy MY} -~ Appropridie abscevations, assessments, 3ad SCitenenis bu

child scudy tean. deported ua pages 4~12 of this retarral fom. Compiled Yy cane wanay. -,

~Llassrwoa Tene, /ouns. i Social Workes . Setudenr iss sopropridce’
Principal e Bdical (turse) o Spectaltet (ed. anal.d
Paychologist . Pare .t (as appropriace) __ Other toam Mesber

VIll. Xean Staffing (Sctep [2) == Activitles appropriate at rhin step (nclude:
1. Assesur .t raview and need, determinacicn (page 13 i this celercal Tors)
<. Level and rype of service aced (page 14 of this reforrs! fore)
3. Lesst rescrictive alternative statement “page 13 of this refarras! {om}
4. 1Interia plas =« {f called for (page 15 of thin referral fur=) )
3. Individua)l Educacional Pian preparacion dRaged 16~19 of this ceterral fopm)

i s A YD W T A S O e 4 —

Lm0 s DA T P T e R O B Rl e M U W G el L T K s U4 TR M M

Three additional procedures round out the cumplete Sproiat™{Jducatiun Child Study and Ecrwirc Dy
livery System: (1) Program Plucement and Service {Steps 17- {2} Evaluation and Progra= {hawmge
(Steps 20-27), and {3) Follow-Through {Steps 28-31}. The manual Chares abould be studivd ang
followed closely to effect each of the stmps tnvoived {begin with Step 17).

*3f atudent only appears to nead Clinical Specch Service for an articulaticn probdiem, just the
Cover shect and pages 11 and 14 of thin application need be conpleced. ALl ather speech and
lsnguage prodleme require che completion of all pages of this application,

Paé?g?

~
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