DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 235 585 , ' EC 151 069
 AUTHOR Gilles, Cynthia
TITLE . Model Special Education Manpower Information and
. Management System. Final Report.
INSTITUTION Massachusetts State Dept. of Education, Boston. Div.

-0of Special Education.

SPONS AGENCY Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative
Services (ED), Washingteon, DC. Div. of Personnel
Preparatiena. o '

PUB DATE Apr 81
GRANT G007507274
NOTE" p 171p.; Best copy available. Some appendixes have been

, removed because of poor 1eg1b111ty Some charts and
tables may reproduce poorly.

. PUB TYPE Reports ~ Research/Technical (143) \\\
EDRS , PRICE MF01/PC07 Plus Postage. ' S
DESCRIPTORS Disabilities; Labor Supply; *Management Information

ystems; *Program Development; *Special Education
Teachers; State Standards; *Teacher Supply and
' Demand
IDENTIFIERS . Massachusetts
"ABSTRACT . .
The Massachusetts Special Education Manpower Planning
Project is described. Relying on cooperative planning, the project
developed a system to provide information on manpower planning, a
system to link other agencies with the project, and annual statements
of state special education training. priorities. The project also
collaborated with six other northeastern states. An introductory
section describes the project's background and provides an overview
of its components. Part Il presents pergormance data on six
objectives: manpower information system: coordination, communication,
and resource Sharing; comprehens1ve plann1ng for speC1a1 education;
use of evaluation results to improve the prOJec cooperation with
other manpower projects; and work w1th 1nterstate manpower plann1ng.
—Part 111 discusses problem areas and successes for the project's
manpower information system, part1c1patory planning system, technical
‘assistance system, tra1n1ng pr10r1tges, and management and support.
More than half of the document consists of 19 append1ces, including
data collection forms and personnel/data summaries, project
?valuat1on results, and project techn1ca1 assistance Ssummaries.
CL)

*****************************************************i*****************

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
***************************************i‘******************************




\ . = E U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONNL
: NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIO
\ q. A » + EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
\ . CENTER (ERIC)
. This document has been reproduced as
\' received from the person or “organization
originating it. .
. Minor changes have been made to improve
reproduction quality.
Points of view or opinions stated in this docu-
ment do not necessanly represent official NIE
pesion or policy.

U2 FINAL REPORT
o~
Lo
n
v MODEL SPECIAL EDUCATION MANPOWER -
g INFORMATION AND MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
=) \
JUNZlQ.;M
. Cynthia A. Gilles
- Project Director
<

1975-78 '
Special Project GrunZl
BRC G007507274
PR-#451-- AH "61063"

PAST COPY AVAILABLE

Submitted to:

United States Department of Education /
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services
‘ Division of Personnel Preparation
April, 1981




Final Report
¥>del Specizl Education Manpower Information and Management System

Special Project
OEG G007507274 - PR #451AH61063

Table of Contents

Abstract | N - o1
Acknowledgement ‘ - iv
Part I -~ Introduction, Background, and Overview of Project

A - Introduction, Goals, and Objectives 1.1
B - Background of Project Development: 1.4
C - Overview of Project 1.9
D - Project Subcompoaents: Structures, Functions, and Outcomes 1.11
l. Manpower- IAformation System 1.11
2. Linkage Group System : 1.14
3. Other Planning, Coordinating, and Technical Assistance -
’ Functions 1.19
4. Comprehensive Massachusetts Personnel Development Plan 1.20
5. Northeast Interstate Manpower Planning ”"_ 1.21
E - Cooperation with BEH and Other Manpower Projects : 1.24
F - Internal and External Project Evaluation Procedures and
.Results 1.2
G - Dissemination / 1.2

~ wn

Part II - Performance Report

Objective 1
Objective 2

Manpower Information System
Coordination, Communication, and Resource Sharing
- Policy Advisory Board and Steering Committee
- Other Training Linkage Groups
- Other Groups and Task Forces
- Technical Assistance
~ Statewide Training Projects
- Training Grant Proposal Coordination
- Coordination of Training Funds
Objective 3 ~ Comprehensive Planning for Special Education

NN NDNNDNDNDNODN
« e o & e o o o @
N =t gt =t = \O OO OO =

O WO uwWn

Personnel Development and CSPD 2.21
Objective 4 - Use of Evaluation Results to Improve Project 2.22
Objective 5 - Cooperation with BEH and Other Manpower Projects " 2.22
Objective 6 - Interstate Manpower Planning ‘ 2.23
Project Problem Areas and Successes . _ 2.24
Part IIZ - Successful Practices and Problem Areas '
A - Introduction 3.1
B - Manpower Information System 3.3
C - Participatory Planning System 3.15
D - Technical Assistance System 3.19
E - Training\?riorities and EHA Title VI, Part D Proposal
Coordination 3.22
F - Management and Support 3.23
Appendices

Yote: Tinal Financial Report on the Project was submitted to USOE in 1978.

ERIC | o o |




P

Appendices

A. Special Education Manpower Decisions/Decision-Makers Matrix
. B. Third Year Project Workscope and Internal Evaluation Results
C. Project Data Matrix (as revised at end of Tﬁird Year)‘

D. Special Education Personnel Needs - Data Collection Form and Personnel Data
Summaries: '

- Public School Special Education Personnel Needs Data Collection Form
(October 1, 1977)

- All-Agency Summary of Speciél Education Personnel Needs as of October 1,
1977 ' .

- Specilal Education Personnel Employed in Massachusetts Public Schools:
1974~1978

- Numbers of Special Education Personnel Approved/Certified in Massachusetts:
: 1869-1978

E. Documents Prepared by Manpower Project: 4975-1978
'F, Samplef?réject Information Request Forq (1978)

G. VThird.Ye;r Project Evaluaticn Plan

H. Third Year External Evaluation Results:

- Evaluation Report on a.Questionnaire Survey of Committee Members of the
Special Education Manpower Planning Project' (June, 1978)

- Informal Summary of Massachusetts Special Education Manpower Project Inter- -
state Steering Committee Questionnaire Survey (June, 1978)

~ Evaluation Report on the Massachusefts Special Education Manpower Planning
Project, 1977-78 (June, 1978)

I. Third Year Group Membership Lists:
- Project Policy Advisory Board
- Special Education Trajning Program Liaison Group
- Liaison Steering Committee

J. Third Year Project Training Group A:tivity Analysis




X.

2.
\

Sample’Specialiéed Area Training Plans Developed fo; Massachusetts CSPD:
'-. Generic Consulting Teacher |

-~ Moderate Specilal Needs.

- Vision

- Severe Special Needs

EHA Title VI, Part D Proposal Coordination

- Flow Chart

»

-~ State Education Agency Personnel Needs.Summarf (July, 1977):
- Massachusetts Special Education Training Priorities
- SEA Proposal Re&iéw Process
- Massachusetts Annual Program Plan Personnel Data Tables
=~ Summary of Massachusetts Proposals Funded for FY 1978
A .
_ \ .
Sample Interstate Agreement »
. - o
CSPD Recommendations Developed for BEH by/in;erstatg Steering Committee, 1978

Item Analysis of Pupil and Personnel Data Collection Procedures in the Northeas
States :

. vProjecf Technical Assistance Summary: June 1, 1977 - May 31, 1978

Personnel Flow Data Form (distributed with Massachusetts Teacher Certification
Applications) ’

Published Materials on the Massachusetts Special Project

Report on Severe Special Needs Delphi Survey (December, 1977)

;



FINAL REPORT ARSTRACT

MASSACHUSETTS SPECIAL EDUCATION MANPOWER PROJECT

Cynthia Gilles
Projec; Director

The Massachusetts Special Education Manpower Planning Project was funded as an
EHA Title VI-D Special Project from July 1975 through May 1978. The project
was responsible for develeping a comprehensive special education manpower plan-
ning system for Massachusetts and for initiating cooperative planning efforts
with other northeastern states. 1In addition, it was designed to implement the
'BEH concept of cooperative planning. The project's primary objectives were: (a)
to design and refine a comprehensive manpower information system for compiling,
analyzing, and disseminating relevant and timely data to concerned decision-
makers; and for responding to unique requests for training-related information;
(b) to-design znd coordinate a linkage system of planning groups to facilitate
communication, cooperative and coordinated planning and decision-making, ‘and
resource sharing involving all sectors concerned with special education manpower
development; (c) to develop and initiate the implementation of short-range and
long~rangs plans for balancing manpower supply and demand, and for maximizing
efficient utilization and sharing of training resources; (d) to use results of
internal and external evaluations to improve project effectiveness; (e) to co-
operate with' BEH and other manpower projects to support national manpower plan-
ning, provide technical assistance to other states on request, and adapt strate-
gles.-developed by other projects for use in Massachusetts; and (f) to develop

-—tdechanisms for coordination of special education manpower planning and placement
efforts among northeastern states. :

Project philosophy emphasized a democratic approach to participatory planning.
The resources necessary for a comprehensive manpower planning system are located
in multiple agencies, organizations, and institutionms, each governed by relatively
autonomous decision-makers. For\maximum effectiveness, a cooperative.planning
system must deal with political and turf issues, and focus on the development of
trusting relationships among representatives of multiple institutions and agencies
in task-oriented working groups. The success of the effort also depends on the )
collection, coordination, and flow of information for decision-making, and on the
planning of change. The original project design was based on x Havelock model

. for planned change and on several information/decision systems. -concepts, and
its major componercs were an information system, a linkage group system, and a
number of planning, coordinating, and technical assistance functions. ’

Information'System: JThe information system was designed to develop an adequate
data base for comprehensive manpower planning. Existing data sources were used
heavily, with some modifications, and a few new daca collection strategles were
deeloped. The data £olle ted concerned current and future pupil and .personnel
census in regular and special education in all types of schools, systems, and

. agencies; enrollments and projected numbers of graduates in higher education;
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pacterns of personnel movement across state lines:; numbers of personnel certi-
fied/approved; training program profiles and plans; and economic, legislative,

and political variables affecting manpower planning. Information was disseminated
in..several-ways. Project-developed documents including a variety of data analyses,
surmaries, resource lists, and proceedings of planning conferences. An extensive
report on the status of special education manpower in Massachusetts was published,
arnd collaboration with the NIE-funded Massachusetts Dissemination Project led to
production of a publication on special education training resou sfs. Letailed
aninutes of project planning-group meetings were disseminated in lieu of a news—
letter. In addition, the Yroject responded to a large number of requests' for
information from individuals, organizations, .agencies, and institutions in
Massachusetts and other states. ' '

Linkage System: The project's linkage system was comprised of a large number of
groups, with overlapping memberships, all of which served as mechanisms for
sharing information and resources, ongoing identification of problems and needs
and poteatial solutions, cooperative and coordinated planning, and design of the
Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD). '

The Policy Advisory Board provided information and direction to the project and
functioned as the state CSPD planning committee. This group included representa-
tives of higher education planning groups, and public, private, and institutional
schools, educational collaboratives, human service agencies, consumer groups, the
State Advisory Commission, various state education agency bureaus, and profes-
sional organizations. A training Program Liaison Group included representatives
of all public and private institutions of higher education, other agencies that
had been awatrded Title VI-D training grants, and chairpersons of Project Training
Groups who, in turn, comprised the Project's Liaison Steering Committee.

The 15 Training Groups we:e’drganized on the hasis of areas of specialization
e.g., severe special needs, early childhood, vision, and so on. Activities of
the various groups included developient of resource sharing strategies, consor-
tium proposals,. training plans,and rescurce publications; sponsorship of cenfer-
ences; and delineation of training program guidelines. In addition, each group
developed and annually updated a specialized training plan for use in implemen-
ting the state's CSPD. Training plans typically included a statement of issues,
problems, and needs; a progress report onm implementation of the current year's
plan; needs assessment results; a plan-for training and other activities to be
completed during the coming fiscal year; and data on personnel supply and demand
in terms of state personnel categories. . :

-The active involvement and interaction of large numbers of people in the plan-.
aing process contributed heavily to tht success of the projéct. Their sense of
cwnership of the process was particularly important since the success of the
CSPD is depéndent on the extent to which numerous autonomous decision-makers are
‘willing to collaborate to coordinate the use of resources which they control.

Planning, Coordinating, and Technical Assist:ice Functions: As the Project
evolved, several activities developed into mzjor functions. These included de-
velopment of an annual statement of state special education training priorities, -
coordination of submissions of Title VI-D training grant proposals, and provision
of technical assistance. :
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The process of develcping the statement of state special education training
priorities evolved into a major component of the CSPD participatory planning
procedures. These training priorities and a state level review process were
developed in consultation with concerned ccnstituencies as a mechanism for
coordinating submission of Title Vi-D proposals and insuring that proposals -
addressed priority training needs within the state,

Technical assistance functions of the project grew far beyond original expecta-
tions. Assistance was provided in developing, modifying, and evaluating pre-
service and inservice training programs; in developing research and training
proposals; in locating and loaning training materials; in career counseling;

and in CSPD and information system development. During fiscal year 1978, the
project responded to 813 information and technical assistance requests, including
90 from outside Massachusetté

Northeast Interstate Manpower Project: This cdmponent, initiated during the

Project's third year, involved ccllaboration with the other six northeastern
states (Connecticut, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Vermont, Rhode Island, and
Maine) to coordinate special education manpover planning efforts. Objectives
included: (a) refinement of each  state's CSPD; (b) development of a regional
data base; (c) sharing of training resources; (d) defining the parameters of the
CSPD, inclq\ing options to allow for unique characteristics of participating
states; informal efforts to balance manpower supply and demand across state
lines “and curtail duplication of training resources on a regional basis; (£).

~initiation of\interstate training projects; (g) coordination to explore certifi-

cation requirements in various states.

Evaluation: Internal evaluation procedures included; documentation of. completion

of project activities and products specified in the workscope; analysis of data .

collected by the project and assessment of its usefulness and accuracy; detailed .
analysis of information and technical assistance requests; review‘pf informal
feedback regarding concerns, needs, recommendations, and perceptions of project
performance; analysis of weekly project activity logs; analysis of training pro-
gram development and modification (including VI-D proposals) and decisions not

to develop programs; and analysis of minutes of project group meetings.

The external evaluator for the second and third years of the project was Mary
Havelock, rne of the developers of the origiral planned change model on which
the project was based. Evaluation procedures included observations of a sample
of project group meetings, review of all Project documents, structured phone
interviews of samples of persons involved in one or more project groups, written
questionnaires administered to random samples of project participants, and
periodic interviews with the Project Director. -

The external evaluatlon focused on the effectiveness of the five major. projecﬁ
components. Third-year evaluation results included the following: 95 percent’
of linkage network members and 100 percent of the Interstate Steering Committege
reported that they had. benefitted from participation in the project and found it
responsive to their expressed reeds; (b) 95 percent of the respondents indicated
that project data reports were adequate for their planning needs; (c) 55 percent
indicated that they, or their institutions or agencies, had made new plans or-
decisions (or altered existing plans) as a result of participation in the pro-
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ject; (d) 58 percent indicated that their agencies or institutions coordinated
activities or planned cooperatively with others as a result of project activities.

Outcomes - Effective Practices and Problems: Several elements were found to be
essential for an effective manpower planning system; (1) availability of adgquate
information for planning, (2) effective mechanisms for participatory planning and
coordinated decision-making, (3) provision of technical assistance responsive to
stated needs, (4) sufficient time for development of trusting relationships and
planning, (5) flexibility to respond to continuing changes in system variables,
(6) consistent central scaff and fiscal support, (7) informed top level adminis-

trative support, and (8) primary emphasis on coordination and influence rather
than control and authority. ’

Effective practices and problems are reviewed in the following areas: (1) In-
formation/Needs Assessment System, (2) Participatory Planning System and Planned
Change, (3) Technical Assistance System, (4) Training Priorities and EHA Title
VI, Part D Proposal Coordination, and (5) Management and Support.
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1.1
PART I - INTRODUCTION, BACKGROUND, AND OVERVIEW OF PROJECT

Organization and Purpose of Report: Three major sections and appendices comprise
this report. The entire document is intended to serve as a final report to the

. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services on the accomplishments
achieved by the Project over its three years of funding as a Title VI, Part D
Special Project. In addition, Parts I and III and selected appendices will be
used as a dissemination report to inform personnel in other states of effective
practices which might be adapted in implementing their Comprehensive Systems of
Personnel Development and to alert them to problem areas and potential solutions.

A. Introduction ’ -

The Massachusetts Speciai ﬁducation'Manpdwer Project was funded as -an EHA Title
VI, Part D Special Project from July, 1975 through May, 1978. The project was
" responsible for deveioping a comprehensive special education manpower planning

- system for Massachusetts and for initiating cooperative planning efforts with
other northeastern states. .

Project philosophy emphasized a democratic approach to participatory planning.
The resources nece:sary for a comprehensive manpower planning system are located
~ in multiple agencies, organizations, and institutions, each governed by rela-
tively autonomous decision-makers. For maximum effectiveness, a cooperative
plann! g system must deal with palitical and turf issues, and focus on the devel-
opment of trusting relationships among representatives of multiple institutions
and -agencies in task-oriented working groups. The success of the effort also
depends on the collection, coordination, and flow of information for decision-
making, and on the planning of change. Thus, the original project design was

based on a Havelock modei for planned change and on several model information/
"decision systems.

The major functions of the Massachusetts project were (1) refinement of a per-
sonnel development information system, (2) coordination of a linkage group system
for participatory planning, (3) coordination of multiple constituencies to refine,
implement and evaluate the Comprehensive System for Personnel Development, (4)
provision of technical assistance, (5) Interstate project management, and (6)
internal project management/evaluation. These functions.were "continually refined
in response 10 results of ongoing project evaluation, and politics, to achieve .
project’'s goals and objectives.

Project Goals

1. To ensure the availability of adequate numbers of competent special education

- related personnel to serve all children with special needs in Massachusetts
and the Northeast Region, through development of short and long-range plans
for (1) balancing special education manpower supply/demand (quality and
quantity). and (2) making efficient use of training resources.



1.2

2. To refine the Massachusetts Comprehensive System for Personnel Development
(Information/Decision System Model for Comprehensive Manpower Planning), and
to continue .to share information on the development and functions of the
model for adaptation by other states. .

3. To improve the quality of ezch cooperating state's Comprehensive System for

Personnel Deve /lopment including special education manpower infermation sys-
tems and cooperative planning systems (Interstate)

Project Objectives

1. To maintain and refjine the Project's Manpower Information System including
(a) compilation and analysis of data on existing and pz: ,ected special educa-
tion personnel supply and demand, training needs and resources, and other
relevant data,- (b) dissemination of relevant and timely data to concerned
decision-makers, and.(c) response to unique requests for pre-service train-
ing-related information.

1.1 Identify (first and chond years) and nonitor'(third year) data needs
of planners and decisic «-makers concerned with special education’ manpower
planning, in terms of .njuisite content, format, timing, and accurac

1.2 Identify existing sources of data relevant to special education-manpower
pianning (first and second years). Collect existing source data on cur-
rent and projected pupil census, special education personnel supply and °
demand, training needs and priorities, and status of other variables
affecting manpower projections. _(Secondary data!collection)

1.3 Continue direct collection of essential manpowerldata not available from
any other source. (Primary data collection)

\

1.4 Analyze adequacy of existing data collection procedures.

1.5 Develop and assist in implementation of recommendations to support de-
velopment of Special Education Manpower' Information System, including
(a) refinement of existing data collection procedures, (relative to
accuracy, format, timing, compatibulity, duplication and unnecessary
data collection), "and (b) development of new data collection procedures
where essential.

1.61 Develop data analyses and summaries, training resource catalogs, and
other reports, responsive to ldentified needs 1n ter: of content,
format, and (to the greatest extent possible) accuracy and timing.

1.62 Respond to other requests for information related to special education
manpower and training.

1.7 Disseminate manpower information to various planners and decision-makers
selectively, according to previously identified needs; disseminate
. training resource iaformation broadly, in concert with other Projects
and agencies with dissemination responsibilities.
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1.8 FEwvaluate the adequacy of information disseminated by the Project and
revise information system procedures and products in response to
evaluation resuits. ,

1.9 Develop strategles for prOJecting special education manpower needs and
update projections annually..

2. To coordinate the Project's Linkage Group System to facilitate (a) ccomuni-
cation, (b) cooperative and coordinated planning and decision-making, and”
(c) resource sharing, involving all sectors concerned with special aducation
manpower development (institutions, agencies, organizations, and inqividugls).

2.1 Organize and provide direct administrative support for Project Policy
Advisory Board, Special Education Training Program Liaiscn Group, and
Liaison Steering Committee. Involve the Board in establishing policy
for Project operation and all three groups in setting priorities for

| Project activities. ) -

2. 2 Develop and maintain a linkage system of other Training Groups con-

. cerned with particular areas of specialization, to provide mechanisms,

i for cooperative planning and development of State Plan for Personmnel
Development.

- ‘ ) . .
2.3 Coordinate Project activities with existing state and interstate re-

glonal groups concerned with sensory special needs (vision and hearing,
(first and second years).

2.4 Organize temporary task forces to address specific issues and problens
- through development of problem-solving strategles, policy recommenda-
tlons, or other products as appropriate.

2.51 Provide technical assistance to staff of higher education institutions
and other agencies and organizations, relative :o development, evalua-
tion, and modification of preservice and inservice personnel preparation
programs, proposal development. and location of training materials.

2.52 . an materials on request from various planners, decision-makers, and
trainers. ’

2.6 Support planning and implementation of statewidn\training projects
involving institutions of higher educacion and othér public and private
- ' agencies and institutions. _ N ’

2.71 Assist instituticns of higher education and other agencies in coordi-
nating submission of training grant proposais to BEH (and other funding
sources) to maximize impact on identified training needs and priorities
and minimize duplicatjti of -effort. :

2.72 Develop and disseminate an annual statement of state Special Education
, Priorities, based on manpower data collected by the Project aud reviewed
' and revised by SEA staff and Project planning groups..

3

2.73 Coordinate EHA VI-D proposal review process.
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2.8 Coordinate planning with responsible staff of other Divisions of ‘the
Department of Education, and other agencies which administer to or
plan for use of State .and/or Federal funds which may allocated in part
or in entirety for training

3. To coordinate development, implementation, and evaluation of the state's
Comprehensive System for Personnel Development, including plans for (a)
balancing special education manpower supply and demand (quantity. and
quality), in all areas of specialization, and (b) maximizing efficient
utilization and sharing of training resources to meet identified pre~ and
in-service training needs.

4., To utilize results of internal evaluation to improve the effectlveness of
- the Manpower Project on a continuing basis.

5. "To cooperate with the Bureau of Educatioi for the Handicapped (BEH) and
other BEH-funded manpower projects (2) to support national level manpower
planning, (b) to provide technical assistance to other states.on request,
and (c) to utilize knowledge and expertise developed in other states to
improve the Massachusetts Project. \

6. To develop mechanisms for coordination of special education manpower .planning
and placement efforts among the six New England states and New Jersey.,

7. To develop a plan for continuation of essential elements of the Special
-" Education Manpower Project after termination of Special Project funding
(Third year).

B. Background of Prbject Development

Massachusetts' comprehensive special education law (Chapter 766 Acts of 1972),
was enacted in July, 1972, with an implementation date of September 1, 1974.
The law mandates provision of an appropriate educational program for every child . -
with special needs between the ages of 3 and 21 years. 1t is similar in many
respects to P. L 94— 142 and served as a model for drafting the Federal law.

s

1, Preliminary Planning Phase

In response to mounting concern relative to manpower and training needs
generated by Chapter 766, the Secretary of Education established a Committee
on-Special Education Manpower in April, 1974, at the Governor's request.

The Committee was charged with:

a. assessing the current status of supply and demand for special education
personnel;

T
~. b. reviewing current activities of concerned public and private agencies,
institutions, and organizations, relative to manpower planning and
training,

c. developing recommendations for continuing assessment and projection of

J Tl
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special education manpcwer needs and coordinated planning to meet

1dentified\n§gds

The Committee's October, 1974 Report1 identified a number of problems and
concerns relative to.spEcial education manpower planning. These included:

a. Available information is grossly inadequate to support effective man-
power planning.

b. No mechanisms exis* to coordinate the planning efforts of the large
number of agencies, institutions, and organizations with some decision-
making responsibility for special education manpower development.

c. Traditional approaches to manpower needs projections are confounded by
some of the major changes catalyzed by Chapter 766.

d. A numbqr of additional administrative, economic, and political vari-
ables must be carefully considered in developing manpower needs projec-

© tioms and manpower development plans.

e. The balance of special education manpower supply/demand varies con-
siderably for different areas of specialization (i.e., from substantial

oversupply in one area to moderate or substantial undersupply in other
areas).

f. ' Although major needs exist for inservice training of personnel currently

employed, no systematic needs assessments and planning have been carried
out.

g. Because of its close relationship with other states in the Northeast
region (including substantial interstate migration of personnel), it
would be unrealistic for Massachusetts to develop its manpower plan in
isolation

Although data relevant to special education!manpower and training needs was

seriously limited, the Committee developed the following recommendations,

based on available information:

1. A comprehensive special education manpower data system should be estab-
lished within the Commonwealth to compile and disseminate supply and
demand data to all concerned program planners and decision-makers.

2. A structure should be established at the state level to insure contin-
uing involvement of public and private institutions of higher education,
local school districts, state education and human service agencies,
and consumers in coordinated7manpower planning and decision-making.

- 3?,z/ﬁinkages should be established with other. states in. the Northeast
region in order to coordinate manpower planning and placement of
special education. personnel.

1Gilles, Cynthia, Report of the Secretary of Education’s Committee on Special
Education Manpower, Boston: Massachusetts Executive Office of Educational
Affairs, October, 1974.

14
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4. Special education training programs should place less emphasis on ex-
pansion of undergraduate preservice programs and more on the develop-
ment of field-based graduate level or continuing education programs
for personnel currently employed. Expansion of existing programs or
establishment -of new programs should be based on documented needs and
in consultation with potential employers.

5.  Special education professional standards should be modified to reflect
changing special education professional roles and to encourage the in-
clusion of some special education training in preparation programs for
regular edueation personnel. .

6. Systematic assessment of inservice training needs should be coordinated
by regional offices of the State Department of Education. State and
local education and human services agencies and institutions of higher

education should collaborate in planning to meet inservice training
needs on a regional basis. .

7. A system should be established to identify and collect, classify, and
disseminate information on all available training resources, including

human and programmatic resources, training materials, and fiscal re-
sources. ' s : :

R TSN S

,
The task of developing an effective information/decision system for special
education manpower planning was clearly too complex to be managed by a tem-
porary task force. .The Committee, therefore, recommended that Federal funds
be sought for this purpose. The BEH DPP guidelines for Cooperative Planning
for Personnel Preparation (April, 1974) were clearly in accord with the
Manpower Committee's recommendations. For this reason, EHA VI-D Special

—PrOJect funding was sought for the Massachusetis Manpower Project.

. The original.proposal was supported by the majorit: of the 21 agencies,

institutions, and organizations represented on the criginal Committee, in-
cluding Human Services as well as Education sectors. Support lettars for
the Project proposal were also received from Directors of Special Education
in the other New England states and frow many Massachusetts Colleges/Univer-
sities. Institutions from both public and private sectcrs have bezen involved
on a parity basis from the beginning of the planning process. Many of the
36 Massachusetts Institutions of Higher Education which offer special educa-
tion coursework and/or degree programs do not receive BEH funds, Although
12! institutions are in the public sector and 22 are in the private sector,
current enrollments are approximately evenly divided between public and
private institutions.

Planning for Change

The process of -special education manpower planning in Massachusetts has been
complicated by the combined effects of a number of system chagées. Several
of these changes have resulted directly from the mandates of Chapter 766,
but others have developed independently. Any "right to education" mandates,
state or federal, would probably generate some of these changes, but a few
are unique to Massachusetts.

15
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a. Massackusst:s Chapter 766: A Mandate for Rapid and Cumplex Change

Changes cztazlrzed by Chapter 766 inciude‘thé\fpllowing:

1 Nuzbers, 2g2s ard classification of children:

The zandate tc serve all children with special needs over the expanded
age range o 2-21 years resulted in a rapid expansion of number of
chiidrea recuiring special services. The law also mandated the use of

a single cemm "qhildren with special needs" to replace traditional cate-
gorical labels, and,a shift to a process-oriented definition of special
needs. Tnoese thanges in pupil classification categories and procedures
have creazed problews in designing pupil data systems responsive to
state nz2eds and federal requirements.

2) Special eduzaticn service delivery models -and types of services
required: '

Because the law encou%aged placement of children in the least restric-
tive alternative settings, new service delivery models were needed to
implement mainstreaming and deinstitutionalization. Pupil persomnel
ratios varied considerably within and between the new program proto-
types. Schools were responsible for providing a broader range of
services for children with special needs -- ‘generating needs for
greater numbers of personnel ard additional kinds_of‘personnel, as well
as major needs for retraining of existing personnel.

3) Special education personnel classifications and roles of regula:
education aid special education personnel:

Special education personnel classifications were finally chanéed in
January, 1975, to more nearly approximate the non-categorical emphasis
of the law. Xew procedures for credentialling personnel through appro-
val of training programs were instituted at the same time. For these
reasons, all Massachusetts special educationAtraining programs were re-
organized to varying degrees. Changes in special education personnel
classifications generated some confusion, particularly in thee public
schools. Changes in special education service delivery models, with
emphasis on "mainstreaming' necessitated changes in roles of regular
education and special education personnel. Demands increased for special
education rersoanel trained in comparatively new roles," Cereric {consul-
tiag) tezchers, teachers'of children with Severe Special Ngeds,
bilingral special educatipn teachers, and secondary level special
education personnel for academic and vocational educacionlprograms.
Planning was also iritiated for another credential, Teaq&ér of Young
Children with- Special Needs. "~ /\-

%) Relationships of Education and Hupan Service Agencies:

Chapter 76§ requires considerable coordination of efforés between
Education and Buman' Services agencies in order to provide educational
and educazion-related support services. Some tyves of’ education-related

!
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services are provided by several agencies. Special Education personnel
needs in Human Services as well as Educarion agencies must be assessed
in order to generate a comprehensive picture of personnel. supply and
demand.

_b. Other Significant Variables Affecting the Planning Process

1) Declining Enrollments:

Massachusetts, like many other states, has been experiencing a precipi-
tous—decline in school enrollments. One obvious effect of declining
“enrollments is a concomitant decrease in numbers of children requiring
/ special education services. A less apparent secondary effect has sig-
nificant implications for special education manpower planning. Tenured
regular education personnel, whose positions are eliminated due to
declining enr?llments, may be transferred “Into new special education
positlons, and require long-term inservice training.

2)\

3

ducational Governance:

- The governance of education in Massachusetts is politically and
organizationally complex. Eight separate Boards had various gover-
nance responsibilities for Massachusetts public higher education.
Elementary and secondary education are directed by a Board of Education
and a Commissioner of Education. An Association of Independent Colleges
and . Universities represents 57 accredited private institutions of higher
education. In addition, a.Secretary of Educational Affairs in the

Governor's Cabinet had some coordination responsibilities and budget
review. powers. -

3) Pending Further Changes in Personnel Classifications:

Massachusetts Chapter 847 (Acts of 1973) provided for major reforr in
credentialling of all educational personnel. The 847 Commission was
developing recommendations for complete reorganization of existing
classifications of educational personnel as well as certification pro-
cedures. This process was still underway when the Manpower Projecr
ended its special project status.

4) Fiscal Constraints:

Massachusetts had experienced increasing fiscal problems since late
1974. These fiscal constraints have had significant effects on budgets
for . public higher 'education. In addition, the amount of (Chapter 70)

- funds for state support of elementary and secondary education was fixed.
No new funds were appropriated to cover the costs of Chapter 766 in the
public schools. School budgets have been challenged by taxpayers with
increasing frequency and intensity. These fiscal constraints have
generated discrepencies between '"ideal" a /nd real" needs for special
education personnel, i.e., between number of positions needed and number
approved 1n the school budget.
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5) Large Number of Autonomous Decision-Makers to be Involved in Coopera-
tive/Participatory Planning:

Responsibility for policy decisions which affect special education man-
power planning rests with a large number of institutions of higher edu-
cation, and other organizations and agencies at various levels of the
bureaucracy. At the time of the Project's inception, no formal mechanism
existed to coordinate planning efforts among these numerous and rela-
tively autonomous constituencies. (See Appendix A for Decisions/Deci-
sion-Makers Matrix which served as a‘basis for initial Project development.)

6) Preparation of Personnel to Meet Regional and Nati nal Necls:

Higher education is almost an industry in Massachusetts. Fifty-five (55)
institutions offer training programs in education, and thirty-six (36) of
these offer coursework and/or degree programs in special education.
Appr- <imately one half of all special education students are enrolled in
private colleges and universities. Follow—ug data available from a num-
ber of these institutions indicates that 50% or more of their graduates
\ leave Massachusetts. 1In addition, several Massachusetts-based programs
. respond to regional and/or national needs e.g., im such areas as Vision,
\\Audition, and Deaf-Blind-Multihandicapped. Any analysis of personmel
needs which considered numbers of programs graduates, reported demands
for personnel and prevalance of special needs only within the confines
of Massachusetts would clearly be confounded Ly this variable. /

~

C. Overview of Project -

Project Philosophy: Personnel attitudes and competencies are the most significant
determinants of the quality of any child's special education program. Personnel
development plans should be a primary component of any plans for developing a full
continuum of progfams for children with special needs.

Individual agencies, institutions, and organizations, as well as individual per-
sons, should be free to make decisions which will affect their future development -
but these should be informed decisions. Given the uniqueness of each individual,
system, institution, organization, agency, and state, the Comprehensive System for
Personnel Development should provide multiple options for pre- and in-service per-
-sonnel preparation and State Plan development responsive to specific local, regional,
and state needs, as well as those generated by state and federal mandates. These
beliefs require a democratic approach to participatory planning which emphasizes
coordination and influence rather than control and authority. The former approach
leads to collaboration while the latter fosters competition. ’ _ T

Diverse resources in multiple, relatively autonomous agencies, organizations, and
institutions must be captured and coordinated to produce a personnel development
system which is truly comprehensive. Primary emphasis must be on the development
of productive relationships, both interpersonal and interorganizational, and the
design of effective and open communication and coordination systems. All of these
elements contribute to the sense of ownership and commitﬁént to  collaborative

-
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efforts which are essential for implementation of plans for change in such a com-
plex S)stem.

The original project design was based on a Havelock model for planned‘change and.
on several infornation/decision systems concepts. For a more detailed description

of initial Project development, see Schofer and McGough

Rationale for Project Structure: The project was designed to respond to several

significant characteristics of the special education manpower development and
utilization system 1n Massachusetts. The original project design incorporated a
linkage system model for planned change and several information/decision system
concepts, and was based on the following rationale:

1. 4 continuing capacitv to adapt to changes in multiple system variables would
be essential, because the project would be operating during a period of rapid
change. Traditiondl approaches to forecasting would be of lititle use until
new baselines and classifications were established. Interim strategles would
be devised to meet i-mediate information needs- and contribute to the refine-
ment of a planning system. It would be necessary to tolerate considerable
ambiguity to avoid prematurely establishing an unworkable system. ‘goth filexi-

ity in adapting-project structure and sensitivity to results of formative
evaluation would contribute to this capacity. Q\

2. Adequate information concerning personnel supply and demand, and training
needs and resources is essential for comprehensive manpower planning.

3. Decision-makers in the various agencies, institutionS, and organizations
concerned with personnel development are numerous and relatively autonomous
in controlling the resources necessary for a comprehensive manpower planning
system. For this reason an information/decision system approach to planning
would be utilized. The Project would attempt to provide data essential for
planning to all decision-makers.

4. Availability of adequate information is necessary, .but not sufficient.

Mechanisms are also needed for coordinating the use of information for

planning and decision-making, involving representatives of all concerned

sectors. A system of Project linkage groups with overlapping memberships

would provide a mechanism for coordinating various elements of the planning

process, for communication and sharing of resources among various institutions
 and agencies, and for influencing decision-makers.

‘

5. 1Individuals and agencies must derive some \beriefits from their eipenditure'of

time and other resources for system development. Project staff would attempt
to respond to all requests for information\and other technical assistance

related to special education personnel devé}opment, within the llmits of the
Project workscope.

i

6. Active involvement of representatives of multiple institutions and agencies

is essential to ensure commitment to implement plans, and to develop a level

\
\-

2Gilles, Cyathia, "Cooperative Manpower Planning for Special Education in Massachu-
\setts in Schofer, R.C. and McGough, R.L., Eds., Cooperative Manpower Planning in-

‘Special Education: Proceedings of First Missouri Symposium, May, 1976., Columbiat
University of issouri. .
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of trust sufficient to minimize political conflicts and to foster cooperation
rather than competition. An open syster of -linkage groups would provide a
mechanism for directly involving more concerned persons in “he planning process,
and enhance coordination through increased communication, resource sharing,

and joint planning.

Although numerous refinements were made in Project components during the Project's
operation, the original design proved both effective and flexible.

D. Project Subcompouents: StrUCtures;'Functions; ana'OUtcames

Major Project 'subcomponents included:

1. a manpower information system,

2. a 1inkage system of particibatory planning groups,

3. other p1agning/é?ordination/techniCal assié;ance function;,'

4. a comprehensive MéssachuSetts personﬁel deﬁelopmént plan klatef CSfD),

5.. Northeast Interstate manpower planning.

In additlon, for evaluation purposes, over-all Project management and support was
treated as a separate function.

The separation of these functions is to some extent artificial since in practice,
all but the Interstate Project interacted to create a comprehensive and dynamic
System. ZThe following sections summarize the structure, functions, and outcomes
of each subcomponent. More detailed'analyses of effective practices and problems
related to each of these functions are included in Part III of this report.

Plans for Project operation. were summarized in a Project workscope which detailed
processes, products and timelines. for each objective. The workscope also served
as a major element of the Project's internal evaluation strategy. In response to
data from needs assessments and results- of internal and. external evaluations, the
, workscope was modified at the end of each year. (See Appendix B: Third Year
~ Project Workscope and Internal Evaluation results)

\-' . ? x
1. Manpower Information System

§ssachusetts has a well deserved reputation for inadequate and uncoordinated data
systems, and the Department of Education's computer.capability is limited. The -
Project was designed to develop a functional special education manpower information
‘'system despite these limitations, in order to provide an adequate data base for
comprehensive manpower planning. T /

I,(first year) of the Project's Informatign System incyhded identification
a needs of decision-makers, and of existing and potential data sources, as o
s data collection (primary and secondary; formal and informal), data‘analysis, -

and disseminaticn. Phase II (second year) of the system involved collection of
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data only from those existing sources judged most useful, in addition to develop-
ment and modification of direct dazta collection procedures. Dissemination of
Froject information summaries was made more selective through the use of a Project
Information Request form. Phase III (third year) was marked by a further decrease
in secondary data collection and additional modifications in direct data collection
procedures. For the first time, data on personnel needs was collected from the
full range of agencies, and a uniform data collection instrument was used. Use

of the Project Information Request Form was further expanded.

.Iden:ification of Inforﬁation Needs:

Throughout its operation, the Project emphasized responsiveness to identified needs
of planners, decision-makers, and other persons/agencies concerned with personnel
development. Prior to the Project's iaception, work of the Secretary's Committee
on Special Education Manpower had resulted in preliminary identification of some
types of data needed and some potential sources. During the first year of Project
operation, some additional data sources were identified as were some additional °
types. of information needs.. Attempts to identify data needs using formal procedures,
l.e., questionnaires, met with limited success. Greater success was achieved with
less formal procedures, including analysis of requests received by the Project from
miltiple sources, and both informal feedback and specific requests from Project _
groups working on specific problems. - These informal procedures were used for on-
going monitcoring of information needs during the second and third Project years.

Information Zollection:

The Project's data collection efforts were developed and refined in accord with
several basic principles‘ L

a. Information collected should respond to identified neéds, and should be useful
for planning and problem-solving purpuses.

b. Existing data'sources should be used to the greatesﬁ +...ent possible (secondary
data collection), to avoid duplication of effort.

c. New rrocedures (primary data collection) should be désigned only for collecting
data considered essential and not currently available from any other source;
formal preocedures should involve use of single, multi-purpose instruments.

Types of data collected by the Project were modified-'during the three years of
Project operation. Initially the Project collected data from all identified sources

-already respousible for cullecting any potentially relevant data. The Project also

developed some procedures and conducted several voluntary surveys.

The Project Steering Committee and Policy Board assisted in evaluating existing
(secondary) and direct (primary) data collected by the Project in terms of utility,
accuracy, timeliness of availability, and cost to Project in terms of time. Major
data collection instruménts developed and refined eac'. year by the Froject included
(a) the Special Education Training Program Survey and (b) the Special Education

 Personnel Needs form (originally developed for public schools but used for all

agencles by the third year of the Project - see Appendix D for sample form and
all-agency data summary). A Project Data Matrix was developed, and updated each
year detailing data types, sources, descriptions, timing of availability, utility
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for planning and recommendations/plans for the future. (See Appendix C - Third
Year Project Data Matrix.) o

In addition to cata collection through formal questionnaires and survey instruments,
the Project alsc collected information informally. Issues, problems, needs, policy
changes, and other significant variables were identified and clarified through
discussions with the Policy Advisory Board and other Project Linkage Groups, and
with knéwledgeable individuals. Diverse training resources were also identified

by members of Project groups and other individuals seeking assistance from the
Project. :

General types of data collected by the Project included current and projected pupil -
and personnel census in regular and special education in all types of schools,

- systems, and agencies; enrollment and projected numbers of graduates in higher
education programs; training program profiles and plans; patterns of personnel
movement across state lines; numbers of personnel certified/approved; inservice
training needs and resources; economic, legislative, and political variables
affecting manpower planning; and other relevant information.

As the Information System evolved, selection/development of appropriate data
collection strategies involved several considerations including.(a) decisions re-
garding scope of system, . (b) anticipated purposes for which data would be used, (c)
degree of emphasis onvprocess or content, (d) nature of data to be collected, i.e.,
primarily qualitative or quantitative, (e) relative appropriateness of formal or
informal procedures, (f) appropriate level, e.g., local, regional, state, multi-
state, for. data collection as related to potential sources, and (g) potential for
incorporatisg new sections into existing procedures. (See Part IIT for more de-
tailed discu551on ) :

_Data Analysis and Dissemination

Data analysis processes vere ongoing throughout the Project. Most frequently analy-
ses involved syzthesis and explanation of data from multiple sources with a focus on
a particular area of specialization or a specific problem area. Although Project
staff were primarily responsible for preparing analyses, the assistance of various
Project groups was invaluable in identifying alternative interpretations. of data

and identifving the more salient interpretations. The most detailed data .analyses '
produced by the'Project included a comprehensive status report on spécial education
manpower in Massachusetts and several reports on needs in particular areas of
specialization.

The Project dissezinated information in several ways. - Documents produced by the
Project included a variety of reports, data summaries, and analyses, proceedings
_of planning conZerences, personnel development guidelines and plans, ahnd catalogs
" of preservice aza inservice training resources. The majority of these documents
were available Zor broad dissemination, although a few were _prepared for’ limited
use. Tweﬂt"-elént (28) documents were developed during the first year,,twenty—four
(24) during the second.year, and twenty-eight (28) during the third year. (See
_Appendix E - Lists of documents developed by Project.) Some documents were up-
dated annually 5y the Project; others were the outcomes of unique efforts.

Detailed nizutes cf Project plaaning group meetings were disseminated in lieu of
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a newsletter. In additioa, the Project respoaded to an unexpectedly large number
of varied individual requests. The volume of this demand increased by the second
year to a monthly average of 50 written and 60 oral information requests, and this
activity was incorporated into the technica. assistance ¢ =tions .{ the Projcct.

Qutcome Evaluation:

Results of third year internal and external evaluations documented the effective-
ness of the evolving information system. (See Appendices B and H, and Evaluation
section, p. .)

2. -Linkage Group System

The Project's linkage system was comprised of a large number of groups, with over-
lapping memberships, all of which served as mechanisms for sharing of information
and resources, ongoing identification of problems and needs and potential solutions,
cooperative and coordinated planning, and developzent and annual updating of the
.Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD).

Groups varied i terms of membership, goals, activities, and 1ength of existence
(long-term groups versus short-term task forces). The attached diagrams iliustrate
evolution of the system during its initial three years.

Project Policy Advisory Board:

The Project Policy Advisory Board provided information to the Project, established
policy for Project operation, and assisted in setting orlorities for Project
activities. During its third year, the Board functioned as the state CSPD Committee.
Hembers included representatives of higher education planning gzroups, and public,
private, and institutional schools, educational collaboratives, human services
agencies, consumer groups, the State~AGV1sory Cormission, various state education
agency bureaus, and profe551ona1 organizations. (See Appendix I - membership list.)

\

|

Special Education Training Program Liaison Group:

The Liaison Croup included representatives of all public and private institutions
of higher education which offered coursework and/or degree programs in special
education, other agencies which . had been awarded EHA Title VI, Part D training

grants, and chairpersons of Project Training Groups. ({See Appendix I - membership
list.) ,

-biscoﬁtinued Groups:

. o : .
Two groups, a Steering Commiittee of the Board and an SEA Division of Special
Education Training Committee, were organized early in the first Project year, but
discontinued after a year because they were not functioning effectively.

Specialized Area Training Groups:

Project Training Groups w?re organized on the basis of area of training special-
ization, e.g., Early Childhood Education/Special Education, Regular Educdation/Special
Education, Generic Special Education, and Severe Special Needs. Activities and
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menbership of these groups varied considerably, although each included representa-
tives of all Colleges/Universities which currently offered or planned to develop
training programs in the given area of specilalization. Othér members of various
groups included public school, institutional school, and collaborative personnel,.
parents, and perscnnel from various other education and human services agencies.
Activities of various groups included sharing of information on existing programs
and plans/strategies for program development and modification, development of guide-
lines for training programs and certification recommendations, development of
training consortia, assessment of training needs and resources, development of
resource sharing strategles, and planning conferences on personnel development.

In addition, beginning in the second year, each group developed and annually up-
dated a specialized trairing plan for use in implementing the state's CSPD. Train-
ing plans typically included a statement of issues, problems, and needs; a progress
report oa implementation of the current year's plan; needs assessment results; a
plan for training and other activities to be completed during the coming fiscal
year; and data on personnel supply and demand in terms of state personnel catego-~
ries. (See Appendix J.: Summary of third year group activities.)

Liaison Steering Cormittee:

This Steering Committee, composed of chairpersons of Project Training Groups, was
organized at the end of the second year to provide a wechanism for coordinating
planning efforts of various Project Groups, including cross—disc;pllnarv coopera-
tive projects. (See Appendix I for membership lists.)

Project RETOOL Steering Committee:

This committee provided direction _for a VI-D Special Project funded to provide
continuing education for Massachusetts College and University special education
faculty. (Manpower Project developed orginal proposal early in 1976, and pro-

vided extensive support for Project RETOOL operation durino the next tvo years.)

Terooragx¥Task Forces: . .
/ | X
'The manpower project also organized temporary task forces to deal with various
concerns relative to special education personnel preparation and placement, e.g.,
VI-D consortium proposal development, competency assessment, recommendations for

Regular Education Inservice Training and local education agency training plan
development.

Original plans for group development were modified in several ways.

1. The original timeline for group development was too short, and was extended.

2. Additional groups were established in respohse to requests from members of one
or more existing groups, so that more Training Groups were organized than

originally anticipated.

Cutcome Evaluation:

Internal” and external evaluation results confirmed the effectiveness of the linkage
systen in facilitating (a) communication, (b) ccordination of planning and de-~ . ,
-~ cision-naking, and (c) sharing of resources, involving all sectors concerned with-———

v
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special education manpower development (institutions, agencies, and organizations).

3. Other Planning, Coordinating, and Technical Assistance Functions

By the second Project year, several Project activities had developed into major
functions. These included Qbjective 1.9, development and dissemination of annual
statement of state special education priorities, Objective 2.4, provision of
technical assistance, and Objective 2.6, coordination of submissions of training
grant proposals. (See Part III for more detailed descriptions of these functions.)

Training Priority Development:

The priority development process,evolved into a major component of the state's
CSPD participatory planning procedures. This process, initiated in 1975-76, in-
volved the following steps:

a. Development of a draft statement of preservice and inservice training priori-

‘ties based on manpower-data collected by the Project, and other identified
needs.

b. Review and revision of the draft by the Division of Special Education Coordi-
nating Committee, the Project Policy Advisory Board, and the Special Education
Training Program Liaison Group.

The final statement, which described ‘target populations and general types of

training needed in order to parallel BEH training priorities, was used in coordi-

nating Title VI-D proposal submissions and also provided guidance for training
program development by those who did not seek Title VI-D funds. After three years
of development, the priorities that had been determined would, with minor modifica-
tions, be guiding personnel preparation in Massachusetts for several years to come.

(See Priorities Statement in Appendix L.)

-

Coordinating Submissions of Training Grants and Other Collaboration

The procedures for coordinating Title VI-D proposal submissions to BEH alsc were
developed through a participatory planning process. During the first year of the
Project, the Training Program Liaison Group collaborated with Project staff to
develop a process for SEA review of VI-D proposals. This process was approved by
the SEA which made a commitment to support all proposals which addressed state
training priorities. A timeline was developed for submission of proposal summaries
or full proposals for review to determine whether they were in accord with priori-

- ties. Project staff reviewed proposals, provided technical assistance to applicants
in shaping proposals to address priorities, and prepared support letters which
noted the unique strengths of each proposal and its relations ship to the state's
CSPD. Each applicant also was provided with a summary of Mussachusetts Special
Education Personnel Needs which included ¢he training priorities statement, a

~description of the proposal review process._State Plan-personnel data tables, and
a Manpower Project description. (See Appendix L.)

Approximately 55 Tite VI-D training grant proposals were- submitted by Massachu-
setts institutions of higher education and other agencies in October, 1977. A
_few of these-were-fromagencies not yet involved with the Project, and were not
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reviewed. With the exception of one component in one proposal (which addressed
regional needs), all others addressed onefor more state priorities. A substantial
number of VI-D proposal writers sought technical assistance from the Manpower Pro-
ject in shaping their proposals to state training needs, as well as in improving
proposal quality. A summary of those proposals which were funded for FY 1979 .is
included in Appendix L. A number of these proposals were developed and others
were significantly modified at the request of Project staff, in order to address
high need areas. It should be noted that nearly one third of the funds allocated
to Massachusetts supported programs which prepared personnel to respond to re-
gional and national needs. : '

Several other types of collaboration evolved from continuing involvement of repre-
sentatives of cultiple institutions and agencies in various Project groups. These
included:

a. Sharing of resources (staff, éourses, specialized programs and materials)
among various training programs, public schools, educational collaboratives,
and institutional schools. ' ’ '

t. Plans to develop informal consortium VI-D proposals included in specialized
area CSPD Components prepared by several Training Groups (Severe Special
Needs, Bilingual Special Education, Speech Pathology/Audiology/Audition, and
Career/Vocational/Special Education).

c. Provision of technical assistance by staff from several institutions and
agencies to staff at other institutions and agencies, in developing programs
and writing Title VI-D proposals. : '

.

Techniczl Assistance:

The technical assistance function of the Project grew far beyond original expec-
taticas. The syszem for classifying and recording requests was improved each

year. 3Some information requests required little time for response, but others,
particularly technical assistance/consultation requests and specialized information
requests. werc vexy time consuming. During its third year, the Project responded
=~ 26C information requests, 119 requests which led to referral, and 410 requests
for advice imd in-depth consultation. (See Appendix P. for more detailed data
analysis.; The Project also loaned various print and mediated training materials

to Instituvtions of higher education..

- 4. Comprehensive Massachusetts Personnel Development Plan (CSPD)

The original Project proposal included as a second year objective the development
and initial implementation of short and long range plans for special education per-
sonnel developzent. As a result of the passage of P.L. 94-142, this- plan was.de-
signed to respond to requirements' for a Comprehensive System for Personnel Develop-
ment. By virtue of its structure, and quectives, the Massachusetts Manpower Project
was designed to comply with many of the basic CSPD requirements:

a. to provide data on currently embloyed and needed personnel, and training needs.
/

b. to coordinate collection and dissémination of other information on training and
programmatic resources. §

kN
i




\
AT

1.21

c. to plan for necessary pre- and in-service training of all types of personnel
- needed to educate all Massachusetts children with special needs

d. to coordinate CS?D development, involving representatives of multiple sectors
concerned with preparation and utilization of special education related per-\\
sonnel in a rarticijatory planning process. :

e. to coordinate and evaluate CSPD implementation.

f. to provide necessary technical assistance relative to developing, planning,
ioplementing, ané evaluating training programs,

The Project coordirated development of the FY 1978 and/FY 1979 Comprehensive Plans
for Personnel Developmeat. Members of all Project Groups were informed concerning
the CSPD requirererts and assisted.in developing various sections of the plan. The
Policy Advisory Boardé was primarily concerned with the CSPD narrative and data.
Each Project Training Group- developed a CSPD component dealing with its particula-
area of specializaticn. These components or trainidg plans typically included a
statement of issue§, problems, and needs; a progress report on implementation of
the current vear'g.plan; needs assessment results; a plan for training and other
activities to be completed during the coming fiscal year; and data on personnel
supply and demand in terms of state personnel categories. (See Appendix K for
sacple Training Plans.) . i

5. Yortheast Interstate Manpower Plauning

-

A third year (1977-78) Project objective was to develop mechanisms fox coordination
of special educatiorn manpower planning and placement efforts among all states in
the Sew England region. -Given ‘the many interdependencies among these states in
terns of special education personnel supply/demand, and training needs and resources,
it was Impractical for the states in this region to plan in isolation. Since the
tiassachusetts Project was funded to develop, a model for comprehensive manpower plan-
ning, and to provide assistance to other states in planning, the development of the
regional component was a logical extension of thesoriginal Project.

Although the original plan was to include only the six New England states in the
regional plaaning structure, New Jersey was added to the informal consortium in
response to SEA request, and was involved in the first year of Interstate planning.
(Tais request followed consultation by the Massachusetts Project Director with the
.NXew Jersey S=ZA and Figher Education Council. It was approved by the Massachusetts
BEZ-JPP Program Officer.) , :
Interstate =anpower -planning activities during the initial year were governed by
interstate agreezents between }Massachusetts and the six cooperating states (see
Appeadix M). An Interstate Steering Committee, composed of one-State-Education-
Agency representative from each state, was responsible for determining Project policy
and priorities, and providing direction for specific Project activities.

The Cormittee held three meetings during the year. At its first meeting (July, 1977)

the Comuittee decided that the scope of proposea activities was too _complex-and--the - --

——potential positivé cutcomes of regional planning were too substantial, to be accom-
plished within a sirngle year. It was decided that limited BEH-DPP funding should
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be requested to support regional cooperative manpower planning for three additional
years. The Committee met in September 1977 to draft new Interstate Agreements and

to refine Project structure. (The Project was subsequently funded .for an additional
three years.) '

During the first year ofIInterstate Project implementation, both the uniqueness of
each state and a number jof cormon needs were apparent.

Project activitics were shaped by requests received from cooperating states.
Following any individual state request for technical assistance, a motre precise
assessment of needs was completed and assistance was then provided by phone, mail,
or in person, including on-site consultation. It also should be noted that Steering
Committee members provided substantial technical assistance to one another at Inter-
state meetings. Regional activities were initiated and monitored by the Interstate

Steering Committee. All activities listed below involved single states unless other-
wise noted. . : -

Information System Development :

a. Analysed available data and existing data collection procedures: identified
gaps and suggested appropriate data collection strategies (multiple requests).

b. Assisted in developing procedures for collection of data on personnel supply,
and demand.

c. Assisted in developing systems for assessing personnel and training needs.

d. Prov1ded information on manpower information system and data collection
instruments (multiple requests).

The Project also arranged for exchange of data collection forms, reports, etc.
currently in use by some of the states.

State Plan Development, Including Cooperative Planning:

a. let with recently developed State Higher Education Committee to describe
Massachusetts Project and suggest (initiate) cooperative planning strategiles.

b. Mét with established State Higher Education Committee, to evaluate cooperative
planning efforts, complete functional analysis of Massachusetts Project, and
develop strategies for incorporating missing functions into existing State
structure.

c. et with statewide group of inservice trainers to review CSPD requirements and
assist in training network development.

State Comprehensive Systems for Personnel Development:

a. Reviewed ané'critiqued"CSPD,'identified weaknesses, and suggested strategies
for improvezent; assisted in revising CSPD in respomse to BEH commeEntis;
assisted in developing one component of plan.

S
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b. Shared available information on Massachusetts Project (multiple requésts).

Developnent of Regional Data Base and Regional Maqggyef Plan:

a. Completed an item analysis of each state's pupil and personnel data collection
procedures as requested by the Steering Committee. (See Appendix 0.)

b. Determined that the timeline for development of a comprehensive regional data
tase would depend on (1) the speed with which some of the states completed
cdevelopaent of their zanpower information systems, and (2) completion of committee
efforts to develop a system for translating diverse state personnel classifica-
tion systems into a common language.

Regionél data base is essential for development of Regional Plan. \
Define Parameters of the Compfehensive System for Personnel Development (CSPD)

Including Options for States - Identify Problem Areas and Share Problem Solving
Strategies (Regional Activity): : . . :

-The Steering Committee identified this area as a top priority and began to deal
with these needs. at the first meeting. State representatives shared their CSPDs
with the group, identified problems affecting one or more states, and suggested
problem-solving strategies. By the second meeting, the Committee had developed a
rough outline of CSPD parameters and decided to invite the BEH-DPP Program Officer
(Josephone Taylor) for all seven states, the BEH-ASB State Plan Officer (Bill
Halloran) for six of the seven states, and state directors to the third meeting
held in February, 1978. At this meeting CSPD parameters were further negotiated,
and the BEH personnel requested that the Committee prepare a memorandum to include
both concerns and recommendations regarding the CSPD. The memo, which also sug-~
gested options for CSPD implementation, was drafted by the Manpower Project and
reviewed and revised by the Steering Committee and the New York state representative
who was an informal member of the Committee. (A copy of the original Interstate
memorandun, with comments from Ms. Taylor and Dr. Balloran, is included in Appendix
- N.) - -

Informal Efforts to Balance Manpower Supply/Demand Across State Lines:

Several areas of substantial discrepancy were identified by the Steering Committee

and several informal strategles were explored to deal with such discrepancies.

These included (a) referral of states in need of personnel (in a particular area

of specialization) to training institution(s) with good reputations in states with

an oversupply of such personzel, and (b) dissemination to multiple agencies and insti-
tutions of information on personnel needs in a neighboring state. A number of
Massachusetts early childhood special education personnel sought positions in New
Fampshire as a result of this strategy. '

Interstate Training Projects:

(It was anticipated that this objective would focus primarily on low incidence
areas in which training resources were limited or non-existent in some states.)

-

w
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Project staff worked with the Steering Committee and with Boston College to
initiate a Northeast Region VI-D Project for Inservice Training of Teachers of
Visually Handicapped (funded in 1978). The Project Director also was involved in
planning for an Interstate Inservice Project in the area of Hearing Impaired, but
Projects were funded in 1978 for only two states.

Coordinate Exploratibn of Personnel Certification/Approval Requirements and
Implications for Training Programs (Regional Activity):

a. -Project staff began to compile a catalog of special education personnel role
descriptions in each of ,the states, at the request of the Steering Committee.
The Committee was concerned with implications of non-compatible credentials -
for movement of personnel across state lines. The Director of Teacher Certifi-
cation and Placement in Massachusetts.asked the Committee to develop informal
recommendations for interpreting equivalency of credentials.

Coordinate Development of Strategies for Sharing Training Resources Within and
Among States (Regional Activity):

a. In addition to informal sharing of resources and information at the Steering
Committee meetings, variqus states exchanged training materials, insqrvice
needs assessment procedures, etc. through the Project.

Coordinate Access to Regional and National Programs and Technical Assistance
Resources (Regional Activity):

-

a. Although individual state representatives were aware of various (often different)
. program and technical assistance resources currently available, there was no
coordinated access to such resources. For this reason, the Steering Committee
(at its second meeting) asked the Project to serve as a Clearinghouse for infor-
mation on available resources which might bé used in developing and implementing

each state's Comprehensive System for -Personnel Development as well as regional
manpcwer development plans.

E. Cooperation with BEH and Other Manpower Projegts

A separate Project objective was to cooperate with BEH and other BEH-funded projects
(a) to support national level manpower planning; (b) to provide technical assistance
-to other states on request, and (c) to utilize knowledge and expertise developed in

other projects to improve the Massachusetts Project. '

The Project Director participated in a planning meeting concerning development of
a National Special Education ifanpower Project and in two meetings sponsored by the
Kational Project, and drepared a paper on the Massachusetts Project for the first
symposium proceedings.

During the first Project year, both_informatibn and technical assistance were pro-
vided to staff .in two State Education Agencies and information was provided on
request to University staff in four states, SEA staff in five states, and to one
technical assistance.project. In the third year, out-of-state requests increased
to 42.
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Elements adapted from other states included the Kentucky Project's Catalog of
Faculty Available for-Training and Consultation, the Consortium proposal concept
from New Jersey, and cértain modifications in data collection procedures based on
systems in Connecticut, New Jersey, and Florida.

F. Internal and External Project Evaluation Procedures and Results

During its three years of Special Project funding, the Manpower Project used an
evaluation design which combined formal and informal procedures to provide both
formative and summative evaluation data. Due to the developmental nature of the
Project, formative evaluation played a major role in refining Project manapement

- and activities,*andvin assisting staff to adapt the Project to continuing system
changes. A wodification of the Disctepancy Evaluation }odel was used to :evelop
and refine a more detailed evaluation'plan during the second and third Project
years. (See Third Year valuation Plan in Appendix G.) -

- Procedures:

Internal evaluation procedures included: documentation of completion of Project
activities and products specified: in the workscope; analysis of data collected by

the Project and assessment of its-usefulness and accuracy; detailed énalysis of
information and technical assistance requests; review of informal feedback regarding
concerns, needs, recommendations, and perceptions of Project performance; analysis

of weekly Project activity logs,,analysis of training program-deveiopment and modi-~
fication (including VI-D proposals) and decisions not to develop programs; and - T
analysis of minutes of Project Group meetings. (See Appendix B for documentation

of completion of Third Year activities and products.)

The external evaluator for the second and third years of the Project was Mary
Havelock, one of the developers of the original planned change mcdel on which the

. Project was based. Evaluation procedures included observations of a sample of
Project Group meetings, review of all Project documents, structured phone inter-
views of samples of persons involved in one or more Project Groups, written ques-
tionnaires administered to random samples of )roject participants, and periodic
interviews with the Project Director. Draft interview protocols and -questionnaicas
were presented to the Policy Advisory Board and Interstate Committee, as appropriate,

" for review and revision prior to each evaluation.

External Evaluation Results:

The external evaluation focused on the effectiveness of the five major Project
_ components: : ; ‘

a. Operation and refinement of the PrOJect s information system to collect,

an:lyze, surmarize, and disseminate data on special education personnel supply
and demand and other training needs and resources.

b. Coccrdination of the Project's Linkage Network which provided a mechanism for
sharing information, for building relationships for planning on a cooperative
basis across agepcies and institutions in the Commonwealth, and participatory __ -—
development of the lfassachusetts Comprehensive System for Personnel Development
(CSpD). i

o N 39
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c. Coocrdination of the development of the Massachusetts CSPD.

d. Provision of technical assistance related to training program design and
cevelopment, training delivery, proposal development, and manpower planning.

e. Coordination of Interstate anpower Planning in collaboration with an Inter-
state Steering Committee comprised of representatives from Massachusetts and

six other Northeast states, and provision of technical assistance to the par-
ticipating states.

Effectiveness of these program components was' judged primarily in terms of their
contribution te informed planning and decision-making, within and across various
agencies and institutions, regarding special education manpower planning and
development. The external evaluation was designed to be both formative and summa-
tive in nature. Interim and final reports were prepared for the Project each year.

Third year evaluation results includédf o ‘;_% \\

.. o
el re :
N

-

InformationvSvstem:

M e

K

a. 'Ninetyufive-ﬁéféén; of Linkage Network members reported that the Project's data
reports were adequate for their planning needs. k_‘ .

b. Sixty—nine'percent of questionnaire respondents reportéd that the Project's

projections of manpower training needs were useful. . '
’ (N % ‘ .

c. Sixty~four percent of inﬁerview respondents and 437% of questionnaire respondents
reported that they hadvmdﬁq special requests for information from the Project.
All of these respondents indicated that the Project responded promptly to their
requests and that the responses were adequate to meet their needs.cS

'1 . . i
Linkage System: :

d. Ninety-five percent of questionnaire respondents said that they had found it
useful to belong to a Manpower committee.
e. Eigﬁty—six-percqu,offqﬁégEiannaire respondents and 82% of interview respondents
indicaged,%haf’fﬁey felt that the activities of the Manpower Project had been
~responsive to the needs identified by their committees.

f. Ninety-five percent of questionnairé respondents indicated that the minutes
"of their committee meetings were useful to their needs. .

g- Fifty;fiQe percent of questionnaire respondents said they tbey, or the agencies
or institutions with which they were affiliated, had made new plans or decisions,
or altered existing plans, as a result of participating in the Project.

of the Manpower Profect activities, their agencies or institutions had coordin-

h. Fifty-eight percent ;of questionnaire respondents indicated that, as a result
ated activities or élanned cooperatively with other agencies or institutionms.

A

=
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© CSPD:

i. Seventy-two percent of qnestionnaire respondents and 72% of interview respon-

d:nts reported feeling that they were adequately involved in developing the
CSPD. components.

j. One problem was identified relative to the CSPD development process: Some
members of the Linkage Network expressed concern that the products of the ’
Network were not accepted by the state Division of Special Educaticn.

’

Technical Assistance: » : ' | \
k. Forty-one percent of questionnaire respondents and 41% of inteyview respon-
dents reported that they had made special requests for technical assistance
from the Project; all were satisfied with the responses they received.
- \

Interstate Project:

1. All members of the Interstate Steering Committee felt that the In::rstate
component was responsive to the priority manpower needs of their states, and
all expressed satisfaction with the technical assistance and coordination which
the Massachusetts~based Manpower Project had provided in the areas of the
Interstate Agreements.

m. Five members specified areas in which the Project had already made an impact
on manpover planning and development in their states.

Detailed descriptions and analyses of third year external evaluation results mei
be found in Appendix H.

G. Dissemination

Information on the Massachusetts Special Project was broadly disseminated in
several ways:

1. Dissemination of information and materials in response to requests for infor-
mation and technical assistance.

2. -Resource sharing through the Interstate Manpower Project.

3. Presentations at various state and national-meetings (ineluding during the-
third year, (a) 1977 Summer Institute on P.L. 94-142 at the University of
Vermont, (b) 1978 Annual National Meeting of the Coucil for Exceptional
Children, and (c) 1978 BEH-DPP Eastern Region Meeting).

4. Publication of several chapters and articles. (See Appendix R.)

AN

Part II includes a detailed report of Project accomplishments under each objective
as well as a brief list of notably successful and unsuccessful elements. Part III
provides an analysis of several of the Project's most effective practices.

J;Eii(; ) '_.' . : ‘4.1
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PART II - PERFORMANCE REPORT

Accomplishments and slippages are summarized for each objective. Some objectives'
were operational for only one or two of the three Project years. '

Objective 1:

To design and jmplement a comprehensive atd:coordinated system for (a) compilation
and analysis of data on existing and projected.special education personnel supply
and demand, training needs and resources,.and other reIEtht—Eéta, and (b) dissem-
ination of relevant and timely data to concerned decision-makers.

1.1 Identify data needs of planners and .decision-makers concerned with special
‘education manpower planning, in terms of requisite content, format, timing,
and accuracy. (First and second Project years)

First year: The initial procedure utilized to identify data needs (content
and timing) of decision-makers was a questionnaire disseminated to members

of the Project Policy Advisory Board. This procedure met with limited success.
Responses were received from 13 out of 33 Board members. It was apparent that
members were uncertain of the potential utility of some types of information
until they had an opportunity to review various data summaries. In addition,
some members of the Board were not .in decision-making roles relative to special
education manpower development, although their input was essential for the
Project's effective functioning, and they were interested in using Project
information for other purposes, (e.g., consumers and school -administrators).
For this reason, coples of all Project data summaries were disseminated to

all policy Board members during the first Project Year (Information System
Phase I),. Reports of potential interest to other Project groups were dis-
seminated selectively, as needs of different members proved to be extremely
varied.

Three additional strategies proved more successful. One was the use of a
Project Information Request Form, initiated during the second quarter of
Project operation. -Although use of these forms by members of Project groups
was somewhat limited, due to automatic dissgmination of reports to appropriate
Project groups, the Project Policy Advisory Board and Steering Committee
agreed that this approach to meeting 'selective needs should. be utilized during
the second Project year (Phase II Information System). -

The third strategy was developed in response to the unexpectedly numerous
and diverse requests received by the Project from a varied assortment of
individuals and agencies both in and out-uf-state. Additional information
summaries were developed in response to a number of similar requests, while
a few were developed in response to requests by individuals, (e.g., Commis-
sioner of Edutation). ‘

The fourth strategy was the preparation of a detailed summary and analysis
of significant information collected by the Project during the first year:
Special Education Manpower in Massachusetts - Status Report and Recommenda-
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tions, July 1976. (ERIC ED 154 162; EC 110 265)

Tn addition to the content aspects of data needs descri ed above. the dimen- -

"sions of format, timing, and accuracy were assessed informally. Needs of

individual planners and decision-makers were found t¢’ vary greatly. Some
persons wanted an annual report, while others wanted data well before it was
avallable; some wanted detailed reports, while othérs preferred executive
summaries; some needed only, general estimates of /data, while others desired
relatively high. degrees of accuracy and specificity

In practice, the compromise/solutions evolved were:

a) - to prepare data sumaries as early as possible, within the limits imposed
- by timing of data collection efforts in other divisions and agencies
In a few instances. ‘voluntary surveys were conducted by the Project.to
develop data estimates well ahead of the time when more complete data
would be available
/

b) to present data in a detailedvformat This met the needs of all indi-

viduals since summary data was also included within each report

c) to verify data as much as possible. including discrepancy analysis when
complementary reports were available.

In additon, Project staff worked with staff of various divisions/agencies
to improve accuracy, timing, and utility of data whenever possible.

Second year: Experience  during the second Project- year confirmed the high
degree of variability in data needs of decision-makers in terms of content,
format, accuracy, timing, and degree of specificity.

Data needs were identified by several procedures:

1. Special Education Training Program Survey

2. External Evaluation Questionnaire

3. Project Information Request Form

4. Informal Concensus by Various Project Linkage Groups
5. Requests from agencies and individuals.

Re. ests for information from the Project proved to be extremely numerous

~ and diverse. Some requests were beyond the scope or capacity of the Project.

Third year: Discontinued as a separate objective. Data needs of decision-.
makers were monitored on a continuing basis using results of internal and
external evaluations, analyses of information requests, and feedback from
members of Project groups.

Identify existing sources of data relevant to special'edUcation’manpower
planning. (First and second Project yr.ars)

First year: A number of data sources had been identified through preliminary
planning efforts prior to inception of the Project. Additional sources were

43
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identified by cecntacting various agencie. *»’ , soliciting information from
zembers of the Policy Advisory Board and other Project groups. 1In addition,
some group cecbers volunteered information on other types of data sources,
and sent unsolicited data in to the Project.

Second year: Yo additional significant data sources were identified .during
the second Project year. See revised Project Data Matrix (Appendix C for a
summary of sources of essential or highly useful data utilized by the Project
during its third year.

1.3 Collect data on current /projected pupil census, special education personnel
supply and cdercand, training needs, resources, 'and priorities, and’ status of
other variables affecting manpower projections.

First year: Data was collected tﬁroughout the Project year. Timing of data
availability from different sources proved to be extremely variable. (See
Data Matrix, Appendix C.)

The following classifications of data collection efforts were developed:

e Primary Data Collection: Data collected directly by the Project
. VS -
Secondary Data Collectiod?- Data obtained from some other agency/
organization/division, etc., which was responsible ‘for direct
collection of the data.

¢ TFormal Data Collection: Data collected through questionnaires,
other survey forms, egf. .
vs -
Informal Data Collectidp. Data obtained through informal feedback

from members of PrOJeqt ‘groups, structured interviews, etc.
\
! AN
Second year: 1In most 1nstances\where primary data was collected directly by
the Project, cata collection efforts were modified to some extent based on -

first year experience and results of internal and external evaluations.

Third year: sdéitional modifications in Project primary data coll:ction
procedures included: -

a. Continue to use voluntary data collection for educational collaboratives
through collaborative association - 100%Z return for the first time, due to
assistance of Massachusetts Organization of Educational Collaboratives.

b. Used volurtzry collection procedure on extznsive sample of private schwols -
with extersive assistance from Massachusetts Assoclation of 766 Approved

Private Schools.

c. Training Progran Survey data cocpleted, Fall 1977. (earlier date)

[y
£

Analyze existing data collection procedures and data relative to agency
source, forrat, data compatability, estimated accuracy, time data is avail-
able, and frecuencv of updating.

44
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Data analysis proved to be an ongoing process throughout the Project year.

A summary analysis of data collection procedures, including estimates of
utility of data and time invested in its collection and analysis ("cost") was
prepared for the Prcject, Steering Committee at the -end of the year in response
to a request from the Committee. . ‘

The Committee reviewed the summary and approved a revised data collection
approach for the second Project year (Phase II Information System). The
Project would continue to collect information judged essential and highly
useful, and a few additional (readily available) types of data. Other types
of data would no longer be collected by the Project, but would be listed with
sources in a catalog of available data. With minor modifications, this.plan
also governed data collection efforts in the third year. ' :

e
.
w

Develop'recommendations for modificaticn of existing ‘data collection pro-
cedures and development of new procedures where necessary for development of
SPED Manpower Information System; Assist in implementation 6f recommendations.

First year: Project assisted in planning for modifications of the following
.data collection procedures: '

a. School System Staff Report. - changes in personnel classifications.

b. Contribution to modification of forms for collectinglépproval and rate-
setting data from Private schools - to incorporate collection of persounel
data in compatible classifications (tentative).

c. Contribupién to Bureau of Institutional Schools fiscal reporting forms to
collect personnel data in compatible categories (tentative),

d. Cooperation with group working on collection of data on children and per-
sonnel in low-incidence areas of special needs.

e. Request for advancing completion date for School System Summary Report,
(which now-includes Special Education Personnel Needs Assessment Form).

New data collection procedures were developed only when essential. These
included: _

a. Revised College/University Training Pfogram Survey.

. b. Data collection on supply/demand of Early Childhood Educétion (ECE) and
ECE/Special Education personnel, ) . '

c. Voluntary CEC -CASE Special Education (SPED) Personnel Needs Survey?(one—
- time only survey conducted because larger Department of Education data
sample would be too delayed and did not include-some needed data).

d. Developed SPED Personnel Needs Assessment fofmffor School System Summary
Report, Department of Education standard computer-processed data collection
form (see Appendix D).
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e. Survey of Placement Service Needs of public school and Collaborative
Administrators (one time only survey).

rn
.

Initial efforts to develop cooperative 'SPED personnel data system between
Education and Human Services agencies.

g Attempts to develop procedures for collecting data on SPED personnel em-
ployed and needed in private schools ‘and educational collaboratives -
initial voluntary surveys were unsuccessful., Later attempts involved
incorporation of personnel data collection in procedures being developed
primarily for other purposes.

h. Catalog of available funds for SPED inserﬁice training and funded Projects.

1. Higher education SPED faculty training needs assessment - for Project
RETOOL proposal -

j. Two Surveys of training roles of Division of Special Education staff.

The Project arranged for computer processing of SPED Personnel Approval Flow
Data and SPED Personnel Needs Data (School System Summary Report) and developed
computer programs for processing data, Project also developed Flow Data form.

In addition, information on variables and agency policies potentially affectiﬁg
Manpower planning was collected through monitoring contributions of group mem-
bers during meetings, news media, agency policy statements and newsletters.

Collection of- Manpower data proved particularly difficult in three- areas: .
private schools, educational Collaboratives, and Human Services agencies.
Project staff conducted voluntary surveys (unsuccessful) in the first two
sectors and continued to meet with various individuals and groups 1in attempts
to develop functional strategies for collecting data needed by all parties
(i.e., multi-purpose data).

The development of procedures for routine transmission of relevant data to the
Project was judged impractical because of continuing changes in data collec-
tion procedures, and in personnel employed by various agencies.

Second year: Project efforts to modify existing procedures or develop new
procedures for collecting essential data included: :

a. School System Staff Report - assisted in changing personnel classifications
for 1976 'and 1977.

b. Cooperated with group working on collection of data on ‘children and per=-
sonnel in low-incidence areas of special needs.

c. Requested earlier completion date for School System Summafy Report, (which
now includes Special Education Personnel Needs Assessment Form).

d. Revfséd College/University Training Program Survey, already a multi—porpose
instrument, adding iuservice programs and faculty available for 1) con-
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sultation--and 2) training'program audit teams for the Division of'Speoial
Education. .

b. Organized group to work on cooperative SPED personnel data collection./l
system between Education and Human Services agencies.

c. Developed data collection procedures for SPED personnel employed and
.needed in private schools and educational Collaboratives, using voluntary
- surveys through private associations: Massachusetts Organization of
Educational Collaboratives (MOEC) and Massachusetts Association of Private
Schools (MAPS).

d. Drafted survey questionnaire regarding preservice and inservice training
needs for Bilingual SPED personnel. '

e. Conducted higher education SPED faculty training needs assessment for
Project RETOOL proposal (second year).

f. Assisted Bureau of Institutional Schools in collecting own personnel data.

Third year: Data collection modifications resultiog from Project efforts
included: '

a. Development of a routine procedure for collection of private school per-
sonnel data by the Division of Special Education.

b. Further changes in the Training Program Survey including: differentiaéion
of numbers of persons enrolled in preservice and in long-term inservice
programs; separation of -undergraduate enrollments by year.

c. Preparation of new private school forms and modifications in standard
personnel needs forms in Fall 1977, to respond to changes in BEH require-
ments and state planning needs (including collection of data on numbers
of personnel needing short-term and long-term inservice training)

d. Developed procedures for collection of data on related Human Setvices
SPED personnel needs by Bureau of Institutional Schools.

e. Project collected data from Special Education Special Projects involved
in direct services to ciiildren. . \
One notable accomplishment wvas the use of a single uniform (Project developed)
survey instrument to collect SPED persecmnel data from all agencies for the
first time in 1977-78 (see Appendix D). - ]
Informal collection of information on variables and agency policies continued
to be an important element in the Project's Information System. In addition,

the Project continued to encourage attempts to develop functional strategies

for collecting data needed by all parties (i.e., multi-purpose data collection
strategies). Collection of manpower data from Human Services agencies con-
tinued to be particularly difficult. The Project was involved in early plan-
ning for a new Mental Health Manpower Project and plans included future
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"

\-
collghgration between the two projects (subject to funding).
Develop data analyses and summaries respcnsive to identified needs of

planners and decision-makers, in terms of content and format, and to the
greatest extent possible, accuracy and timing.

First year: Twenty-eight (28) data summaries aad reports were prepared by
the Project (see Appendix E). Of.these, twenty-one (21) were prepared for
broad dissemination, four (4) were prepared fcr iimited dissemination, and
three (3) were prepared for intermal Project use. ‘

Second year: Twenty-four (24) data summaries and reports were prepared by
the Project (see Appendix E).

Third year: Twenty-eight(28) data sumﬁaries and reports were prepared by
Project. (see Appendix E for list)- .

Disseminate manpower information to various planners and decision-makers selec-
tively, according to previously identified needs.

First year: This objective was modified due to difficulty experienced in
surveying data needs of Project Group members (See 1.1). For other individuals,
data summaries and other information were disseminated by the Project in
response to Project Information Request Forms and specific oral and written
requests. (See Appendix F: sample Information Request Form.)

Second year: Routine dissemination of Proje:t Summaries was far more selec-
tive during the second Project year. The volume of requests for information

continued to increase and requests were extremely variable. The Project re-

ceived and responded to an average of 50 written and 60 oral information re-
quests each month. (This count does not include routine requests for informa-
tion on meetings, ete.) Although data summaries/analyses could be used in
responding to Some requests, many requests required individualized responses.

Third year: Routine dissemination of Project Summaries, Reports and other
documents was more selective during the third Project year.: Increased use
was made of. the Project's Information Request form, periodically updated and
routinely d1sseminated (resulting in requests for 217 items). The volume of
requests for information continued to be high. In additiom to substantial

numbers of requests made at Project meetings, telephone requests averaged
62/month and written requests 13/month. = Requests varied considerably in type
and amount of effort required to respond. Although data summaries/analyses
could be used in responding to some requests, many requests required responses
tailored to individual needs and some were quite time consuming.

Some requests were multi—faceted, i.e., requested more than one kind of infor-
mation.. Types of requests included training program development and modifica-
tion, SPED personnel supply/demand, general information and referral. Requests
came from various sources: Colleges and Universities, State Education Agencies,
Local Education Agencies, Private Schools, Collaboratives, Consumer .Groups,
Professional Organizations, and Students.
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1.8 Collect evaluations of adequacy of\information disseminated by Project and
revise information system procedures and products in response to evaluation
results. )

Information adequacy was assessed through internal and external Project evalua-
" tions and used in refining collection, aRalysis, and dissemination procedures.
(see App. B,Cs & I.)Informal feedback from members of Project groups and other
recipients of information was also extremely helpful. Responses to the infor-
mation system were generally positive and recipients appeared eager to contri-
bute to *cs refinement. )

1.9 Develop strategies for projecting special education manpower needs and Five-
Year SPED Manpower Projections for Massachusetty (second and third Project

years 2 .

Second year: This activity had to be postponed to the third Project year due -
to lack of some essential data. -An overview of anticipated needs was included
in the SPED Manpower Status Report, completed early in the second year.

- Third year: Accuracy of previous year projections for public schools was
analyzed and one year projections were developed based on personnel data re-
ports from various agencies.

Five-year projections delayed due to lack of availability of data on school
enrollments, birth rates, etc., and some data missing from higher education
programs, and insufficient data from previous years to” develop trend analyses

AT R

Objective 2:

To design and implement strategies to facilitate (a) communicationm, (b) coordination
of planning and decision-making, and (c) sharing of resources involving all sectors
concerned with special education manpower development (institutions, agencies, and
organizations). :

2.1 Complete orgénizatioh of Project Policy Advisory Board and selection of Steering
Committee and involve Board and Committee in actively directing Project Policy '
and activities. ‘

~~A-:jgirstfxeart‘“Project—Policy~Advisory Board was organized and its first meeting
- held on schedule in September, 1976. Due to delays in designation of-afew

agency/organization representatives, the group was not fully constituted until
March, 1976. Two agency representatives (Massachusetts Rehabilitation and .
Department of . Public Health) left their agencies and there were long delays
in designation of new representatives. The large size of the Board was a
source of concern to Project staff, but a few members had to be added, including
representatives of private schools, and Department of Education Regional
Special Education Project Directors. A number of individuals from various
agencies were added to the cc: Mailing list at their reguest (Massachusetts
Division of Employment Security, Association of Independent Colleges and
Universities of Massachusetts, Massachusetts Office of Federal and State Re-
sources, Massachusetts Commission for the Blind, Massachusetts Office for
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Chiidren Day Care Uu'*, Massachusetts State College Planning Office, Board of
Higher Education Office). ,

Three members voluntarily withdrew from the Board since they felt their in-
volvement with the Project was adequate through membership in other groups or
joint activities. = Five members were unable to attend any meetings or partici-
pated minimally (Office of Educational Affairs, Massachusetts legislature,
Secondary Principals Associatior Massachusetts Federation of Teachers, Commu-
nity Colleges). Project staff began to investica-2 the possihility of - nlac-
ing at least two of these representatives.

Selection of the Steering Committee was iela" - cquesz o dev
Advisory Boa:d until members had an oppc “tur . oo bemuir .. ed
and better informed about the Project. .he . Lo the ne ,ert

Director should recruit'the
sectors. )

Steering Committec .u inciude cer.ain .pucified
Y T =

The Board and Steering Committee were actively involved in directing the Pro-
Ject as documented in minutes. Both groups were asked to elect a chairperson
but preferred to have the Project Director function in this role for the

first’ year. The Board met five times and the Steering Committee ‘three times.

Second year: The Policy Advisory Board met five times and continued to provide
direction for the Project during its second year. Several members were replaced.
A few members did not participate actively despite phone reminders by Project
staff. All but one wished to remain on the Board. Several members were re-
Placed prior to the first meeting in the third Project year.

The Steering Committee of the Board was discontinued and replaced by a Steering
Committee of the Special Education Training Program Liaison Group. At the
recommendation of the Liaison Group, the new Committee was composed of Co-
chairpersons of Project Training Groups dealing with particular areas of
specialization. '

Third year: Both during the five meetings and outside of formal meetings, the
majority of Board members provided both direction and valuable assistance for
the Project staff. A few members did not participate actively despite phone
reminders by Project staff, and several were replaced. In general, participa-
tion by most agencies was improved. New organizations were represented on the
Board this year including the Department of Youth Services and the Massachusetts
Council of Oganizations of the Handicapped. (See Appendix I1.), '

I

Develop and maintain a sysépm of other training linkage groups, (in addition
Eo the Board) including: Special Education Training Program Liaison Group;
Division of Special Training Committee; Training Groups in the following
specialized areas: Early Childhood Education/SPED, Generic, Moderate Special
Needs, Severe Special Needs, Special Education Administration, Secondary Level
Special Education, Regular Education/Special Education. (First and second
years) i P -

Develop and maintain a system of Training Linkage Groups (in addition to
Policy Board) to provide mechanisms for cooperative planning and development

i
<
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of State PlanAfor Personnel Development (P.L. 94-142). (Third year)

First year: Formation of ,most Project Linkage groups was delayed for four

reasons: (a) unanticipated delay in returns of Special Education Training
Program Survey (resulting in uncertainty regarding specific institutions to be
included in various groups); (b) extensive time demands of initial data
collection efforts; (c) unanticipated length of time required in constituting
cettain Project Groups, e.g., severe, and (d) the realization that attempts
to organize too many groups in a relatively short period of time would

result in "group overload" for Colleges/Universities.

The Project organized the following groups, which met one or more times during
the first Project year.

1. Special Education Training Program Liaison Group (originally organized by
Project Director in Fall, 1973) - four meetings. Membership of this group
was expanded to include representatives of all Colleges/Universities (34)
which offered coursework and/or degree programs in special education, and
representatives of three VI-D-funded Projects based in other agencies.

This group: (a) dealt with . variety of concerns affecting all or many
institutions, and was instrumental in determining the order in which other
Project Linkage §roups were organized; (b) identified additional needs to
be met by the Project, and was responsible for the rapid development of
the Regular Ed/Special Education Group and its Consortium proposal; (c)
provided the primary mechanism for coordination of Cooperative Planning
efforts between the State Department of Education and special education
training programs; and (d) reviewed and revised draft spacial education
training priorities and developed concensus on the final priority state-
ments. The person selected as chairperson during the previous year (1974-
75) continued to function in that role. ¥

2. Division of Special Education Training Committee - three meetings - (dis-
continued in May, 1976 in response to results of internal and external
Project Evaluations). This attempt to coordinate efforts of a substantial
number of Division Staff members, concerned in some way with training,
proved .unsuccessful due to lack of participation and/or support from some
key decision-makers and lack of consistent participation by others. Two
surveys ‘of Training Related Roles and Responsibilities of Division staff
were completed, and results disseminated in an attempt (unsuccessful) to
increase coordination of various training efforts.

3. Training linkage groups:

a. Early Childhood Education/Special Education - Two meetings. Original
group plans to adapt the Maryland Training Tape Project to Massachu-
setts were unsuccessful due to cuts in funding for Massachusetts
Educational Television. The group also was concerned with credential-
ling of Early Childhood/SPED personnel, interagency tooperation, and
sharing of training resources. The Project's survey of personnel
supply and demand in these areas was completed ir response to requests
by a number of group members - earlier than orginally planned.

o4
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b. Generic Special Educafion’;’bne (1) meeting. Group completed pre-

liminary planning for task force to develop Guidelines for Generic
Training programs.

c. Moderate Spécial Needs - Group was organized, and first meeting

scheduled but delayed vntil fall dye to time conflicts of most
members, :

d.  Severe Special Needs - Two \2) meetings. This group was. carefully
planned over a period of four months, to'include a membership broa&l¥\
representative of public, private, and institutional schools, as wel
as educational collaboratives, human services agencies and special
projects, and Colléges/Universities. Group activities included in-
volvement in developing plans for resource sharing, training consortia,
and Guidelines for training programs- (through a Delphi strategy).

e. Special Education Administration - Some members were recruited but
the first meeting of this group was delayed to Fall, 1976.

£. Secondary Special Educétion - Some members were recruited but the
first meeting was postponed to Fall, 1976.

g. Regular Education/Special Education - Two (2) meetings. This group
was constituted rapidly at the request of the Liaison Group in order

to develop a multi-institution (25) Consortium Dean's Grant proposal
for submission in Fall, 1976. .

Co—chairpé;sons (representing public and private sectors) were selected

for three groups: Generic, Severe, and Regular Education/Special Educa-
tion. \

.Formation of Additional Groups: Several additional areas requiring co-
operative plénning were identified. It was decided that a Bilinqual -
Special Education Group should be organized in Fall, 1976, to address
complex and substantial needs in this area. Tentative plans were made to
form groups in the areas of Special Education/Paraprofessionals, and

Vocational Education/Special Education, pending further docqméntation of
needs. . .

Second year: The Project organized all but one of the planned groups, and all
but one met two or more times during the Project year. The Steering Committee
had recommended that the Secondary SPED Group should not be constituted as a

separate group. However, it was decided that a temporary planning group should

be organized during the third Project year, to work with the SEA's new statewide
Secondary Special Education Project.

1. Special Education Training Program Liaison Group - Four (4) meetings. One
institution of higher education was added to the membership, bringing the
College/University total to 35. In addition to performing the functions
previously described\ the group (a) assisted in designing. a VI-D proposal
review process to be us in conjunction with. annual updating of state
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special education training priorities in order to coordinate proposai
submission and (b) assisted in developing the staté’s P.L. 94-142 State
Plan for Personnel Development. In addition, this group-.decided a Liaison
Steering Committee should be organized to coordinate planning across Pro-
Ject groups.

2. Training Linkage Groups - Each group developed one specializedﬁérea
component of the P.L. 94-142 State Plan for Personnel Development.

Groups were in varying stages of developmenti.. A1l but one had selected
co-chairpersons and ‘several-were functioning more” independently, but 'still
required substantial Project support.

a. Early Childhood'Education/Special Education =~ Two (2) meetings. Group"
'concerns continued to include credentialling of Early Childhood/Special
Education personnel, interagency .cooperation, and sharing of training
resources. Recommendations for ECE/SPED teacher credeb”ials were
developed by the group.

b. Generic Special Education - Two (2) meetings of total group. A Task
' Force developed Guidelines for Elementary Generic Training Programs.

c. Moderate Special Needs - Two (2) meetings. Guidelines for Moderate
) Training Programs were com~:nted.

d. . Severe Special Needs - Four (4) meetings. The group was involved in
development of training consortia and of Guidelines for training
programs through a Delphi- strategy (lst Round Delphi completed 2nd
Round Delphi nearly completed).

e. Special Education Administration - Four (4) meetings. Group began
developing Guidelires for SPED Administrator Training Programs..

f. Secondary Special Education - Two (2) meetings of planning group.
This group was never formally constituted. It was decided to deal
with this area across all other groups.

g. Regular Education/Speciul Education - Two (2) meetings. The group
developed a multi-institution (25) Consorfium Dean'’s Grant proposal
for submission in Fall, 1976. It was not funded, but plans were made
to resubmit in Fall, 1977. The group also shared training materials.

New Groups OrQénized:

h. Bilingual/SPED - Three (3) meetings. The group identified primary
program development concerns, stimulated design of a data collection
instrument, made preliminary plans for a training Consortium, and
organized a large planning conference.

. Joint,Planning Grougﬁ(Adapted PE/Ther.Rec./OT/PT/Health) —~ Three
(3) meetings. This group worked on-defining relationships between
potentially overlapping roles and related issues in design of

2
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training programs for these specialty areas. Initially the group
involved only Adapted PE and Therapeutic Rec. Other disciplines
were added during the latter part of the year.

j. Paraprofessional/SPED - One (1) meeting. This.group met only once
due to a crisis in the State Community College System. A sub-committee
of the larger group organized a large planning conference.

k. Voc.Ed./Special Ed. - Five (5) meetings. Once this group was organized,

it operated fairly independently.

1. Visually Handicapped - Group met independently with leadership
provided by SEA Vision consultant. A

m. §peeg§ PathologyfAudiology - Preliminary organization of group was
initiated. ’ - i .

Third year:

1.

Special Education Training Program Liaison Group - Four (4) meetings.

The group continued to'perform a variety of functions as noted for previous
years and was actively involved in refining the state's Comprehensive
System for Personnel Development. Another institution of higher education
was added to the membership, bringing the total number of institutions to
36. Some larger institutions had two or more representatives of different
departments or schools. Membership also continued to include representa-
tives of VI-D funded projects in other agencies. '

Liaison Steeringggémmittee - Four (4) meetings. Tuls group was organized

< at the request of the Liaison Group and was comprised of co-chairpersons
of the specialized training groups. It provided a mechanism for coordina-

tion and planning azross speclalized training areas. The group reviewed
and revised the draft special education training priorities, and the draft
formats for the narrative and components of the Comprehensive System for
Personnel Development. (See Appendix I - Membership List.)

Training Linkage Groups ~ Most groups.refined tomponents for the FY 1979
Comprehensive System for Personnel Development and sought to implement

FY 1978 Plans. Two new groups developed components in Arts/Special Educa-
tion and Parent Education. Groups were in varying stages of development.
All had selected co-chalrpersons; although various chairpersons had
changed due to resignations or relocation of staff at institutions and
agencies. The Project maintained all existing groups.

Due to various snowstorms, the Project fell behind in its meeting schedule
and some meetings were postpaned during the winter months. All groups met
two or more times. Various subcommittee meetings were scheduled by some
groups for development of Guidelines and CSPD Components (some are not
included below since Project staff were not responsible for managing or
attending). Other group activities included:(alsoc see Appendix J):

a. Early Childhood Education/Special Education - Two (2) meetings. The
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group continued to focus on credentialling of Early Childhood/ -
Special Education personnel, interagency cooperation, and sharing of
training resources. - :

b. Generic - Two (2) meetings. .. Task Force developed Training Program
Guidelines for Secondary le.«: Generic programs. "

c. Moderate - Two (2) meetings. Group reviewed draft training proéram
Guidelines and draft tentative certification changes. Will revise
training Guidelines to be compatible with new professional standards.

o

d. Severe - Four (4) meetings. Group developed a core component
for inclusion in VI-D proposals submitted to BEH, October, 1977. The
Delphi Survey was completed in December, 1977, and Training Program
Guidelines were developed and professional standards recommended.
Several Task Forces were organized during the year to work on CSPD
Component,._Consortium Competency Assessment, and the VI-D Core which
described state-wide needs and summarized all seven VI-D proposals
being submitted for Severe personnel preparation.

e. SPED Administrators = Eight (8) meetings. The group developed draft
Jraining Program Guidelines (professional standards recommendations)
and attempted to stimulate development of additional approved SPED
Administration programs, since only one was available in the state.

f. - Regular Education/Special Education - One (1) meeting. This group
explored and shared alternative approaches for faculty development,
to support integration of special education training into regular
education preservice programs, as well as other institutional change
strategies.

g. Voc. Ed./Special Education - Nine (9) meetings. This group developed
a core component, describing four Voc.Ed./Special Ed. proposals, for
inclusion in each of these VI-D proposals submitted to BEH 1in October,
1977. Other activities includad: (1) development of Professional
Standards recommendations, (2, plans for short and long-term inser-
vice training and coordination between IHEs and Vocational Schools,
and (3) plans for Project RETOOL-Voc.Ed. (higher educational faculty
development).

~h. Bilingual/Special Education - Five (5) meetings and one (1) l-day
Conference. The group worked closely with a newly created SEA.
Special Project, the Bilingual Special Education Project. The group
ran a l-day state-wide conference on planning and implementing Special
Education programs for children with limited English speaking ability
.and special needs. (Conference Proceedings were developed and dis-
‘seminated during the following year.) Title VI-D applicants developed
a common core section for all Bilingual Special Education proposals
to be submitted in Fall, 1977. As a result of group activities,
‘several institutions were developing training programs or were
actively recruiting bilingual/bicultural students into existing train-
ing programs.
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i. Joint Planning Group (Adapted PE/Ther.Rec./OT/PT.Health) - Seven
(7) meetings. This group worked on defining relationships between
. potentially overlapping roles and related issues in design of train-
ing programs, and also developed a draft Role Descriptions Handbook

for Public Schools. Separate meetings of constituency groups also
occurredi~.. .

3. Paraprofessional - One-day Conference. This group did not meet as
a total group. Chairperson met with Liaison Steering Committee. It
was decided to recruit one member from each (appropriate) specialized
training group. Several members wer2 involved through the year in
planning a state-wide conference. (Proceedings were developed and
disseminated the following year.) Plans were made to reconstitute
the group in Fall, 1978.

k. Visually Handicapped - Three (3) meeiings. This group served as a
state-wide inservice training committee for the Division of Special
Education Low Incidence Project.

1. Speech Pathology/Audiology/Audition - Four (4) meetings. This group

developed a core component for VI-D (Consortium) proposals, submitted
to BEH in October, 1977.

New Groups Organized:

m. Arts/Special Needs - Two (2) meetings. This group was constituted
in November, 1977. Several additional sub-group meetings were held
to develop a CSFD component.

n. Parent/Surrogats Parent - Two (2) meetings. This group was constituted
in February, 1978, and-worked on coordinating training plans/resources
and development of a Title VI-D proposal for submission to BEH in
October, 1978. (Proposal was funded.)

Coordinate Project activities with existing state and interstate regional

groups concerned with sensory special needs (vision and hearing). ' (First
and second years) \,

\\

First year: The Project Director met several times with state coordinators for
Visually Handicapped and Hearing Impai;ed and other persons to collect available
data and plan for coordination with the. Manpower Project.

Second year: Separate training groups were organized in these areas to develop
State Plan Components and other Training plans, and this objective was deleted
for the third Project year.

evelop texporary task forces to address pecific issues and;problems identified
yy Policy Board and other Linkage Groups. 3\

AN
\.

AN
First~year:~ —Special Education Personnel Placement: This Task Force was

organized in March, 1976. Project staff were instructed to collect various
types of information before and after the only formal\geeting of this group.

06
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The findings and recommendations of the Task Force were presented to the Policy
Advisory Board. ' i

Placement system needs of special education admiristrators were surveyed (53
respondents). An attempt was made to locate funds for a pilot Collaborative
placement project. A potential, though uncertain, source of funds was located
and an interested agency was identified and encouraged to submit a proposal.

Special Education Training Program Guidelines: Development of Guidelines for
training programs was initiated in two relatively new areas of specilalization:
(1) Initial planning was completed for organizing a Generic Special Education
Guidelines Task Force; (2) Because of the complexity of some of the issues in-
volved, an alternative approach was chosen for Severe Special Education guide-
lines. A Delphi strategy was selected to develop concensus on the part of a
larger and broadly representative group. A consultant was hired to develop
the instrument and to analyze the results. - ' :

Follow-up and Evaluation of Training Program Graduates: Problems related to
follow-up of graduates were discussed by the Training Program Liaison Group.
Group members agreed to attempt to improve follow-up efforts during the coming
year. The Project was asked to collect and share examples of follow-up strate-
gles. Plans to develop a Task Force were dropped.

Second year:

a. Sggpial Education Personnel Placement: / proposal stimulated by Task
Force was submitted to the Division of Lpecial Education, and was not
funded. . :

" b. Special Education Training Program Guidelines: Task Forces developed
initial drafts of Generic and Moderate Guidelines.

c. Regulatr Education/Special Education Consortium Grant Proposal Writers:
At the request o? the Regular Ed./SPED Training Group, this Grant Writers'
Task Force was organized in May, 1976. First and second drafts of the
final proposal were developed by the group which held meetings in June v
and July of 1976. A consortium proposal involving 25 Colleges/Universities
and the SEA was submitted to BEH for Dean's Grant funding, but was
disapproved.

Third year:

a. Competency Assessment Task Force - Two (2) meetings. This Task Force discussed
potential procedures for competency assessment above the pre-entry level

for ifassachusetts Colleges and Universities SPED training grograms as
authorized by Chapter 766 regulations. (Activity supported by Bureau of

Teacher Certification and Placement.)

A
-
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Regular Education Inservice Guidelines -~ Two (2) meetings and one (1)
2-day conference. At the request of the Policy Advisory Board, this
Task Force was organized to develop recommendations for LEA's inservice
training activities (P.L. 94-142). Draft recommendations were completed.

Severe Special Needs Competency Assessment Consortium - Three (3)
meetings. This Task Force began to develop a long~term inservice training
consortium to address needs of currently employed severe special needs
personnel who are not appropriately credentialled. They planned to work
over the summer. Sub-groups of this Task Force met without direct Project
support. The consortium will provide competency assessment/licensure
options for experienced personnel.

2.5 Provide technical assistance to staff of higher education institutions relative

to development and modification of personnel preparation programs.

First year:

a.

The Project responded to 87 requests for consultation and technical
assistance from College/University training programs.

No. Colleges/Universities

First Quarter (log not kept) -
Second Quarter 22

Third Quarter _ 20
Fourth Quarter (2 months) _ 12

Althouéh the total number of requests was 87, multiple requests from the
same program or from different programs within an institution are not
reflected in the quarterly totals.

‘Requests for consultation and technical assistance varied considerably in

terms of content. The Project provided assistance in planning for the
development of new programs, and in the redesign of existing programs, in
development of competency statements, in planning for resource allocation
within programs, locating training materials, faculty, and other resource
personnel, and dealing with a variety of other concerns.

Training Conference for Higher Education Faculty: A one-day conference:

on Competency Specification was arranged at the request of the Training
Program Liaison Group. 'Participants also received a set of pre-conference
materials and a set of conference materials prepared by the conference
leader, Dr. Robert Houston, University of Houston {(Houston, Texas) and his
colleagues. 52 persons, representing 21 Colleges/Universities and three
other agenciles, attended® A substantial portion of the. conference costs
was borne by participants.

Special Educif: Training Program Audits: The Project Director served

as a member of the team for the first Audit conducted under new Special
Education Pr«f=¢2 onal Standards and program approval requirements. Con-
sultation on ref:i.ement of this process was provided oan 2 cantinuilng basis.
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Sebonﬁ,xear:

a.

The Project responded to 166 requests for consultation and technical
assistance from College/University training programs. Requests for
consultation and technical assistance continued to vary considerably in

terms of content, and included the same general areas as in the previous
year.

St eclal Edﬁcation Training’ Program Audits: Consultation on this process
was continued.

Materials Loan: Several types of materials (training materials, films,
books, and reports, etc.) were loaned on request to various planners, -
decision-makers, and trainers.

Third year: ‘ ) ' : -

a.

The Project continued to respond to numerous requests for consultation
and technical assistance from College/University training programs, and
other persons concerned with personnel development.

Technical assistance was provided on development of 38 of the Vi—D
proposals submitted in Fall, 1977. ,

ATraining Approval and Audits: Consultation on this process continued

to-be provided on request to the unit head responsible fo: approval of
special education personnel and programs while this function was based
in the Division of Special Education, (and after September 1978, to the
Bureau of Teacher Certification and Placement.) '

2.6 Support planning and implementation of statewide training projects involving

institutions of higher education.

First year:

a.

Maryland Training Tapes: Several planning meetings were held involving
Massachusetts Educational Television, thé Early Childhood Education/
Special Education Training Group, and the Manpower Project. However,

this attempt to adapt the Maryland Training Tapes Project to Massachusetts

was abandoned when a cut in Massachusetts ETV funds made it impossible
to broadcast the tapes.- '

Faculty Training re Materials and Media: Representatives of Massachusetts
and New England AIRC/RRC met with the Liaison Group and provided them with
information on materials and media services. Some Liaison Group members
were invited to other ALRC-sponsored materials/media training conferences.

Project RETOOL (Continuing Education for Higher Education Faculty in
Special Education): A proposal was developed by the Manpower Project,
initially in-conmse—**™ wiii a balanced sample of public and private
College/Universit; <M o#e  ducation Training Programs. The proposal

was funded and part-tim. Project Director hired. Three 3-day trainer-of-
trainers workshops and 10 one-day workshops were to be planned in areas

oY
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of need identified through (1) faculty training needs assessments con-
ducted in the original ten participating colleges and (2) recommendations
of Project RETOOL Steering Committee members. The training sessions

. would be open to all Massachusetts training programs faculty concerned with
preparation of personnel to work with children with special needs. The
Manpower Project bore primary respousibility for Project RETOOL planning
and coordination. .

. Second year:

Project RETOOL (Continuing Education for Higher Education Faculty in Special
Education); - The Project was funded to develop three 3-day trainer-of trainers
workshops and six l-day workshops. These were provided in the areas of need
identified through (1) faculty training needs assessments, and (2) recommenda-
tions wf the Project RETOOL Steeving Committee members. Due to the resignation
of the part--time Project Dir:ict.¢, Manpower Project staff had to assume res=-

ponsibility for two of the 3-day training sessions and four of the . l-day train=-.
ing sessions. : - :

Third year:

Project REIJTL: A uew ;art-time Project Director was hired. The Manpower
Project continued to provide support to Project RETOOL in various ways (con-
sultation, dissemination. fiscal management, etc.), as requested.

2.7 Assist institutions-of . igher educatior in coordinating submission of training
grant proposals to BEH \and other fund‘L » sources) to maximize impact on
identified training needs and prioritie., und minimizegg_plication of effort,
Cooperatively develop VI-D Training Priorities.

First year:

a. Information on training funds was provided to institutions of higher
education, public schools, and other agencies throughout the year. A
catalog of funded inservice training projects and funding sources was
also prepared and disseminated by the Project. More specific information
on EPA VI-D funds was provided to the Training Program Liaison Group, the
Project Policy Advisory Board and other interested individuals and agencies.

b. A draft of training priorities was developed based on data collected by
. the Project during its first year of operation. It was reviewed'and re-
vised by the SEA Special Education Crordinating Committee, the Project’
"Policy Advisory Board, and the Liaison Group. Jo Taylor participated in
the Liaison Group meeting during which priorities were extensively dis-
cussed. Representatives of approximately 20 training programs were
present and concensus was reached on all priorities listed.. The Division

of Special Education made a commitment to support all proposals which
addressed state priorities.

The draft proposal review process was reviewed and revised by the Division
Training Committee (disbanded  in May) ‘and the Special Education Training
Program Liaison Group. The proposal review process developed for Fall,

-
”
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1976, was similar to that of Fall, 1975, with three exceptions:
(1) The priorities constituted a broad concensus by external groups.

(2) The SEA proposal review proéess had been refined by members of the
Training Program Liaison Group and represented a concensus or theixr
part.

- (3) Proposal writers may submit a summary (components specified) rather
than a full proposal, to obtain an SEA support letter.

Second year:

a. Information on training funds was again provided to institutions of .
higher education, public schools, and other agencies throughout the year.
A second catalog of funded inservice traimning projects and funding sources -
was prepared and disseminated by the Project. More specific information
on EHA VI-D funds was provided to the Training Program Liaison Group, the
Project Policy Advisory Board and other interested individuals/agencies.

b. A new draft of training priorities, developed based on data collected by
the Project, was reviewed and revised by the Division Coordinating Com=-
mittee, the Project Policy Advisory Board, and the Liaison Group and
Steering Committee. The BEH-DPP Program Officer ‘for Massachusetts (Jo
Taylor) participated in the Liaison Group meeting during which priorities
were finalized. Project staff continued to provide technical assistance
in development of proposals which addressed state priorities.

Third year:

a. Development of Informal Title VI-D Proposal Consortia: Several specialized
area training groups developed informal consortia in the Fall of 1977:
Severe Special Needs, Speech Pathology/Audiology/Audition, Bilingual/
Special Ed.,Voc. Ed./Special Ed., and Regular Ed./Special Ed. In addition,
the Project initiated and coordinated development of an Interstate Vision
Inservice Proposal (seven states). ' '

b. Th«- Project continued to disseminate information on EHA VI-D funds and
oth~r training funds and funded projects, as in previous years. 1In
adscition, a summary of VI-D proposals submitted in October, 1977, was
also disseminated to applicants and the Policy Advisory Board and Steering
Committee, as was a summary of funded projects (see Appendix L.)

c. VI-D Proposal Coordination: The development of training priorities, pro-
vision of technical assistance, and SEA proposal review processes con-
tinued as in the previous year. (See Appendix L.)

Project staff reviewed 53 proposals in Fall, 1977, and prepared individu-
alized support letters. All_proposals addressed one or more state
priorities.

2.8 Coordinate planning with respoﬂsible staff of Division of Special Education,
other Divisions of the Department of Education, and other agéncies which
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administer or plan for use of Federal or State funds which may be allocated
in part or in entirety to training.

First year:

a. Division of Special Education Training Committee: This group was
minimally effective due to lack of top level administrative support and
it was disbanded. Some degree of coordination was achieved through re-
lationships established with a few members of the Committee and these
continued to functidn fairly well ‘after the Committee was dissolved.

b. Manpower Project Policy Advisory Board: This group did not function
formally to coordinate use of training funds, but some informal coor-
dination of efforts resulted from information sharing by Board members.

Second and third years: . -

a. Manpower Project Policy Advisory Board: Continued to generate some in-.
formal coordination of efforts.

b.  Division of Special Education Federal Funds Evaluation Committee: Man-
power Project Director served as Chairperson all of the second Project
year and most of the third year.

c. - Handbook for Evaluating Federally-Funded Projects: Manpower Project
Director assisted consultant in developing this Handbook for dissemina-
tion by the Division of Special Education. .

Objéctive 3

To develop and initiate implementation of short and long-range plans for (a)
balancing special education manpower supply and demand, (quality and quantity) in
all areas of specialization, and (b) maximizing efficient utilization and sharing
of training resources (second Project year).

To further develop and refine P.L. 94-142 State Plan for Personnel Development
(CSPD) including provisions for (a) balancing manpower supply and demand (quantity
and quality), in all areas of specialization and (b) maximizing efficient use and
sharing of training resources. (Revision for third Project year)

-Although this objective was not addressed directly until the second Project year,
some changes in College/University program development plans did result from
Project data summaries and reports and consdltation during the first year.
Several institutions initiated planning efforts to respond to identified needs
and at least four institutions decided not/to develop new programs in Moderate
Special Needs, the state's only significant surplus area.

. Second year: This objective was modified to include development of the ‘Comprehen-
sive System of Personnel Development (CSPD) required under P.L. 94-142. Project
staff developed the CSPD narrative and personnel data summaries and coordinated

development of 12 specialized area plan components by the various Project Training
. Groups.

62



2.22

Third year: Project staff developed the CSPD narrative and personnel data
summaries, cccrdinated development of 16 specialized plan components by the
various Project Training Groups by March, 1978, and ensured that all required

and appropriate constituencies had ample opportunity to participate in refining
the FY 1979 CSPD. Final narrative draft was completed in May, 1978. Draft

Plan (outline, format, narrative, and components) reviewed, revised, and approved
by Division of Special Education, Training Program Liaison Group, Liaison ‘Steering
Coomittee, and Project Policy Advisory Board. (See Appendix K.)

Objective 4:

To utilize results of internal and external evaluation to. improve the effectiveness
of the Manpower Project on a continuing basis. :

Results of internal and external Project evaluation proved to be remarkably con-
sistent over the three years of Project operation. Ongoing feedback from the
external evaluator and members of Project groups resulted in a number of modifica-
tions to improve Project functioning. (See Appendices B, G, and H - Third year
evaluation plan and results of internal and external evaluations.)

First year: Modifications of the Project included:

1. Development of additional data summaries.

2. Changes_in timelines for Project Group de&elopment.

3. Development of procedures for logging information requests and maintenance
of weekly rather than monthly Project activity logs.

Second year: Modifications of the Project included:

1. Development of additional data summaries and Training Resource Catalogs.
. 2. Reficement ot the Information System from Phase I to Phase II.

Third year: ‘

1. bevelopment of additional data summaries to meet changing needs.

2. Refinement of the Information System from Phase II to Phase III.

3. Development of Group meeting schedules for dissemination.

Other problems identified were beyond the scope of the Proiect.

]

Objective 5:

To cooperate with the Bureau of Education for.the Handicapped (BEH) and other BEH-
funded manpower projects (a) to support national level manpower planning, (b) to
provide technical assistance to other states on.reguest, and' (¢) to utilize know-
ledge and expertise developed in other projects to improve the Massachusetts Project.

Q . . | ESJ
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First year:

a. The Project Director participated in a planning meeting concerning development
of a National Special Education Manpower Project (October, 1975) and in the
first Symposium sponsored by the National Project (May, 1976), and prepared .

_ a paper on the Massachusetts Project for the symposium proceedings.

b. The Project Director provided both information and technic:. assistance to
State Education Agency staff and other persons in Maine (two meetings) and
in New Jersey (one meeting). Information also was provided on request to New
York (Univ.), Missouri (Univ.), Kansas (Univ.), North Carolina (Mid-East Learn-
ing Resource System), Florida (SEA), Kentucky (Univ.), Vermont (SEA), New Hamp-
shire (SEA), Rhode Island (SEA), and Connecticut (SEA).

c. Two-day visit to Florida Manpower Project (May, 1976) - Several elements were
adapted from Florida and Kentucky Projects to.the Massachusetts Project.

t

Second and third years: "The Project continued to provide?information and technical
assistance to other states on request and adapted additional strategies from other

states to Massachusetts. During the third year, the Project responded to 42 re-

quests from out-of-state, and the Project Director attended one (two-day) National
Manpower Project meeting in Missouri.-

Objective 6:

To_develop mechanisms for coordination of special education manpower planning and
placement efforts ~among all states in the New England region (third Project year.)

First and second years: Although this was primarily a third year objective, initial
contacts were made with other states during the first year, formal interstate agree-
ments were developed and signed by November, 1976, -and the fitst meeting of the
Interstate Steering Committee was scheduled for July, 1977. (See Appendix M. -
Sample Interstate Agreement.) :

Third year: The Project initiated activities based on formal signed interstate .
agreements. A Steering Committee was constituted, consisting of SEA representatives
from each of the seven Northeast states. New York began jo participate in February
on an informal basis.. The Committee met three times during the year (fourth meet-
ing delayed to July). Activities of this Committee included: (a) defining para-
meters of CSPD; (b) preparing a joint memo to BEH on formal policy recoumendations
re CSPD; (c) initiating development of a regional data base; -(d) exploring certifi-
cation/approval and role definitions for special education personnel; (e) sharing
strategies, resources, Qd training materials; and (f) improving the quality of
each state's CSPD. (See Appendix N. - CSPD Recommendations for BEH.) :

Project staff provided techﬁigal assistance to these states in a wide variety of

areas.
_
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P

o develop a planrfor continuation of essential elements of the Special Education

YManpower Project after termination of Special Project funding (third Project year).

The Special Education Manpower Project developed two components (Mnssachusetté and

Interstate Manpower Planning) in the Massachusetts SEA Title VI-D proposal submitted
in October, 1977, Both components were subsequently funded for three years.

Project Problem Areas and Successes

Project Support

a.

A continuing problem experienced by the Project was lack of adequate
staffing for significant periods of time, e.g., no Project Assistant
during initial months of the first year, inconsistent secretarial sup-
port from the SEA, etc. .

A major problem throughout the Project's operation was lack of informed
top level administrative support within the SEA Division of Spevial
Education.‘

Information System

Major problems included:

a.

Continuing difficulty in developing routine procedures for collecting
personnel data from Collaboratives, Human Services Agencies, and pri-
vate schools.

Lack of reliability of some data, and incompatibility of some data.

The unexpectedly and increasingly large number and varied content of
information requests received by the Project.

Major successes included:

a.

Substantial progress in developing or modifying data collection procedures
to build a comprehensive manpower information system, including collection
of data on personnel employed and needed from all relevant agencies using

a single standard form.

Effectiveness of information sharing within and among Project groups.

Degree to which Project data was used in making decisions concerning
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training program development and modificat:ion, e.g., all VI-D proposals
reviewed responded to state training priorities and nearly all included
an inservice component, and data also was used for a variety of other
purposes by a large percentage of recipients.

Extent of cooperative planning among institutions and other agencies,
including development of consortium proposals and resource sharing.

Linkage Group System

Problems encountered in this area were:

a.

a.

Amount of time required to organize and maintain many of the Project
groups was much greater than originally anticipated.

Changes in leadership of some groups, and unusually bad weather during
the third year, were sources of difficulty.

Major successes included:

Effectiveness of system of overlapping linkage groups in responding to
demands for rapid change-through communication, information and resource

sharing, cooperative planning, and flexibility in identifying problems
and proposing solutions. :

Representativeness and openness of most Project groups and increasingly
independent operation of some groups.

Development of ‘increasing cooperation and trust among members of various

groups.

Increasing knowledge and understanding of special education manpower
needs and the complexity of the planning process by members of Project
Groups, and their increasing owmership of the planning process.

Success in influencing significant numbers of institutions and agencies
to respond to identified problems and needs, including development of
new pre- and in- service programs in areas of need, necessary modifica-
tions of existing programs, and interorganizational collaboration to
pool a variety of independently controlled resources to address needs.



PART III - SUCCESSFUL PRACTICES AND PROBLEM AREAS

A. Introduction

Several factors must be taken into consideration in reviewing effective practices
developed by the Massachusetts Manpower Project. These include certain aspects of
the context in which the Project operated, the long-range nature of the Project's
goals, and the concepts of comprehensive manpower planning (later Comprehensive
System for Personnel Development) which influenced Project design. Although the
Project was initiated prior to the enactment of P.L. 94~142, by its second year it
became the Massachusetts CSPD.

The Massachusetts Manpower Project ‘was based within-the State Education Agency
(SEA). It functioned as a planned change project based within a traditional bureau-
cracy. Although the SEA was not the primary tatrget fox Project efforts, and was
the logical site for such a Project, it was an uneasy host. - This would probably

be true for similar projects in SEAs in other states. . Other aspects of the Massa-
chusetts context are significantly different from the majority of other states.
Although all states are political entities, Massachusetts enjoys a reputation for

- being an exceptionally '"political" state. In addition the number of agencies,
organizations, and institutions which should be involved in a manpower planning
project is larger in Massachusetts than in many other states.

The Project's goals were long-term in nature. Some would take 5-10 years or more
to achieve. For this reason, evaluation efforts and determinations regarding
effective practices were based heavily on planning processes as they related to
adequacy of achievement of enabling objectives. These processes consititute the
generalizable elements of the project which could be translated to substantially
different contexts in other states. The following discussion of effective prac~
tices focuses on those key elements and principles and avoids details specific to
the Massachusetts context.

The concepts of comprehensive manpower planning (CSPD development) and the philosophy
which shaped the Massachusetts Project are particularly important. Any S$SEA which
wished to adopt or adapt any of the practices developed by the Project would first
have to determine its position on the following key issues:

1. Concept of the Manpower Planning System (CSPD)

States have approached CSPD development :u several ways. Initially the CSPD
was treated from a compliance perspective and states attempted to respond to

a list of minimally related requirements, generating a static view of the CSPD.
A second approach, involving an analysis of CSPD structure and functions, pro-
duced a more systemic perspective. The Massachusetts Project operated from a
third perspective, viewing the CSPD as a dynamic and evolutionary system rather
than a collection of separate requirements.. (The term system is used to ‘denote
an entity composed of multiple elements which influence one another through a
complex network of relationships, and are continually interacting and changing.)
The Comprehensive System was seen as a mechanism for coordinating the planning
and management of change in a complex system. In cunceptualizing the TSPD, the
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system for coordination and management was distinguished from the annual train-
ing plan. The substance of the annual training plan was expected to change
considerably each:year while the management system evolved mgre slowly, gradually
changing in scope and complexity in response to the catalytic|\ effects of in-
creased coordination and communication, and increasing iavolvement of various
constituencies. {

Several basic components of a Comprehensive System generated the dynamic nature
"of the Massachusetts-Manpower Project. Although details of CSPD scogpe,
structure, and functions would vary considerably due to unique characteristics

of various states, these components are probably generalizable to other states: 7

a. Availability and adequacy of information on preservice and inservice
training needs and resources (needs assessment and dissemination); extent
of use of information for planning and decision-making.

b. Extent of coordination: levels of participation, trust, commitment, and

cooperation of individuals, organizatlons, and agencies in developing and
implementing plans.

c. Levels of support for Comprehensive System development: political and-
fiscal support and technical ‘assistance; legitimation..

d. Size of state, population density.

e. Availability of training resources: numbers, types, and quality of resources
for preservice and inservice training in institutions of higher education
and various public and private agencies time for participation funds for
planning and implementing training.

f. Fiscal climate: constraints and trends.
. ¢

g. Current and proJected school enrollments and prevalence of children wih
special needs. :

h. Current and projected Special Education personnel supply and demand; per-
sonnel classifications and certification, elasticity of manpower market
(ease of changing roles).

i. Legislation, judicial decisions, and regulations.

j. Level of political complexity: numbers and types of organizations, agencles,
and other constituencies to be involved in cooperative planning; nature of
theilr interaction.

k. Federal, state, and local policy.

Use of this third level of analysis provided a framework for understanding the _
Massachusetts CSPD as a dynamic system, selecting points at which the direction
of the system was most vulnerable to influence, and developing plans which were
comprehensive in fact as well as in name.
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Issue:
. static segmental compliance versus dynamic system development
.Leads toward fragmented Leads toward gradually
izplementation of separate evolving system in which
CSPD elements, minimum com- CSPD elements are integrated
pliance, and limited scope. . and scope of system expands )

' over time.

2. Characteristics and Scope 6f Manpower Planning System (CSPD)

The Massachusetts Project philosophy emphasized a democratic approach to par-
ticipatory planning. The scope of the system was broadly defined to include
resources controlled by autonomous decision-makers in multiple agencles, or-
ganizations, and institutions outside of the SEA's authority. For this reason
the Massachusetts Project was designed as an open system, encouraging active
partic#pation in the planning process by representatives of organizations ex-
ternal Ep the SEA. Shared leadership, coordination, and influence were empha-

sized, leading to interagency collaboration,rather than SEA management of the

limited resources under its control\.

No concensus exists regarding the optimal structure and functioning of a CSPD.
SEAs must deal with seversi basic conceptual and philosophical issues in de-
veloping their CSPDs. Tha ultimate nature add scope of a state's CSPD will be
strongly influenced by the SEA's approach to the follq&ing related issues.

Issues:
. /
closed system versus open system
Limited participation and Extenéive pérticipation and
involvement involvement
/

SEA control and authority versus SEA coordination and influence
Leads toward limited system , leads toward more comprehensive
composed primarily of elements system including many elements
under SEA control, with little : outside of SEA control, with
capacity to stimulzate needed substantial capacity to stimu-
changes in extermal agencies, late needed changes in external

) since/plans are owned primarily agencies due to shared ownership
by the SEA, i.e., system with of plans, i.e., system with
single agency focus and linited interagency focus and broad
scope scope

|
B. Manpower Information/System

During its first three years, the Project made significant progress toward developing
a comprehensive special education manpower planning information system with the ca-
pacity to collect, analyze, and disseminate information necessary for a variety of

”~ —_—
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manpower planning efforts and decisions. This has proved to be a problem area for
a number of states, in part due to a tendency to focus primarily on compliance with
P.L. 94-142 requirements. As the Massachusetts Project evolved, several elements
of the information system design were refined, but the original concepts on which
the system was based proved effective. '

1. Basic Concepts and Definitions

a. Information/Decision System

The original Project proposal noted that responsibility for policy decisions
which affect special education manpower planning rests with multiple insti-
tutions and agencies at different levels of the state bureaucracy. For this
reason the Project sought to develop an information-décision system which
(a) would provide essential information, in useful format at appropriate
times, for various decision-makers, and (b) would develop strategies for
coordinating decision-making among various sectors. The Project was ex-
pected to generate. and disseminate policy recormendations, but it could not
possibly control the decision-making process. in the multiple agencies and
institutions involved. The primary purpose of the information system was

to improve the effectiveness and quality of decisions affecting preparation
and utilization of special education personnel. Decisions made by one
agency or institution may have significant impact on decisions made by a
number of other sectors. The Project's intent was (1) to develop an effec-
tive information-decision system to support rational planning and management
on the part of decision-makers responsible for special education personnel
preparation and/or utilization, and (2) to coordinate decision-making between
the various responsible sectors, in order (3) to ensure continuing availa-
bility of adequate numbers of competent personnel to provide essential spe-
cial education and related services to all children with special needs in
the Commonwealth and the collaborating states.

In Heveloplng the information system, particular emphasis was placed on ac-
tual use of Project-produced information by planners and decision-makers.
Several other concerns noted in the original proposal also influenced design
of the information system. The Project attempted-to minimize over-collection
of data and duplication of data collection procedures-and data inaccuracies.
It utilized existing data collection systems wherever possible, emphasizing
development of compatability between various systems. The intent was to
avoid development of a cumbersome and expensive data system which might be-
come an end in itself. Rather, the Project sought to develop an efficient
and effective system to support information sharing and joint planning and
decision-making so that the data would be useful to decisior-makers in
selecting among alternatives. '

b. Scope and Purposes V

A comprehensive information system should integrate collection, analysis,
and dissemination of many types of data for multiple users. The scope of
the system will be determined by the numbers and types of agencies’ actively .-
involved in manpower piaﬂning and the multiple needs and purposes to be
addressed. An open information systemywith extensive participationgcycles

U
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through problem definition, collection and analysis of information on needs
and resources, and dissemination and use of data, with continual feedback
generzting refinements in the system as it evolves. v/
7
A comprehensive manpower information system may servé a variety of purposes,
including but not limited to the following. /
- identifying needs for preservice and inservicejtraining of various target
groups ’ o ‘
- influencing allocation of SEA controlled resources
- influencing decision-making by various agencies, organizations, institu-
tions which control resources outside the authority of the SEA (providing
information for users other than the SEA and OSE)
~ coordinating planning for CSPD design and implementation and VI-D
. proposal development :
- establishing priorities for various types of training and for CSPD P

development y P
- increasing efficiéncy of resource usage e
- monitoring and evaluating programs and CSPD management and implementation
- jmproving program quality I —

- providing incentives for participation in inservice training as a result
of active involvement in needs assessment process.

- compliance with state and federal laws and regulations

- 1dentifying various types of existing and potential training resources

- identifying promising programs and practices.

This definition of a comprehensive information system integrates several

CSPD requirements. It also should be noted that many types of ‘information

may be used for multiple purposes, e.g., data on inservice needs often indi-
cates needs for ch.nges in preservice programs.

. \

Several years are required to develop and institutionalize an adequate man-
pover information system. The system can.be refined over time through a
process of experimentation with alternative znd complementary strategies.

Through this process, it is possible to address various problems and solve
some and minimize otlhers.

2. Diata Collection

Several elements deserve special consideration in designing the data collection -
portion of an information system. These include concerns related to information

adequacy, basic design principles, types of data to be collected, and selection
or adaptation of procedures.

a. Information Adequacy

(1) Utility of Data: For a system designed to produce information which
will influence decision-making, data utility is a primary concern. Al-
though manpower information may be used for a variety of purposes,
potentfal consumers of this information may find it difficult to specify
their needs with any precision in the abstract. For this reason it is

’
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desirable to involve a representative sample of users in reviewing ac-
tual data and evaluating its utility and level of priority so that the
system can be refined over time to respond to existing and emerging
needs of users.

Information Validity: Although an information system should be designed

to minimize errors, acquisition of manpower information with a high
level of validity is probably an unattainable ideal. It often is neces-
sary to settle for a reasonable level of accuracy, i.e., data which is
not optimally accurate, but*is sufficient for the purposes for which it
will “2 used.

Timing of Availability: Other prblems arise from incompatible timelines

for data collection and use, i.e., data not available soon enough for

planning and reporting purposes, or subst i +1 differences among users
in terms of optimal timing.

~

Basic Design Principles

Two basic design principles should guide information system development:
simplification and participation.

e

- (2)

Simplification: ’Cbllect'nnly neéeséafy and useful information. The

system should include only information with a moderate to high degree

of utility. Far too often systems and shelves become cluttered with
information which is collected but never used. Since most systems possess
limited capacity to collect, analyze, and disseminate information, pri-
orities should be established based on levels of need for various types

of information.

Avold duplication of effnrt; use single multipurpose instruments and

secondary rather than primary data collection strategies whenever

possible. Any data collection system should attempt to minimize demands

on personnel already overburdened by paperwork. To minimize or, in sume
cases, actually decrease such burdens, it is desirable. to design single
multipurpose instruments for form~ collection of related types of -
formation from various agencies institutions. To the greatr.. ¢

tent possible, an information system shouiu be designed to take advan-
tage of existing data collection systems (secondary data collection)

and to assist in making any n¢:essary adaptations to existing procedures
(e.g., adding items to existing instruments or modifying categories to
increase data compatability) - New procedures for obtaining data (pri-
mary daca collection) should be initiated only when no alternative exists.

Participation: Participatory planning is essential for effective infor~,

mation system design. Most producers of manpower information are also ‘
inform: tion consumers. " Their active.involvement in planning,- implemen-
ting, and evaluating the information system generates several benefits:
increasing ease in obtaining needed information, increasing accuracy.

and credibilicy of 1nformation, and increasing use of information for
planning purposes.
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(1) Types of Data: Although some kinds of information are easier to obtain

(2)

than others, and level of priority may vary, the following types of

data are desirable for a comprehensive personnel development information
system:

- Current and projected total school enrollments and census of children
with speciat needs.

~ Current and projected supply of special education related personnel:
numbers of personnel in each area of specialization and level of train-
ing, i.e., undergraduate or graduate, numbers/types; personnel currently
employed in various agencies; numbers of students enrolled in preservice
prograw. and anticipated graduates in current year; number of personnel
certifie . in current year; geographic source of new personnel; and num-
bers of currently employed personnel who need additional training to
qualify for appropriate credentials.

= Current and projected demand for special education personuel: numbers
and types of personnel needed; current vacancies; positions difficult
to f£ill; attrition rates (and if possible, causes of attrition); and
follow-up data on recent graduates.

- Classifications of special education related personnel and requirements
for certification, licensing, and registration 1in education and other
agencies.

- Plans for expansion, modification, or discontuation of child service
_programs operated by various agencies.

- Inservice training needs: target populations and content areas, pre-
ferred training modes and incentives, problem areas (e.g.; teacher
contracts), program development needs and priorities.

- Training resources: college and university training program profiles

"and future plans for preservice and inservice training; DPP/BEH-funded
projects; other training and technical assistance resources including
persons, programs, and materials; concerns regarding training program/
resource quality.

- T+ -mation on exemplary programs an actices.

- cl.ilcal assistance needs of local d... ~ts and other sectors con-
cerned with personnel preparation.

= Results of evaluation, monitoring,.and due process procedures..

- Economic, political, and legisiative variables affecting manpower
planning; issues, problems and needs concerning Personnel preparation

and utilization. I

j

Interpretation of data in these areas may require other kinds of informa-
tion, e.g., causes and significance of attritions, regional and national

needs in low incidence areas, and trends in prevalence of various special
needs within the state.

Personnel Ca&bries:

OSE personnel data categories, particularly for teachers, are not com-
patible with existing personnel classifications in many states. In
addftion, states with non-categorics’ rsonnel /pupil classification

€ ~% cannot provide categorica peirsc...) data. In those cases, the
: ~r -1 data forms required in the CSPD are not useful for planning
and projection purposes within the state, either for the SEA or for
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institutions of higher education. Personnel data should be collected
using classifications which are meaningful for planning purposes at

local, regional, or state levels, and translated into federal categories
only for reporting purposes. :

d. Alternative Data Collection Strategies: Techniques and Instruments

Multiple information collection strategies are needed to develop an adequate
information base for special education manpower planning, due to the scope

of the system, the many agencies involved, the multiple types of data needs,
and the large number of sub-populations involved.

Selection of appropriate strategies should be gulded by a number of basic
design questions:

- Problem Definitions and .Purposes: What problems or needs are to be

addressed? -

- Users: Who will use the information? How can users define their

priority needs?

- Content: What kinds of data are needed? Which kinds of information

are priorities?

-  Reliability and Specificity. What minimum levels are acceptable?

- Timing: When is the information needed? 1Is it needed periodically

or only once?
- ,Available Options: What feasible options exist for collecting the
/" information? Have procedures already been established by any agency
/' for collecting the same or related data?

/C Scope, Sources, and Geographic Level: Should data be collected from
all members of a population or will a systematic sample suffice? Can
.the information be collected most appropriately at the state, regional,
or local level? What data sources and target populations are to be
involved?

- Incentives: 1Is data reporting required or will data collection depend
on voluntary participation? VWhat rewards are built in for respondents?

- Process/Content; Qualitative/Quantitative; Formal/Informal: What rela-
tive emphasis is needed on interpersonal processes as opposed.to con-
tent? Is the information primarily qualitative or quantitative in
nature? Are formal or informal data collection procedures more appro-
priate?

- Resources and Responsibility: What resources are available, including
time, personnel, and existing data collection systems? Who will be
responsible for collecting the information? Is the information need
sufficient to justify cost in terms cf resources?

~

(1) Problem Definition and Purposes:

A comprehensive manpower information system should be designed to pro-
vide data essentiai for developing plans to address idéentified or
anticipated problems or needs. The system can be refined over time
with assistance from constituencies which need to use the informaticn
for a variety of purposes. A problem-solving approach to system design
is particularly compatible with the participatory planning requirements
for a state CSPD. -

e
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Manpower information may be collected for a wide variety of planning,
reporting, and problem-solving purposes (see p. 3.4). The same infor-
mation often may be used for multiple purposes. These proposed uses
should guide the fine-tuning of information collection strategies.’

(2) Users: A comprehensive information system should be capable of respon-
ding to the needs of multiple constituencies. Sinc- ' col-
lection and processing capacity will be limited, it
ider+1f  significant user groups and to request the: ¥
establisi.ing data collection priorities. Massachusetts Project ex-
perience indicated that users often have difficulty defining their
priority needs in abstract terms. They need opportunities to review

various types of data in order to rank them in terms of usefulness and
priority level.

(3) Content: In addition to information on_preservice and inservice
training needs for various target populations, a CSPD information sys-
‘tem must collect information regarding technical assistance needs,
promising practices, evaluation, and dissemination. General types of
data which are desirable for a comprehensive personnel development in-
formation system are listed on p. 3.7. A variety of other needs will
be 1dentified in an operating system as a result of requests from
individuals, agencies, institutions, or organizations involved in
unique planning or problem-solving activities. -

(4) Reliability and Specificity: Mimimum acceptable levels of. information
reliability and specificity vary for different users. In addition, any
information system encounters some sSubstantial problems in collecting

"accurate" information Determination of minimum acceptable levels
should be based on a ccucensus negotiated by knowledgeable information
users and producers, and information system managers, as the system is
refined. Information inadequacies should be prominently noted on data
summaries and reports prepared for dissemination.

(5) Timing: Needs of different users tend to vary substantially in terms of
timing. The time-consuming nature of some data collection procedures,
particularly those which depend on voluntary ;' ' ° 4~ may be the
primary factor in determining timing of data ave ._.....,. Some types
of data must be collected periodically in a consistent and systematic

\ - manner, while other kinds of information may be needed only once. On-

. going negotiation with knowledgeable information producers and consumers
. 1s essential to develop and maintain acceptable compromises regarding
“timing of data collection and availability.

(6) Available Options: 1In developing a system, it is important to first
identify existing formal procedures for collecting similar or related
data which are managed by educational or human services agencies and
organizations. 1In some cases the data will prove to be inadequate or
inappropriate for users, and in some instances it may prove too diffi-
cult to obtain the information. But fortur - usu-'ly 1s possible
to develop the necessary collaborative relai. . ..~ o that other data

collection systems can be used or adapted to proviae information ne~ded
for the special education manpower information system. If this is not’

~ possible and the information need has been identified as a high priority,

new information collection procedures must be established.
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Options also exist for establishing n¢: procedurr : information system
or C3PD sta:if may assume rimary responsibllity u: may seek assistance
from a varlety of individuals, organizatf n= or planuing groups. Exauples
"of such voluntary efforts from the Massachusetis Project imc ' ud:

- Student projects including studies for course credit and several
Doctoral studies "comzissioned" by various Project planning groups.

- Surveys conducted by cembers of various planning groups including
needs assessments, and developme - of consistent crnss-institutional
procedures for follow-up of prograw graduates.

- Voluntary assistance by professional organlzations, e.g., state. de
iaservice needs assessments conducted by Massachusetts Speech, Hear-
ing and Language Association, initial survey of private school spec-
cial education personnel supply and demand conducted by the Massachu-
setts Assoclation of Approved Private Schools, initial voluntary
survey of public school special education personnel supply and demand
conducted with the assistance of the Council of Administrators of
Special Education. - '

In addition, needed information may be obtained from a variety of other
documents, e.g., policy papers, research studies, and reports on program
nonitoring visits and appeals procedures, and from informal data collec-
tion procedures, e.g., interviews or discussions with knowledgeable
individuals and representative planning groups.

(7) Scope, Sources, and Geographic Level:

The system must ldentify preservice, inservice, and other needs of
public schools, private schools, intermediate units, institutional
schools, institutions of higher education, the state education agency
and special education programs operated by human service agencies. In
addition, it must respond to information needs of decision-making bodies
such as legislatures and state boards of education. The optimal level.
for information collection should be expected to vary for different:
target populations. Needs for new personnel may be assessed at

state, multi-state regional, or national levels. Inservice needs of
regular classroom teachers are best assessed at the local school level
while those of low incidence groups, e.g., vision and audition, are
best assessed at substate regional or state levels. The unique needs
of the latter target populations tend to be lost in standardized local
nzeds assessments. To be consistent with the focus of P.L. 94-142 on
individualized instruction, needs assessments should attempt to provide
for specialized needs of different target populations. It also should
be noted that inservice training needs within target populations vary
greatly. For example, parents may need training in working with indi-
vidual children, in exercising their rights, in providing support for
other parents and school staffs, organizing local advisory councils,
etc. Needs assessments leading to standard packaged approaches to
inservice are likely to be inadequate beyond the initial stages of
providing basic information on laws and regulations.)

{8) Inceatives:

Due o stringent limitations on data collection by the Department of
Education, most of the Project's primary data collection efforts depended

Nl
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on voluntary rather than required cooperation by respondents. Several
procedures which were initiated as voluntary efforts later became re-
quired reporting procedures, but the majority remained voluntary. In-

centives found to be effective in encouraging voluntary'participation
included: ’

- Active participation of representatives of various constituencies
in designing y¢o. wdures, rrsulting in greatei understanding of the
needs for various types of ir.>rmat... as p: 't of the comprehensive
planning process and in ownership of data coliztti.. procedures.

- Feedback of results and analyses to respondents accompanied by a
memo expressing appreciation for their cooperation and indicating
the general purposes for whic' the information would be used, as an
incentive for contining coll.. atier.

- Use of information system data for planning pu.pos. by i. urls,
planning groups, institutions, and agencies which were also i«
of information for the system, leading to increased legitimation of
the information system and.commitment to its ongoing operation.

Process/Content; Qualitative/Quantitative; -Formal/Informal:

The relative primacy of content as oppcsed to interpersonal processes
should be an important consideration in designing information collection
procedures. Content is the primary consideration in collecting some
types of data, e.g., numbers of personnel currently employed and needed.
In other cases process should be the primary consideratiou. For ex-
ample, ‘use of interactive processes in identifying inservice needs in-
creases the probability of obtaining accurate and detailed informatioa
on desired content of inservice needs, provides an opportunity to under-
score the importance of individual needs of teachers, and increases the
probabiiity of Q;rticipation in training activities by generating a
sense of ownership of the planning process. The process dimension is
frequently neglected in favor of a content emphasis in developing data
collection procedures. Careful consideration of the appropriate balance
between content and process 1is essential in designing information col-
lection procedures which contribute to use of data for problem-solving,
planning, and decision-making.

Information collection often is limited to quantitative data, e.g.,
numbers of personnel availlable and needed. Qualitative dimensions,
e.g., extent to which content of preservice training is responsive to
emerging field needs, are more difficult to assess but are equally im-
portant. Formal data collection procedures, e.g., survey questionnaire
and checklists, routine required reporting forms, are appropriate when °
the information to he collected is quantitative in nature and content is
the primary concern, or when time and other resources are too limited

to permit a more desirable interactive process approach. -Informal
strategies, or a combination of formal and informal strategies, are
more appropriate when process is an important'consideration, or the
information to be collected is more subjective than objective in nature,
e.g., analyses of issues and problems, projections of future changes in
special education systems, certain qualitative concerns regarding per-

sonnel preparation, and significance of variables affecting manpower

planning.
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Multiple forma’ and informal data collection strategies were employed

by the Project. Formal procedures, such as surveys, questionnaires, and
checklists, were used for collecting statistical and other factual in-
formation, information which required substantial time for cor *ilation,
and some evaluation data. In one instance, a formal procedure was used
for collecting future projection data (Delphi survey dealing with the
area of Severe Special Needs). Informal strategies used by the Project
included discussions on topical areas by representative planning groups,
structured telephone surveys, analyses of requesfs for information and
assistance received by the Project, and monitoring professional publi-
cations and documents produced by various agencies, as well as legisla-
tive actions.

Several technical considerations were found to be important in designing
effective formal pr:_:duies:

- To 1iicrease accuracy and response rate, formal instruments should be
visually cle: ' in terms of format, and include complete and specific
instructio * well as a name and phone number to be contacted if’
respondent " questions. Instruments should be as brief as
possible anu provide respondents with - opportunity to check res-
ponses as much as possible, combined w. .h "other" items or open-ended
questions as appropriate. It is better to obtain a smaller amount
of high priority information than to obtaim no response to an exces—
sively long instrument which discourages respondents.

- When information must be collected periodically, e.g., annually, use

- of consistent procedures and data classification categories over
several years will gradually increase accuracy and greatly increase
the usefulness of data for planning purposes.

(10) Resources and Responsibility:

An ongoing cost-benefit analysis should play a significant role in
refining a special education manpower information system. Resources
will always be limited and needs and priorities will change over time.
For these reasons priorities and procedures should be reassessed
annually. Proposals for major changes in procedures should raceive
particularly critical review since they will decrease accuracy of data
collected in the following year or two, and significant changes in data

classification categories destroy the possibility of using the informa-
tion for trend analysis.

Responsibilities ‘and timelines should be well delineated and formally
agreed to by all parties when collaborative arrangements are developed.

3. Data Yrocessing and Analysis

2

It would have been desirable to process personnel supply and demand data we
well as some, other types of information by computer. Due to the State Education
Agency's limited computer capability, the Project compiled all data by hand.
_Although the Project succeeded in incorporating a section on special education |
perscnnel in the required form completed annually by local districts, the data
still had to be compiled by hand, since computer printouts were not available
until several months after the data was needed for federal reporting and other
purposes, T -
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Data analysis was an ongoing interactive process involving Project staff, mem-
bers of Project planning groups and other knowledgeable individuals. The
assistance of these external "experts" representing multiple constituencies was
invaluable in interpreting the current and future significance of information
collected by the Project. Examples of this amalysis would include variations in
causes and significance -of attritions across different areas of specializationm,
interactive effects of personnel undersupply or oversupply in different areas of
specialization, identification of those aspects of a problem which would be

most susceptible to intervention, and policfes developed by various institutions,

agencies, and organizations which would impact on future needs or plans for per-
sonnel development.

The ongoing process.of data analysis led to the delineation of several significant
guidelines

a. needs in each area of specialization must be assessed separately, since sig-
nificant oversupply in one area has tended to overshadow increasing unmet
needs in other areas; .

b. training program enrollments should be differentiated in terms of numbers

of students already employed and those who will represent additions to the
labor market; '

c. for some types of persomnel, it is important to consider needs of multiple
agencies other than public schools;
V2 ’
d. attrition rates are significant but are frequently neglected, and they vary
- not only with supply levels but also with the intensity of job demands;

‘e. 1n a number-of agreas, e.g., vision, hearing, planning within a single state

must consider regional and national needs;

f. elasticity of the manpower market, i.e., ease with which personnel can shift
from one role to another or move from one state to another, is an important
factor in determining personnel supply levels; it is influenced by several
variables, including certification requirements, and varies considerably
across areas of specialization;

g. numerous other political, economic, and legislative vzriables must be
monitored in order to increase accuracy in forecasting needs, and changes
in population cycles should be carefully monitored ‘and incorporated into
manpower plans.

Information Dissemination:

a. Focus on Use:

Unfortunately, a large amount of data on personnel and training needs. is
collected but never 'used. In some cases, this is due to the dubious validity
of the data. In many other instances the data is not disseminated to poten-
tial users and/or no system exists to facilitate the use of such data for
plaraing purposes. A comprehensive manpower information system should in- -
clude provisions for disseminating data to potential users, and for encour-.
aging and coordinating use of data for planning by various decision—makers
within and outside the authority of the SEA.
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Alternative Strategiles:

Information was disseminated by the Project in a number of ways. These
included informal dissemination through. meetings of planning groups and
conferences, as well as response to a variety of unique requests for inj
formation. Dissemination through interactive processes in meetings was
particularly supportive of the Project's intent to encourage use Si infqr-
mation for planning and decision-making. Detailed minutes of Project '
planning group meetings were/igééeminated in lieu of a newsletter. They
served a number of valuable purposes including clarifying meeting transac-
tions and plans, supporting continuity of group activity, maintaining
involvement of members unable to attend meetings, and functioning as refer-
ence documents for Project staff and group members. In 74dition, the Project
was responsible for development. and dissemination of severzl types of docu-
ments .including a variety of data summaries and analyses, training resource
catalogs, handbooks, training program guidelines, and procedings of planning -
conferences. An extensive report on special education manpower status in
Massachusetts was published, and collaboration with the NIE-funded Massa- '
chusetts Dissemination Project led to production of a publication on special
education training resources. Although thg majority of these documents were
produced by Project staff, several were pfoduced iy Project planning groups -
and task forces, with Project support. MHembers cf various Project groups
were responsible for generating planms fpr many of these documents, and
determined which documents should be updated annually. The broad range

of topics dealt with by these document/s reflected the concerns and needs of

--multiple constituencies involved with personnel development.

Broad and Selective Dissemination° i

In the initial states of information system devglopment, it was necessary
to disseminate documents broadly to assist potential users in determining
their specific needs. During the second year dissemination became in-
creasingly selective. Respondents to surveys were provided with copies of
reports to which they had contributed. Members of Project groups were
routinely provided with copies of documents which related directly to their
planning tasks. A Project Information Request Form was developed and
periodically updated so that members of Project groups and other interested

‘parties could-selectively obtain copies of those documents which they needed

without routinely receiving other documents for which they had no use.
This proved to be an extremely satisfactory approach to selective dissemi-
nation. :

i

.5. Problems and Benefits

Unanticipated problems included:

a.

The length of time and the requisite negotiations involved in developing a
functional information system.

Steady increase in volume of requests including unique and time-consuming

individual requests; diversity of information needs in terms of content,
format, and timing of availability.
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‘Unanticipated benefits included:

a. The extent to which the information system served a coordipating function,

helping to integrate needs assessment, planning and participation, tech-
nical assistance -and dissemination.

b. Relatively rapid impact of some types of information in terms of program
development and adaptation; extent to which information was used for a
variety of purposes.

C. Participatory Planning System

The linkage system of cooperative planning groups was the most essential effectivf
practice developed by the Massachusetts Project. It provided a mechanism for
actively involving numerous representatives of a broad range of constituencies in!

the develdpment and implementation of a compreliensive plan for special education i
manpower /development. It was a key element supporting all of the otheér promising '
practices developed by the Project. Efficient and creative cooxdination of a par-—i
ticipatory planning system, and increasing levels of collaboration and trust t
within and among constituent groups are essential for evolution of an effective

CSPD: Although these may well be the most critical elements of the CSPD, they also.
appear to be the most difficult to implement. The }assachusetts Linkage System f%
encouraged real rather than token participation and functioned as a planned change °
system which catalyzed a variety of collaborative efforts among individuals,
agencies, institutions, and organizations to achieve objectives whicl had been
established through cooperative plemaning processes. : .

1. Concepts and Definitions

a. Linkage System:

The Projecfgiinkage System was designed on the basis of a plénned change
model described by Havelock et al. It was comprised of a number of plan-
ning groups with overlapping memberships; i.e., where one individual servus
on more than one committee. In some cases the linkage concept extended
into cooperating .institutions.and agencies which designated staff persons
with special interests to serve on differvent project planning groups, thus
increasing intra-institutional awareness and coordination relative to a
variety of issipies’and plans. Havelock defines linkage as "the degree of
interpersonal and intergroup connectedness' and postulates.that'the levéel
of innovativeness of a change system.1s proportional to.the strength and
variety of linkages between innovators and diverse relevant resource sys-
‘tems. The Massachusetts Project functioned in a change agent" role to -
facilitate planned innovation. ' -

b. Basic Assumptions Regarding Change:

(1) The Project was Based on the r7ssumption that a democratic approach to
participatory planning was essential to any planned change effort.
This led to the design of the Linkage System as an open system, to
encourage active participation in cooperative planning processes in
which the SEA role primarily involved, coordination and influence
rather than control and authority.
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Process rather than content should be the primary focus of any planned
change effort. This apprgaéﬂhto change requires toleration of high :
degrees of uncertainty _since’the "coordinator" may arciculate general
directions for desired changes but must trust diverse ‘groups of repre-
sentative participants to evolve specific plans for change and to col-
laborite and commit resources for their implementation. -Commitment of
resources by a variety of ageéncies expands the scope of the system and
increases the probability that change efforts will be successful in
achieving desired objectives.

(2) Change is a highly personal process. Changes in attitudes, knowledge,
and skills of individuals are an essential prerequisite for organiza-
tional change. Although individuals are the initial focus of change
efforts, individuals operate in an organizational context and.often
need assistance in developing and implementing plans to modify organi-
zational structures or policies to achieve desired objectives.

(3) Change is an evolutionary process which occurs in complex dynamic sys-
tems affected by multiple interacting variables. To develop and
effectively implemeat plans for change, it is essential to (a) iden-
tify these variables and attempt to assess their potential directions
and influence, (b) to continuously monitor the organizational contects
in which change processes are occurlng, and (c) to have sufficient
flexibility to adapt plans to continuously changing situations.

(4) System change 1s an extremely slow process. Substantial time is re-
quired to develop planning structures, engender essential trust, and

build cooperative working relationships among many constituencies.

Basic Design Principles

Several basic principles proved effecrire in shaping the original design and
evotution of the Massachusetts Project.

a. Participation: r

o

Active participation of a large number of individuals

range of constituencies, in planning processes is essential for an effec-
tive and comprehensive manpower planning system. Full participation implies
active involvement in development and implementation of plans, and signifi-
cant influence in determining outcomes. Real participation generates a
sense of ownership of plans and commitment to their implementation. A
participatory planning system should focus on developing networks to
facilitate interactive communication, influence,. and coordination among
representatives of multiple constituencies. Active involvement of these
individuals in task and product-oriented working groups fosters the de-
velopment of trusting relationships which are an essential prerequisite

for interagency collaboration and resource sharing. Groups must produce
products or have some o;her visible impact 1% order to maintain continued
commitment and active involvement of members.

b. Representation:

/ . . - 3
Broad representation and involvement of large numbers of individuals in-
creases the power of the manpowe: planning systeri, since most of the

x
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energy which drives the system derives from voluntary contributions by
constituents, and the scope of the system is determined to a large extent

by the amount of resources, controlled by various constituencies, which

are integrated into the system. A comprehensive manpower planning system
nust integrate training plans of nultiple independent agencies to coordinate
use of training resources and minimize competition and duplication. Plan-
ning groups both advise the coordinating agency and seek to -influence
decision-making and policy-making by the constituent agencies and organi-
zations which members represent.

c. Management and Structure:

The participatory planning structure most combine a reliable management
‘ramework with flexibility to adapt to an evolving system. Effective
management of participatory planning processes requires integrity, and
skills in a variety of.areas, including management /of group processes,
organizational development, conflict negotiation, communication network
design, and development of trusting relationships among participants from
diverse backggounds. Plauning groups must be assisted in establishing
goals, setting priorities for activities, completing tasks, and evaluating
outcomes. The participatory planning structure should include a sufficient
. number of continuing committees or task forces to provide opportunities
for active participation by representatives of all concerned constituencies.
Satellite groups help to ensure that the system is, open to persons inter-
ested in participating in the planning process, thus minimizing conflicts
which may result if the system appears to be closed to all but a limited
number of persons involved in a central committee. Standing cormittees
build continuity and stability into the system, while temporary task forces .
can address specific problems and terminate after producing recommendations
or products. Like the planning structure itself, roles and functions of
individuals and constituencies evolve over time. Even when the structure
N and functions of planning groups are formally defined in a written docu-
ment, much of the actual impiuct of the system occurs through informal as
well as formal communication networks. It is desirable for planning
structures to include both cross-agency or cross-disciplinary groups, to
deal with broader aspects of comprehensive system development, and grcups
which can address needs related to particular areas of specialization.

v \
d. Incentives for Participation: e k

Active participation requires commitment of time, which is, a scarce resource.

. Participation must be justified in terms of short and long term impact.
External rewards for participation in planning efforts are frequently
limited or non-existent. Fortunately, several effective incentives fall
within the realm of intrinsic rewards, e.g., opportunities to develop
needed training programs, to define problems, and develop and implement
problem-solving strategies in cooperation with peers, to obtain up-to-date
information.oh matters of immediate concern, and to participsate in a well
managed and productive planning process which can contribute to achieve-~
ment of short and long range goals to which participants have a personal ’
commitment.

3. System Development Process and Potential Qutcomes

Development of a comprehensive manpower planning system is a time—-consuming
organizational development process which requires several years to develop a

\
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fully operational system. Although the general design principles previously
described would apply to any state, each state's system will be unique since
participatory plarning structures and processes must be tailored to many
idiosyncratic characteristics of a state. ’ '

Design and management of a participatory planning system are challenging

tasks but the potential outcomes will justify the investment of time and

other resources to achieve effective interagency communication, coordination,
and collaboration. Potential outcomes of participatory planning processes
include: (1) more accurate identification of issues, problems and needs; (2)
development of a broader range of effective problem-solving strategies and
program development options; (3) increased cooperation, coordination, and
resource sharing; (4) coordinated training plans which are effectively im-
plemented due to shared ownership; (5) a personnel development system which 1s
increasingly comprehensive as more agencies and institutions commit resourccs

.which are separately controlled; and (6) development of training programs

necessary to ensure avallability of competent personnel. Ultimately, the
participatory planning system will be judged in terms of its integrity:
participation must be real rather than token in nature, the recommendations
of constituencies must actually influence the shape of the compreheusive
system, and individuals and agencies must collaborate to identify and achieve
common goals.

Problems and Benefits:

Unanticipated problems included:

a. Degrée of difficulty in obtaining adequate involvement on the part of some
agencies, institutions, and organizations.

b. The intensely political nature of the participatory planning process due
to involvement of many constituencies.

c. Problems ifi maintaining continuity in some groups due to hign annual
turnover -in membership.

d. Extent of time and effort innolved in organizing and maintaining planning
" groups, and need to establish a number of groups in addition to those
included in the original project design.

Unanticipated benefits included:
N

~.

a. Extensive‘barticipation on the part of large numbers of individuals.

b. Extent to which the Project actually influenced decisions and plans of
multipie institutions, agenciles, and organizations.

c. Variety and extent of inter-institutional and other interagency collabora-.
tive efforts fostered by the Project.

d. Diversity and number of documenty and other products and plans developed
by planning groups.~

e. Fulfillment of P.L. 94-142 CSPD requirements by the Project which was
designed prior to the law's enactment.
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D. Technical Assistance System

The Mussachusetts Project emphasized provision of information and techrnical assis-
tance .and development of cooperative relationships rather than monitoring and con-
trol. The importance of this function was not anticipated when the Project was

initially designed and the technical assistance expanded far beyond original ex-
pectations,

1. Basic Concepts and Definitions

a. Technical Assistance Roles:

The knowledge-linking model (Havelock et al) used in developing the
original Project design suggests that technical assistance may be provided
through one or more of the following roles, as appropriate to identified
needs: catalyst, process hélper, resource linker, or sclution giver. In
practice the Project's technical assistance function included all of these
roles and added a trainer role. Selection of an appropriate role in a
given situation was based on careful assessment of perceived client needs
and other salient features of the situation. ‘

b. Technical Assistance Versus Monitoring:

Monitoring identifies problems; technical assistance helps to solve them.
Monitoring tends to generate minimal compliance; technical assistance seeks
to improve program quality above minimum required levels. Monitoring tends
to generate suspicion; effective technical assistance is dependent on the
development of trusting relationships. It is difficult to combine moni-
toring and technical assistance roles. For these reasons the Project sought
to avoid any direct involvement in monitoring functions.

c. Scope and Purpose:

The Project goals included both.iﬁ;reasing the availability of sufficient
numbers of personnel to serve 1 children with special needs and ensuring
that they were as competent a8 possible. For this reason, staff attempted
to respond to a broad range of needs related to special education person-
nel development identified by any individuals, agencies or institutions
concerned with personnel development and/or delivery of services to children.

2. Basic Design Principles

Several basic design principles were found to be essential in designing an
effective technical assistance system.

a. Salience of'Consumer Needs:

7

\

Technical assistance should focus on needs as defined by the consumer and not
be driven by the provider's need to "sell" particular skills or resources.

b. Ongoing Interactive Needs Assessment and‘Planninéé

Technical assistance needs should be assessed through an iterative process
which actively involves potential consumers in defining problems, and de-
veloping a concensus regarding goals, priorities and strategiles, and a
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commitment to imp‘ementacion and ongoing planning and evaluation. It is

essential to understand both clients and the situational tontext in which
they operate in order to tailor technical assistance plans to the unique
needs of technical assistance consurmers, whether working with individuals,
agencles, institutions, or organizations.

The needs assessment process involves five steps or stages. The first
step involves developing a positive, cooperative relationship with the:
individual(s) or group(s) to be involved in the process. The next stage is
that of problem definition. Issues, problems, ani needs must be clarified
and salient situational factors identified. Two aspects of problem defini~-

_tion must be pursued simultaneously. One involves asking the right questions

fo assist individuals or groups in initially defining their needs, without
prematurely defining the needs for them. A second aspect involves mapping
the system, learning as much as possible about salient features and variables
from the clients. This stage also involves further clarification of the
clients goals and priorities, and purposes of the needs assessment.
Problem definition or needs clarification is a critical stage because it
sets the direction for future technical assistance efforts and identifies
both options and limits. The third step involves the development and imple-
mentation of appropriate strategies for conducting more . formal or extensive
needs assessments, as aporopriate. Feedback of results of needs assessment
to parficipants in planning and problem-solving processes is the essential

fourth step. Finally, planning and problem-solving processes should be

managed so that they generate ongoing formal or-informal needs assessment
informatlon, creating the iterative nature of the technical assistance pro-
cess. An open planning process with ongoing feedback is an important element
in technical assistance. It contributes to the development of trusting
relationships and credibility and often assists in locating a variety of
additional resources which may be used in developing programs and solving
probleus. -

Alternative Technical Assistance Strategies:

Effective technical assistance requires careful matcﬁing of appropriate
strategies or resources with identified needs. Alternative strategies
used by the Massachusetts Project included: '

(1) Provision of information or materials.

(2) Referral and resource location, i.e., linking consumers to other
sources of information and assistance.

(3) Short~term consultation.

(4) In-depth technical assistance, i.e., extensive and frequently long-
term support in such areas as program development and evaluation,
problem definition and solution, issue clarification, negotiation,
coordination, and proposal development.

Other Characteristics of Effective Technical Assistance

~ ) '
Other characteristics of effective technical assistance inelude:

\
(1) Timing:) Appropriate timing of assistance is crucial. In some instances
this involves simply a nrompt response, but in other cases, it involves
a carefully sequenced series of activities which must be carried out on
schedule. Cfficient use of time is also important .since time is a sig-
nificant and scarce resource. i v '
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(2) Competence of providers and quality of assistance.

(3) Maintenance of continuity and providing ongoing follow-up for in-depth’
assistance activities.

(4) Flexibility to adapt to changing needs and situations.

e. Use of Alternative Sources of Assistance:

A technical assistance system should not only provide direct assistance
but should also continuously locate and provide access to external techni-
cal assistance resources. Many resources can be identified in an expanding
network. Manpower Project staff provided extensive direct assistance but
also catalyzed provision of assistance by many members of Project planning
groups. In some cases this assistance was provided to other linkage group
members, but in many cases it was provided to external .individuals and
agenciles such as public schools. Examples.of assistance provided by link-
age group members included: - .
(1) The Joint Planning Group developed a Handbook on Roles of Supportive
Services Personnel (Adaped Physical Education, Therapeutic Recreation,
Occupational Therapy, Physical Therapy, and School Nurses) in the Public
Schools and included information on representatives of these disciplines I
who could be contacted by school personnel for information and consulta-
tion or program development (at noc cost).
(2) One of the most unusunal outgrowths of cooperative planning activities
was the provision of technical assistance by faculty from one imstitution/
agency to faculty at another institution - in planning programs and
preparing VI-D proposals. It should be noted that these proposals /
would be in competition with one another during the Federal review
process. Extensive assistance was provided by some individuals and
more limited assistance was provided by group members during planning
sessions.

3. Benefits and Problems

Unanticipated benefits and problems were intermingled with respect te technical
assistance. The essential role of technicak?assistance in developing credi-
bility, trust, and a positive image for the Project and in supporting extensive
development of collaborative relationships was an unanticipated benefit. From
this perspective the steady increase in technical assistance requests was.help—\
ful. From another perspective, this continuing increase in requests was a
problea. The increased volume, including some very time-consuming requests, and °
the extensive variation in individual requests, i.e., in content, source, level
of specificity, scope and complexity, produced a significant overload for the
small Project staff at various times. .
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E. Training Priorities and EHA Title VI, Part D Proposal Coordination

Development of an annual statement of State Special Education Priorities and their
use 1in coordinating submission of EHA, Title VI, Part D proposals were prime ex-
amples of the benefits of participatory planning and shared leadership. Each year
the Manpower Project developed a draft statement of training priorities on the basis
of data collected over time. The draft was then raviewed and revised by the Policy
Advisory Board, the Training Program Liaison Group, and the SEA Division of Special
Education. Priorities described target populations and needs for preservice or
inservice training, in order to parallel DPP?/BEH training priorities. The proposal
review process was designed in concert with a large number of representatives of
institutions of higher education an? other agencies, including many recipients of
Title VI, Part D grants. Personnel p:aparation proposals or summaries were sub-
mitted to the Manpower Project for rerview, in terms of the extent to which training
priorities were addressed. The Project also provided technical assistance in shaping
proposals to address the priorities. The review process involved some delegation

of authority to the participatory planning system by grant applicants, who developed
an SEA review process which could not have been mandated, and by the SEA, which made
a commitment to support all proposals which addressed the priorities. As a result
of this coordination process, all 55 proposals submitted for SEA review during 1977
addressed state training priorities. The priorities statement also influenced the_
development of training programs not funded under Title VI, Part D, and functioned
as one mechanism for disseminating results of training needs assessments.

Both the content of the Priorities Statement and the process of its development
contributed to its success in influencing training program development and modifi-
cation. Significant elements included:

1. Aithough the content was based on data collected by the Project, most applicants
were not only familiar wicth at least some portions of the data, but had assisted
- in collecting and reviewing it for accuracy and in analyzing it.

2. The trusting relationships and commitment to common goals generated by involve-
ment in participatory planning groups were essential for meaningful. .priority
development and acceptance of the coordination process by applicants; concomi-
tant requirements were continuing integrity and openness in managing the SEA
proposal review process.

A second level of proposal coordination took place within several Project planning
groups, ranging from joint planning by several institutions or agencies which in-
. tended to submit proposals, to development of informal consortium propnsals, i.e.,
proposals submitted separately by several institutions, each including a common

core section describing the complementary relationships of the proposed progrdms.

In October, 1977, four such Consortium proposals were submitted in the areas of

(a) Severe Special Needs, (b) Vocational Education/Special Education, (c) Bilin-
gual Special Education, and (d) Speech Pathology/Audiology/Audition. Although some
of the proposals in each of these informal Consortium arrangements were not funded,
the intensive cooperative planning which generated thé common core sections provided
a base for continuing collaboration by various institutions and agencies. In
addition, another "consortium" proposal was submitted by a single institution

which had previously received a Dean's Grant. ‘This Dean's:?roject Technical Assis-
tance proposal was supported by Education Deans from 25 public and private institu-
tiong, but was not funded. .The Project also coordinated init!  planning for a
seven~state interstate proposal, Inservice Training for Teache . of the Visually
Bandicapped, a project which was subsequently funded.
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F. Management and Support

Central staff and fiscal support were essential for management of a Project of
this magnitude. The Project staff consisted of a full-time Project Director and a
full-time Administrative Assistant, supplemented by variable support from part-
time graduate assistants. Some were supported by the Project, but the majority
were interns placed with the Project by local institutions of higher education.

In addition, variable levels of secretarial support were provided by the Division
‘of Special Education. One of the Project's most valuable assests was the extensive
donation of time by many professionals involved in Project planning groups.

One of the Project's major problems was the lack of informed top level administra-
tive support within the SEA. This marginality produced-both benefits and diffi-
culties, It created legitimation problems for the Project within the SEA but
enabled it to enhance its credibility with external agencies and institutions as a
provider of technical assistance entirely separate from any monitoring function.
The placement of this change agent project at the interface between the SEA and
rumerous external constituencies generated various difficulties, including the
need for continuing attempts to mediate between an SEA typically concerned that
external agencies might try to dictafe to it, and external agencies equally fear-
ful that the SEA might interfere wi;h their autonomy. Despite these difficulties,
the SEA was the most appropriace site for a Project of this nature.
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In ;h° spring of 1378 Educational Research Corporation conducted a
z.zstionnaire™survey of members of the linkage netwerk of the Spec1a1 Educat1on
Mznzower Planning Project of the Massachusetts Department of Educat1on. The
purzose of the survey was to gather information which would assist the Project
Cirzctor in assessing the >ch1evements\of the Project and to make plans for
future Project activities.

\
Seventy-four members of the 11nkagi network responded to our questionnaire;

this represents a response rate of 30%. | At least one member of each of the groups
in the linkage network and each of the special task forces responded, and re- ,
scorses were in numbers roughly proportional to‘the total size of each group.
B=czuse many respondenté be]ong to more t an'oné group, the 74 respondents repre-

sent 202 committee memberships and 13 special task force memberships.

In order to determine the genera1 1eve1 of activity of comm1ttee members
witiin the network, and to establish our r%fpondents “degree of invplvement 1in
the Project, we asked the participants to ipndicate the number of meetings they

a~tanded, during the last Project year (teginning June 1, 1977), for each of the
mittees to which they be]ong Table 1, which giVes the responses to this
question, shows that the reCpondents have been very active in attending meet1ngs
Many respondents also attended planning sessilons for their groups and met with
the Project Director on a variety of matters;\so Table 1 does not reflect the
full Tevel of activity of the participants. ’ \

i
|

Tne Linkage Network : /

The linkage gfoup'system was designed by the Project Director to serve as
a mschanism for sharing information, for bu41d1 g relationships, and for planning
- on 2 cooperative basis across agencies anq)1nst tutions ‘in_the Commonwealth. To
c¢2tzrmine the extent to which the network is meeting these goals, we asked respon-
dants several questions about their experiences wWith their committees.

- o -
Seventy of the 74 respondents, or 95% said khat they have found it useful
to telong .0 a Manpower committee. Two responde;ts said they had not found it

- —

I
| -
l

A _.py of this questionnaire is attached to this report.

- Educational Research Corporation
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Table 1 .
Respondents' Commitize Fembership
and Committee Meeting Attendance

Number of . Average No. '  Number of

) ‘ Fembers of Meetings Meetings
Comni ttee _Responding Attended Held
Arts/Special Needs , ‘ 3 , 1.7 . 2
Adapted PE/REC-0T/PT-Health | : - a4
Bilingual/SPED | 8 2.9 6
ECE/SPED 8 2.5 3
Generic , N g 8 _2.25 3
Moderate | /;;;i__ 2.2 3
Liaison Steering Committeé _.//__jl___ 2.6 5
Paraprofessional ,w" 1 1 2
Parents/Surrqgaté Parents | o 1 , 2 2
Project RETOOL Steering Committee , 9 2.4 3 <
_ Policy Advisory Board s 17 3.35 5
© Regular Ed/SPED -/ 1 2.9 5
Speech Paﬁh/Audiology/Auditioﬁ/ 4 3.25 5
" Secondary/SPED 2 —_2__ 2
SPED Administrators 7 4.5 | 8
Severe Special Needs Group ) 14 3.2 4
“Training Program Liaison Grdup~ 1 11 2.45 5
Vocational Ed/SPED | 5 5.8 7
‘Vision 3 1.7 3
Regu}ér Ed. In-service Task Force 2 ’é.S 3
, Sevére SPED Task Force o 6 4.5 6
Ccmpetency Assessment Task Force 2 2 2
Generic Task Force 3 3 3
,,//l. |
///, . j
/ Educational Research Corporation
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useful, and two’participants did not respond to this question. One member who
had not found membership useful and one who did not respond to the question

exp!aiﬁed that they had just joined the network. We asked those. who said that
they have found it dsefu] to be]ong,io a Manpower committee to explain in what
way{s) it has been useful. Table 2 summarizes the responses to this queStion.

Table 2
y Benefits of Committee Membership
o N 'NUmber of
_ Benefit - . . Respondents
To share information - 72
To develop conortium proposals . 13
- To develop other training plans ‘ 33
To develop training priorities and guidelines 45
Other - B ¥

Almost all participants listed more than one benefit of -their committee
memberships. ‘In-describing the benefits of shar1ng 1nformation. several respon-
dents commanted that they had gained a better understand1ng of the issues at
different levels. Included in respondents' description of "other" benefits were:
meeting and establishing relationships w1th peop]e of similar interests and
__responsibilities; evaluating and updat1ng current training programs; planning
‘and implementing joint activities; establishing certification criteria; and
developing service delivery responses to H L. 94-142.

We next asked participants if they fe]t that the activities of the Manpower
Project have been responsive to the needs 1dent1f1ed by their committees. Sixty-
four respondents, or 86%, indicated that the activities have been responsive,

Nine participants (12%) did not respond to this question; only one participant
felt that the activities had not been responsive. The reason given for this view
was that the activities were much too diffuse. Several respondents commented
that in responding to the needs identified by the committees, the Project Director
has provided initial structure, followed by support during participatory planning,
and then clear written documentztion of activities. ‘

-~
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The Tinkage network provided a mechanism for participatory planning for the
State Plan for Personnel Development. To assess the effectiveness of this mechan-
fsm, we asked respondents if they felt that they had had an adequate opportunity
to participate in the process of developing the State Plan. Fifty-three participants
(72%), indicated that their involvement had been adequate. Eight participants (112)
did not respond to this question, and 13 participants, or 18%, felt that they had
not had an adequate opportunity to partiéipate. '

0f the.13'who felt that they had.not had adequate opportunity to participate,
five said that the reason foq~this was that they were new to their committees and
that the Plan had been developed.before they joined. In effect, then, only eight
.respondents fouhd fault with the participatory planning mechanism. Explanations
included: dinconvenient locations of meetings; great time pressure in the develop-
ment, with insufficient notice of meetings; too many task forces which were too

__spread_nut_io_haye_a_real_lmpaetT—fa44ﬂ¥e—ef—persounew at—the state Tevel to

consider the committees' recommendations: and the fee11ng of two individuals that
it was not their "role" to participate.

Generally, then, the respondents expressed the fee11ng that through their
committees they had had an adequate opportunity to part1c1pate in the process of
‘developing the State Plan for Personnel Development. However, some members felt

that the products of their committees were not accepted by the State at the -
Division level.

As a final indication of the ‘extent to which the respondents fe°1 they benefit
from their committee memberships, we asked if they feel that the minutes of their
committee meetings are useful to their needs. _ Seventy respondents, or 95%,
indicated that the minites were useful; three members did not answer this question,
and only one respondent indicated that the m1nutes were not useful.

We asked those members who found the minutes useful to indicate the ways
in which they use the minutes. Table 3 shows the responses to this question.

/
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Table 3
Committee Members' Use of Meeting Minutes

Number of

Use of Minutes : Respondent:
To review the committee proceedings 55
To keep up to date if I have missed a meeting 56
As documentation of group decisions and progress 42
As a resource for myself 50
As a resource for others oo 40

.

'One member who found the minutes useful said that they were, however, a bit too
extensive; another member commented that the minutes were exceptionally concise
and cooplete. Overall, it is clear that the-minutes-which the‘PFbJect D1rector'

has prepared and circulated to members after each meeting have been valuable to
the members.

The Information System . I

The Project developed and operated an 1nfonnat1on system to co]]ect analyze,
summarize, and disseminate data on special education personnel supply and demand
and other tra1n1ng needs and resources. To get some indication of the success of
this data system, we asked committee members whether they find that data reports
which they routinely receive from the Project are generally useful.- - Sixty-five
respondents (88%) said that the reports are generally useful, four (5”) indicated
that the reports are not generally useful, one respondent gave a mixed response,
and four participants did not answer this question.

We- Tisted the Project's major data reports, and asked those respondents who
said that they gen erally find the Project's reports useful to indicate which
reports they find useful and how they use each of them.

9 8 ; “ Educational Research Corporation



Tablz2 4
Network Members' Use of Project Data Reports

Number of
r200rt Respondents Use of Report*
Training Program Survey 40 Program planning (9) Statewide planning (1)
. Reference (3) . Support grant app. (1)
Project enrollment (2) Plan in-service (1)
Provide tech. assist. (2) Needs assessment (1)
Student advisement (1) Compare owi program
Plan use of faculty (1) to others (1)
Catalog of In-Service 26 Program planning (7) Support grant app. (1)
Programs " Resource (4) Student advisement (1)
Referrals (3) Statewide planning (1)
Plan in-service (1) Coordination (1)
Provide tech. assist. (1) ‘
Public Schaol Perconnel 40 Program planning (8) Plan in-service (1)

Needs

Private School Personnel
Needs

Collaborative Personnel
~Needs :

State Plan Components

- Catalog of Faculty
Consultents

Current ard Projected .
Supply of SPZD Personnel

Training Pricrities

21

35

20

- Student

' ~ Support

Student advisement (7)

~o———Support grant-app. (6) - -

Provide tech. assist. (1)
Student advisement (5)
Program planning (4)
Support grant app. (4)

advisement (3)
planning (3}
grant app. (3)

Reference (6)
Program planning (5)
Support grant app. (3)

Program

Workshop resources (3)'
Program planning (1)

Program plannimg (8)
Support grant app. (4)
Student advisement (2)
Needs assessment (2)
Statewide planning (1) °
App. and waiver (1)

Program planning (9)
Support grant app. (5)
Needs assessment (2)
Plan in-service (1)

App. and waiver (1)
Statewide planning (1)

Reference (1) .
App. and waiver (1)

App. and waiver (1)
Legislative process (1)

Provide tech. assist. (1)
Statewide planning (1)

Plan in-service (1)
Referral (1)

Referral (1)

DMH manpower
projection (1) .

Project enrollment (1)

Plan in-service (1) :

Provide tech. assist. (1)

Reference (1)
App. and waiver (1)
Quality control (1)

*Numbers in parentheses indicate the %requency-of mentions of specific uses.
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In Table 4 Qe show the responses to this question. Mot all participants indieated
the use which they hake of reports, but the comments of those who did list specific
uses give a good indication of how each report is most commonly used. A large
number of respondents represent training institutions and the responses reflect
this. Mest reports are used most commonly for planning training programs, while
school and collaborative personnel needs data are particularly useful for student
advisement. Most reports are frequently used to support grant applications.
Respondents represent1ng state agencies use the reports to provide technical
assistance, to make referrals, and to plan on a statewide basis.

4

We also asked respondents whether they had found the Project's projections.
of manpower training needs useful to themselves or their agencies or institutions.
Fifty-one (69%) indicated that they had found the projections useful, while 20 (27%)
had not; and three participants did not re$pond to this question. Of the 20 who
said they had-not- found the projactions useful, nine explained that they had not
had the need to use these data, six said that they did not trust the accuracy of
the data, and five 11sted other reasons. '

Ye asked those respondents "who found the,project1ons useful to indicate the
ways in which they have used them. P]ann1ng training programs was again the most
common use, with 23 respondents mentioning this. Student advisement was mentioned
six times, and supporting grant applications was mentioned five times. Other uses,
mentioned less frequently, were planning in-service programs, projecting enrollment
advising training institutions, dSSESS]ﬂQ needs, statew1de planning, and deve]op1ng
a DMH manpower plan,

Overall, the responses indicafe very clearly that the Project's projections,
as well as its data reports, have been used extensively by membéers of the linkage
network. ‘

‘Besices disseminating various data reports on a routine basis to members of
the linkage network, the Project also responds to numerous specific requests for
information. We asked respondents if they had made requests for information {rom
the Project beyond that which they received at meetings or through the PrOJELt
mailing list. Thirty-two participants (43%) said that they had made such requests,
and all of them reported that the responses which they received from the Project

Educational Research Corporation
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were adequaté to meet their needs. Almost all responses were received within
one week of the request, with only three responses taking as long as two weeks.
Examples of th- ..ide variety of information requested include: napes of
rasource people, prdgrams available to meet needs of specific studeits, infor-
‘mation on facilities with Part D grants, proposal information, clarifications
of written materials, regioha1~data,‘updated membership lists, Interstate
‘Committee reports, and information on model programs.

Technical Assistance

A third cbjective-of tha Project was to provide technical assistance're]ated
to training program gesign and developnent tra1n1ng delivery, proposal develop-
ment, and Manpower p]ann1ng Therefore, we asked participants if they had made
specific requests for technical assistance from the Project; 30 respondents, or
41% - said that they-had.-~Table 5 shows the types of technical assistence requested.
In about two-thirds of the cases, the Proaect provided the assistance directly,
while in the other cases the Project staff made referrals_to other resource
persons, materials, or programs. All but one of the 30 respondents who requested
technical assistance reported that they were satisfied with the response they had
received. The one who was d1ssat1sf1ed indicated some doubt as to whether the

;_,deveTopment of a consortium for tra1n1ng and/or certifying teachers of children
with special needs is within the purview of the program.

Table 5

Types of Technical Assistance Reduested from the Project'
: ' , Number of
Type of Assistance . - Respondents
' Referral to resource persons, materials, funds,
or model programs : 18
Assistance in ohtaining +ra1n1ng materials 7
Assistance in developing grant proposals 14
Assistance in modifying or developing :
pre-service training programs _ 8
.».ssistance in designing ‘n-service training
programs : _ 10
Other . _ 4
. _ Educational Research Corporalion




Impact of Project on Planning

To gain a further understanding of the impact of the Project, we asked
respondents whether‘théy} or the agencies o:* institutions with which they are
affiliated, have made any new plans or decisions, or altered any existing plans,
as a result of participating in the Project or receiving information from the
Project. Forty-one respondznts, or 55%, said that the Project had influenced
their plans. Four other respondents said that they will use Project information
in their future planning. Table 6 shows how training institutions used Project
information to develop or amend their plans.

\

Table 6 )
New or Altered P]ans of Training Institutions e
B S Number of
Plans ' Institutions

New or Expancd2d SPED Programs:

In-service 7

Generic 3

Early childhood 2

Severe . 2

Bilingual 2

Bilingual speech pathologists and aud1o]og1sts 1 -

0.T./P.T. ' 1 ' \

Expanded - unspecified 2 \
Altered Programs

Altered to conform to tra1n1ng pr1or1t1es or

certification requirements -9

Discontinued or Reduced SPED Programs

Quotas for preservice 1

Limited moderate 1

Reduced -, unspecified 1

Integrated SPED with rehab./counseling 1

Combined deaf-blind with severe/profound 1

Decided not to add new masters program 1
Introduced Entry Level Assessment ) 2

. Educational Research Corporation
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Respondents who represented agencies or institutions otﬁer than trainihg institutions
used Project information to plan in the following ways: '

- Hospital day program training program
- Private schoal in-serv.ce -
- Classroom teacher in-service
- Parent training program
- More parent support
- Forc invclvement in bilingual community
. = Sharing resources among LEAs
- Statewide vocational and secondary SPED planning
- Joint publication , ‘

We -also asked respondeht§ whether, as a result of Manpower Project activities,
_their agencies or institutions cbordinated activities or planned cooperatively
with other agencies or institutions. A very ‘large number--43, or 58%--said—that— —

they had. Only two respondents said that their attempts at collaboration had not
been useful. In these two cases the respondents said that the institutions with
which they had attempted to collaborate had been unresponsive. Collaborative

efforts which respondents .considered to be ’us‘éful are shown in Table 7.

Table 7
Collaborations Resulting from Project Participation /
' Number of
Collaboration _ Respondents

Collaboration across agencies or institutions 15
(including university-LEA; MDE-DMH;
University-NMDE)

Training program collaboration - 11
(including preservice, in-service, workshops, '
summer programs) ' :

Cevelopment of consortia 4 5
- (including severe special needs. vocational
ed/special ed)

Information exchange
Sharing training materials
Joint data collection
Joint research

- Joint presentation

'
-~ l

-— et a4 oy

/ ,
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The extent to which participation in the Project has resulted in coordination
among agencies and institutions 'and in new or altered plans of participants is a
very strong indicator of the positiQe impact the Project has had on agencies and
institutions across the Commonwealth with concerns in the area of special education
manpover planning and development. . :

Accomplishments of the Project

Qur final question of respondents concerning their experiences with the
Project ‘to date was, "From your own professioqa] perspective, what do you think
are the most valuable accomplishments of the Project during its three years as

-a Special Project?"- The opinions expressed by 55 participants who responded to
~ this question are shown in Table 8. “

Table 8

Participants' Views on the Most Valuable Accomplishments
of the Project

Number of

Accomplishment Respondents
-Network for communication and interaction | 33 :
Data collection and dissemination (including |
projections) : 12
Information and referral "clearinghouse" 1
Cooperative planning . 11
Unified state goals and priorities 5

Project RETOOL and conferences 5
Needs assessment ' 3
Cetting local input to State Plan 3
* Leadership within BEH 3
Development of certification requirements | 2
Assistance in developing grant proposa]s‘ 2
Highlighting awareness of special education issues 2
.Stimulating research and'program development 1
Serving as a bridge between the field and universities 1

Pioneer in developing a manpower (as opposed to training)
perspective in service delivery agencies 1

1 04 Educational Research Corporation .
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Table 8 demonstrates that, in the view of the network members, the greatest
accomplishments of the Project have been in the areas of the PrOJect s major
goals.

Future Focus of the Project

We also asked respondents what they felt should be the focus of Manpower
P]anning Project activities during the coming year. Table 9 shows that the 44
purt1c1pants who responded to this quest1on generally feel that the present work
of the Project should be continued and refined, but with increased focus on coor-
dination of in-service training prog;am“deve]opment.

— TabTe 9 ‘
Participants' Suggestions for Future Focus of Project

' _ Number of

Focus Respondents
Continue work in same areas as past ‘ 13
Coordinate in-service program development , 10
Cont ‘nue network building and maintaining ' 5
Continue data co]]ection and dissemination 5
Continue development of certification requirements =~ 5
Provide centralized coord1nat1on of SPED technical

.assistance and referral _

Imp]ement committee recommendations
Focus on secondary level SPED
Other | 17

" Included in the category of "other" in Table 9 were suggestions which were made
by only one respondent. They included suggéﬁtions to focus on specific areas,
siich as paraprofessionaps, parents, and bilingual education; to focus on the
public school sector; to work with DYS; to assess manpower needs on a regional

and national basis; and to develop strategies for cross- d1str1ct utilization of
"difficult-to-find" personnel.

1 Og Educational Research Corporatign’
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Gereral Comments

At the end o7 our questionnaire we invited respondents to make additional
comments or suggastions which they felt would be helpful to the project. These
remarks are summarized in Table 10. ‘

A,'/l/

Table 10
Additional Comments and Suggestions of Participants
".umber of
Comment or Suggestion Participants
Comments _ : - ‘
Géod Project leadershin 8
Project helpful/enjoyable 3
Weak Project leadership : 1
Suggestions _
Arrange more convenient meeting times and places 3
Get more input from other sectors 2
Re-work competency specifications _ 1
Make minutes and reports more clear \ 1

Use telephone or written responses to mailings
in place of some meetings = . ‘ 1
Prepare a summary handbook of Project to improve
understanding of efforts among broader B
professional community 1

\

. As Table 10 shows, the most frequent comment, made by 8 of the 21 respondents
who added comments, was that the Project Director and her staff have provided
lTeadership, coordination, and support which has been very helpful and effective.

Summa ry

In summary, members of the linkage network have foundiuhuseful to participate
in Project meetings, they have found the Project's data reports useful, and they
have used the information gained from their participatioh in p]anning the future
activities of their agencies or institutions. Many plans have been developed or
amended-as a result of project information and activities, and a great deal of
collaboration across agencies and institutions has resulted from committee members’

- . ' _ ‘ Educational Research Corporation




' NLIsT
-14- -

participation in the Project. Members have frequently turned to the Project

for information and technical assistante_bgyond that routinely provided at

m2etings and through the mails, and the members have found the Project staff

very helpful, supportive, and efficient. 'Pa%ticipants recommend that during

the coming year the Project should continue its activities in the same areas

as in the past, but with more focus on coord;héfing in-service pragram development.

B ]

Educational Research Corporation
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- SPECIAL /EDUCATION MANPOWER PLANNING PROJECT
COMMITTEE MEMBER QUESTIONNAIRE
¢

Namel(éptional) - : _ Date
Affiliation (Optional) .

Educational Research Corporation has been contracted to evaluate the Special
.| ~ Education Manpower Planning Project of the Massachusetts Department of
) Education. We are gathering information which will help the Project
Director assess the effectiveness of the Project and make plans for future
. Project activities. Your responses to this survey will be particularly
important, since -the third year of Special Project funding will end on
May 31, 1978. Information on the current status of the Project will be
, .Critical to planning a continuation of the Project's functions, for which
Title VI-d funds have been.requested in a reqular State Department of
Education grant.application. Please assist us by answering the questions
on this form and then returning the form directly to ERC in the enclosed
business reply envelope. '
Thank you. '

~.

1.  Please 1ist the Manpower Project committees to'which-you‘belong, and'estimafe_
the number of meetings of each of these committees you have atterded during
the Project year (beginning June, 1977): - .
— # of Meetings | x # of Meetings
Commi ttee .__Attended - Committee Attended

[ ] Arts/special Needs | [ 1Policy Advisory Board
[ ] Adapted PE/REC-OT/PT- | [ 1 Regular Ed/SPED

Health

. [ 1 Speech Path/Audiology/
[ ] 8ilingual/SPED 'Audition‘ ‘A .

[ ] ECE/SPED [ 1 Secondary/SPED -

[ ] Generic [ ] SPED Administrators

[ ] Moderate [ .] Severe Special Needs
Group E

[ ] Liaison Steering S
Committee { ] Training Program
Liaison Group

[ ] Paraprofessional

[] VocatiénaT Ed/SPED

[ ] Parents/Surrogate Parents !
‘ [ Jvision

SRR

[ ] Project RETOOL Steering . i |
Committee . i Other Task Forces
L i (fpecify): :

i C] : R

- = 4/7
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‘2; Havenydu foUnd\iE_uséful to belong to a Manpower committee?
— 1] Yes . ) .
[] Mo S \

Please explain how it has been useful (check all that apply):

[ ] To share information

[ 1 To develop consortium proposals

[ 1 To develop other training plans ' //
(] To develbp training priorities and guidelines /

[ 1 other (please describe) /

3. Do you feel that the activities of the Manpower Project have been responsive
to the needs identified by your committee(s)?

[ ] Yes
— L[] N

__Please explain: -

i
B !

4. Do you feel that you had an.adequéte opportunity to participate in the process
of developing the State Plan for Personnel Development?

[1 Yes
r_ [ ] No - g . ' /l
,JPlease explain: o

" Educational Research Corporation
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5. Are minutes of your committee meetings useful to your needs?
— [ ] Yes
[1 Mo o '

]ease\explain how you use them (check all that apply):

To review- the committee proceedings

To keep up to date if I have missad a meeting
As documentation of group decisions and progress
As a resource for myseff

As a resource for others
Other (please describe): -

-+ P
[
It
[
[
[
[

el b b bd L b

6. Do you find that data reports which you routinely receive from the Project
are generally useful? '

— [ ] Yes
[] Mo- -

— Please check those data reports which are generally useful to you
and indicate how you use each of them.

Report . Use

[ ] Training Program Survey Report

[] Catalog of In-Service Programs

[ ] Public School Personnel Needs

[ ] Private School Personnel Needs

[ ] Collaborative Personnel Needs

[ ] State Plan Components

[ ] catalogue of Faculty Consultants

[ 1 Current and Projected Supply - _— _
of SPED Personnel a

[ ] Training Priorities

[ ] Other (specify)

Educational Research Corporation

110



- . - HrA

Are the Project's projections of manpower training needs useful to you
“(or your agency or institution)?

[ ] Yes . - [ ] No
If yes, in what ways have you If no, why not?
used them? '

[ 1 I have not had the need
[ ] Idon't trust their accuracy
[ ] Other (please explain):

8. Have you made specific’ requests for information from the Project beyond
- that which has been provided at meetings or has been sent to you through
the Project mailing lists?

——[] Yes
[ ] No

—~a. What types of information did you request?

» b. How rapidly did the Project'respond to your reguest? °
[ ] Within one, week

[ ] Within two weeks

[ ] More than two weeks "

»c. Mere the responses of the Project adequate to mee£ your needs:
[ ] Yes ' o
— [ ] No

\\

]

i ,
» Pleade explain: -

11 - 'Educational Research Corporation
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5. Have you made specific requests for technical assistance from the Project?
[ ] Yes
L1 No

» a. What type of technical assistance did you request?

[ ] Referral to resource persons, materials, funds, or
model programs

[ ] Assistance in obtaining training materials
[ ] Assistance in developing grant proposals: -
/ [ ] Assistance in modifying or deveoping pre-service
training programs
[ ] Assistance in designing inservice training programs -
, _

\\< [1] Oéher-(pleasé describe): -

— b. Heré’ypu satisfied with the response you received?
[] Yes '

| [- [ No

—+ Please exp]ainé

10. Have you, or the agency or institution with which you are affiliated, made
any new plans or decisions, or altered any existing plans, as a result of
participating in the Project or receiving information .rom the Project?

—— [ ] Yes
'] No

— Please describe new or altered plans:

-

/

Educational Research Corporation
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11. As a result of Manpower Project activities has your agenc: or institution
coordinated activities or planned cooperatively with other agencies or

institutions?
— [ ] Yes
[ ] No

» a. Please describe the nature and extent of the collaboration:

—- b. Do you feel that this collaboration was useful tc your
agency or “institution?

\\\ [ ] Yes | _ -

— [ ] Mo

Vo » Please -explain:

12. From your own professional perspective, what do you think are the most

valuable accomplishments of the Project during its three years as a
Special Project? '

- 13. What do you,think.should be the focus of ManpoWer Planning Project activities
during the coming year? L

]4, Please make any othér commants or suggestions which you feel would be helpful
- to the Project. ' '

Educational Research Corporation
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© THFORMAL SUMMARY OF
MASSAQUUSETTS SPECIAL EDUCATION MANPOHER PROJECT
INTERSTATE STEERING COMMITTEE
QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY
June, 1978

|
|

1. um1MSEMMQmmnmemmwysunﬁamnmthamwmyﬁtHMRMaﬁhmmemwMMbyme
Wassachusetts Manpower Project: '

|

Some- ¢ Very
Technical ot  Very what Dis- dis-
Assistance - app. sat. Sat. sat. sat, sat, Explanation of Response
a. Developrent of @ = WY ME VT M CT - Was intact prior to project.
manpouer information (T M M NY - Internal considerations preciude our
system. i — focusing on this as a current priority,
; | AT = Very helpful,
JE - Assistance in review on data system.
b. Development of- 0 N R NY. - Qur state may have unique prob]ems in’
strategies for T “t ¢ooperating on this,
cooperative manpower N ME -\ Face to face neetings most helpful--best
planning anong MM \ vay to disseninate information.
northeast states. RT - ThQs activity has bequn to be coordinated,
| | but there is a great deal more to be done.
¢. Development of - CT M VT R (T - Was intact pr1or to Project.
Comprehensive System Y | NY - Exploration of issues, parameters, problems,
for Personnel Devel- oo sofutions helpful. ,
opnent (CSPD) n your ME - Tremendous consultation, particularly on
state, ~ process.
, = Further clarification of mandate was needed
prior to provision of technical assistance.
~ The Project Director has forwarded @
| letter requesting clarification,
| N - In process--closure before Sept. 1, 1978,
; S "b§&
SN
e
\ -] -

! \ ~1 J
v ' . v .
‘ " Educational Hesearch Corporal\on .
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2. Level of satisfaction of Steering Comnittee mewbers with adequacy of coordination srovided by the

tassachusetts Manpower Project: |
z

~ Some- Very
- lot  Very what Dis- dis- /
Coordination app. sat, Sat. sat. sat. sat. Explanation of Response
a. Development of a N MM ' CT - §ti11 in the discussion stace.
regional data base W R - Additional work needs to be done.
for manpower . Rl | !
pleaning. )

b, Design of Comprehen- NG VT NY « Interaction with other directors and BEH/
sive System for ME N DPP/DAS personnel helpful in exploring
Personnel Develop- NH RI - paranenters for inplementing CSPD regs.
ment {CSPD) o - ME ~ Has assisted us in cooperating with regional

| proposals and planning,”

I - Technical assistance will be provided at
nutmumgmmmmmmsmﬂbe“
clarified by BEH,

¢. Exploration of coop- N M CT VT~
| erative strategies N M
for SPED personne] RI

placement among
rortheast states,

d. Developnent of NNV | M - Sharing info and "good" resources has allowed

strategies for N N S us to utilize consultants,
sharing training RI - . RI -~ Additional attention needs ta be divected
resources withi and to this activity, ~
between northeast -
states.

&, Analysis of personnei N OO - NY - Hope project will "plug" our Cert1f1cat1on

| certification ok ! . Study, if not, change my response to
requirements in the MW ‘ "dissatisfied."
northeast states, RI M - Has increased understanding of credentials T
o ~used in other states. .
RI - Adequate. - . . W

1)
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Technical assistance provided by the Project beyond that initially expected:

ME - Information and assistance specific to problems. Fer-back ¢ planning
process as well as good advice and recormmendations. Good information
in resporse to specific questions. Project staff have been most
responsive to Steering Committee.

Vi - Been very helpful in accessing information.

MY - Knowing Cynthia's.capabilities, enthusiasm and commitment, I expected to
receive information sharing discussions which would be helpful to-us as
an initial auditor with (perhaps) a unique set of problems and concemns.

NH - Still in process. Sharing information from other states. Will assist
this summar in putting pieces together in final form.

Major impact of Interstate Project on manpower planning and development in thair
states: :

NY - The providing of a forum to share common concerns, explore alternative
solutions. : '

ME - Assistance in the initiation of a "process." Mistakes are being made but
I feel far fewer of them. The initial planning phase of the CSPD is ,
difficult, but more important. We will not have just a paper plan or !
compliance statements.

RI

The wajor impact will be demonstrated later this year (next three months)
when the response from BEH is received by Project Director regarding
clarification of PL 94-142 mandate of a Comprehensive System of Personnel
Development. '

MJ - Gaining broader perspective of what others are doing with regard to similar
~ problems. Closer contact with BEH to relay impact ?prob]ems? regarding
statutes and regs.
CT - Sharing of information.

NH

Has caused post-secondary institutions to inter-communicaie and to question.

Major cont%fbutions of their states to the Interstate Project:

NY - Aside from whatever contributions we may have made to the discussions at
the Vermont meeting, I would hcpe that through documents I've shared (or
shortly will share? would be of interest and assistance in teacher competency
assessment, certification, and technical assistance.

ME - Information on modules for in-service.

1 1 8 ‘ Educational Research Corporation
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RI - Since staff was reassigned this year, I am fairly new to the project and
would expect RI will provide more support and assistance to goals of
project this year. ) ) :

NJ - Sharing informtion regarding manpower information system, éomprehensiye
' plan, mainstreaming; in-service proj. and in-service project for college
faculty. '

CT - Sharing of/ﬁnformationﬂ

NH - Disseminat%on of information about our "Regional Systems" within the
state--and the yse of this system for administrating Part D training monies.

Qur Part’D State Plan is unique!

6a. Areas related to interstate activities, or joint'needs of the states participating
in the Interstate Project that they feel the Project should focus on during the
coming year: , :

NY - The continuea‘exp]iCation of parameters to fulfill the CSPD regs. in 94-142.

#E - CSPD and coordination of Part D :zad bther $ resources.
Clarification of CSPD regs. :
| . ' '
VT - Continuing analysis and problem clarification relating to state CSPD.

* RI - Clarification of PL 94-142 and BEH mandate regarding CSPD.
Refinemant of manpower information system. ,
Development of‘strategies for sharing training resources.
NJ - Development of| CSPD plans and subsequent activities related to accomplishing
: the plan. Interstate training projects; cooperative manpower planning.

-CT - Assessment of Fegiona] manpower needs.

Continuing of Sharing. The use of the group as trainer(s) of each.

!

NH

/

6b. Areas related to the needs of their gtates, as individual states, they feel
the Project should focus on during Fhe coming year: Co

[ =N

ME - Technical assistance to indivfdua] states.

- et g - / - . '
VT - Continued.development and refinerent of CSPD including procadures for
needs assessment dand evaluation. o

RI - Same aé #6a.
NJ - CSPD.

NH - Continued - exploration of shared programs for the training df teachers
of lovw-incidence handicapped.

119 . Educational Research Corporation



bc. By vank order, the ihree areas of the Interstate Aqreement which are their highest priorities:
(First priority = 15 second priority = 2; third priority = 3.)

m*
i, Development of a state manpower ilnformation system for your state, RI-3
i, Development of a state plan for manpower development for your state, VT-1; N1
111, Development of the State Comprehensive System for Personne] Development
required under P.L. 94-142, for your state, - VT-15 ME-T; RIWD
iv. Developnent of a regioné] Gata base for manpower plamning, (T-1
v. Definition of the parameters of the Comprehensive System for Personne] | T~
Development and sharing of problem solving strategles. =13 NY-1; VT-1;5 ME-2; RI-2
vi. Development of a regional manpower plan, with emphasis on low incidence areas, CT-2; NH-3
vii. Continuation of informal efforts to balance manpower supply/demand across : |
state Tines. | (T-3
vifi. Initiation of interstate training projects, where appropriate, '
ix. Exploration of personnel certification/approval requirements in various '
states and their implications for training prograns. - NY-3; 1lH-2
% Development of strategies for sharing training resources within and
between states, ' NJ-3
xi. . Coordination of access to regional and natfonal program and technical |
assistance resources, for use in developnent and implementation of each |
state's Comprehensive System for Personnel Development. VT-15 WY-2; ME-3; N)-2
- *Yernont ranked foﬁr itens as f1 priority. T
| | Y
9

121
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7. Additional comments and suggestions:

NJ - fnfind the exchange between different persons and different statés very
helpful in broadening my own perspective on commonly confronted problems.

RI - I feel I would be in a much better position to evaluate the project next
year due to the fact that I replaced a staff member on this comni ttee
this year.

NY - Please weight my responses in the context of my not being an "official"
part -of the Interstate Project, as a guest auditor who has attended but
‘one meeting, and who should not therefore significantly impact on the
directions the Project might take. -

Educational Research Corporation
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Name

HASSACHUSETTS SPECIAL EDUCATION MANPO“ER:PROJECT
INTERSTATE  STEERING COMMITTEE QUESTIONNIARE

Date

State

(—

!

- Thank you.

Fducationa] Research Cor

poration has been contracted to evaluate the Special Education
Hanpower Planning Project of the Massachusetts Department of Education.

infornation which will help the Project Director assess the effectiveness
Component of the Project and make plans for future Project activities. Please assist
us by answering the questions on this form and

then returning the form directly to ERC
in the enclosed business reply envelope.

We are gathering
of the Interstate

1. Please indicate how satisfied
Massachusetts Manpower Projec

- .a._Developnent of a
~ " manpower infor-
mation system,

you are with the adequacy of téchnical aSSistance provided by the
tin eachi of the following areas, and please expiain each response.

Not applicable

Very
Satisfied

Satisfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

Dis-
satisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

Explanation of Response

to ny state

)

1

[]

b. Development of
strategies for
cooperative
manpower planning
among -northeast
states.

c. Development of
Comprehensive
Systen for
Personne] Devel-
opment (CSPD) in

- your state,

0

I
oL J

l

Y 1Y R
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2, Please indicate how satisfied you are with the adequacy of coordination provided by the Massachusetts
Project in each of the following areas, and please.explain each response. .

Not applicable| Very Somewhat | Dis- Very

tomy state ~Satisfied|Satisfied | Satisfied | satisfied Dissatisfied|  Explanation of Response
! “ | d
a. Development of a '
~ regional data base! [] | [1 | (] [] [] []
- for manpower | 1 |
planning,
b. Design of Compre- b, .

hensive System
¢ for Personnel .[ ]
Development

SIRNSER NSRRI IR
(CspD) |

¢. Exploration of ' y ¢
cooperative | | e '
strategles for | (] 1 [] (] (1 ' [ N[
SPED personne] o | ~ |
placement among
northeast’ states,

d. Development of !
strategies for |
sharing training | [ ] .
resources within - i

and between north- | 9

east states. | I

|

|

oo

e. Analysis of
personne] certi-
- fication require- | [] -
ments in the. o \
northeast states.

-

N 126
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3.~ Has the Pro‘ject provided technical assistance to you beyond that whi ch you fnitially expected?‘%'
[] Yes | |
[ ] No | / \

» Please explain:

g, mywrWW.mnismemNrmmdofmemmHMMPmkdonmwwwphmmgmd@whmmt
in your gtate? | o

5. What do you feel are the major co'nvtributions_ of your state to the Interstate Project?

6.a. On what areas related to intefstate activities, or joint needs of the states participating in the Interstate
Project, do you feel" the Project should focus during the coming year?

ks

b. On what areas related to the needs of your state, as an Individual state, do you feel the Project should focus
- uring the coming year? - | - g | c

T

)

O
: | -- *
R | R

o - Educational Research Corparation
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. ABSTRACT

The Division of Special Education of the Massachusetts Department of Education
¢warded Educational Research Corporation (ERC) the' contract to evaluate the Special
Education Hanpéwer Planning Project. During the third Pro;ect year (1977-78) the
Project stafi continued developing and ref1n1ng PrOJect components which had been
the focus of the.Project during its first two years. These included continued
refinement and opefation of an information system and continued organization and
coordination of a Linkage Network. The Project also continued to coordinate develop-
ment of the Nassachuse ts Comprehens1ve System for Personne] Development and to
provide technical assistance to individuals and: groyps in Massachusetts and from
other states. During the third Project year coord1nat1on began of the Interstate
Manpower Project, the focus of which had been negot1ated in 1976. ERC judged the
effectiveness of these program components pr1nar11y in terms of their contribution
to informed decision-making, within and across var1ous agenc1es and institutions,
regard1ng special education manpower planning and development

Evaluation activities included observation of a sample of L1nkage Network
Committee meetings; review of Project documents; interview and questionnaire surveys
of Linkage Network and Interstate Steering Commi ttee members; periodic meetings w1th
the Project Director; informal reporting to the Project's Policy Advisory Board:
and subn1ss1on o7 written reports on our surveys and of the final written report.

Through our evaluation activities, we Judged that the Project has been success-
Tul in meeting its obJect1ves for its third year of operation. Members of the
L1nkaae Network and the Interstate Steer1ng Committee reported that they had
benef1 ted from their participation in the Progect and that they felt that the

Manpower Project was responsive to the needs which the1r groups had expressed. Many -

Network members reported that they or the agencies or institutions which they~repr°-'
sent have made new plans, often of a collaborative nature with other agencies or
institutions, as a consequence of their participation in the Project. Information,
assistance, and coordination prov1ded 'by the Project to L1nkage Network and Inter-
state Steering Committ tee members, and also to individuals and organizations outside 4
the PrOJect, hay 1ncreased cooperat1ve p]ann1ng and informed decision-making, which °

in turn contribute to creat1ng an appropr1ate ba1ance of supply and demand for
special education personnel.-

Both the Manpower Plann1ng PrOJect and the Interstate Manpower Planning PrOJECt
now have been funded by BEH for 1978 79 at the levels requested.

-
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INTRODUCTION

In its evaluation of the third year of operation of the Special Education
Manpower Planning Project of. the Massachusetts Department of Education, Educational
- Research Corporation (ERd) focused on assessing the effectiveness of five major
Project components: /

1. Operation and refinement of the Project's information systém to collect,
analyze, summarize, and disseminate data on special education personnel
supply and demand and other training needs and resources.

2. Coordination of the Project's Linkage Network which provides a mechanism
for sharing information, for building reldtionships, for planning on a
cooperative basis across agencies and ‘institutions in the Commonwealth,
and participatory development of the Massachusetts Comprehensive System
fer Personnel Development (CSPD).

3. Coordination of the development of the Massachusetts CSPD.

4. Provision of technical assistance related to training program design
' and development, training delivery, proposal development, and manpowar
planning. '

5. Coordination of Interstate Manpower P]anning in collaboration with an
Interstate Steering Committee comprised of representatives from Massachusetts
and six other northeast states, and prov1s1on of technical assistance to
the part1c1pat1ng states.

Effectiveness of these program components was judged pr1mar11y in terms of their
contribution to informed p]ann1ng and decision-making, within and across various
agencies and- institutions, regarding special education manpower planning and
development., ’

"~ We designed our evaluation to be both formative and sunnatiVe in nature. - We
collected. 1nformat1on on a. cont1nu1ng basis throughout the year in order to keep . . _
the PrOJECt Director informed so that any indicated adjustments could be made
during the Project year. In addition, we collected information which would allow
us to make judgments about the success and impact of the components of the Project.

1 3 ) . Educational Research Corporalion
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Evaluaticn of outcomes was more important during this year's evaluation than it
was in the first two years of operation of the Project, since the third year of
funding asAa s“ec1a1 project endad on May 31, 1978. We regarded information on
‘the status of the Project at the close of Spec’al Project funding‘as very impor-
tant to a continuation of the Project's functions under Title VI-D funds granted
in é regular State Cepartment of Education application. In general, we attempted
to determine, for all Project components, whether adequate and appropriate StepS».
were being taken to ensure that the systems and activities built by the Project
would continue to function effectively after termination of special funding.

Evaluation activities included reviewing a variety of Project documents -
(data feports; meeting agendas and minutss of meetings; reports, announceéments
and other materials re]at1ng to technical assistance activities; and activity
logs prepared by the PrOJect Director); attend1ng a sample of Linkage Network
cemmittee meetings; surveying Linkage Network committee members and Interstate
‘Steering Commi t tee members through questionnaires and interviews, and reporting
on these surveys*; meeting regularly with the Project Director to obtain infor-
mation from fier about Project activities as well as to diécuss our findings with
her; and preparing the fimal written report. Through each evaluat1on activity we
generally collected information about several Project components Similarly, we
generally assessed each Project component through a variety of evaluation activities.

*Reports on our interview and questionnaire surveys of Linkage Network members
and interstate Steering Committee memders have been submitted to the Project
Cirector, together with our survey instruments.
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EVALUATION FINDINGS

A. Information System

1.. Findings.

Evidence of Project success in operat1ng and refining its information system
is as follows:

a. Data collection.instruments have been refined for ease of complietion
and for collecting all relevant information from each source through
one primary instrument per source.

b. Data have been collected, as appropriate, either from primary or
secondary sources, so that efforts are not duplicated.

c. A1l data as detailed in the Project Workscope have been collected.

d. Data are routinely updated.

1]

e. The Project Director delegates the routine operation of the system
to her assistants.

f. Reports on all data collected have been distributed rouiiﬁely to each
member of the Policy Advisory Board prior to meetings or at meetings,
and relevant data reports have been sent to each member of each of the
other committees in the Linkage Network. A1l comnittee members have the
opportunity to request, via request forms, all data reports prepared by
the Project. ;

g. Eighty-eight percent of linkage network committee members whom we surveye&
by questionnaire reported that the data reports which they routinely receive
from the Project are generally useful to them.

h. Sixty-nine percent of questionnaire respondents reported that the
Project’s projections of manpowar.training needs are useful to them.

i. Ninety-five percent of linkage network committee menﬁéré whom we surveyed
by interview reported that the information provided in the PrOJect s data
reports was adequate for their p]annlng needs,

Educational Research Corporation
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.j.zThe Project has provided information and referral services in response
to individuzl requests from persons and agencies outside the Projecy
as well as from persons serving on Project committees.

k. Sixty-four percent of interview respondents and 43% of questionnaire
respondents reported that,they/had made special requests for informa-
_thn from the Project;~’ﬂ31_of these respondents indicated that the -
Project responded promptly to their requests and that the responses
were adequate to meet their needs. | - r

1. The'froject worked with the State Dissemination Project to develop
a special education component of the Dissemination Project which would
prepare a Special Education Training Resource Publication and files.

2. Discussion

The information system of the Project was well established by the end of
the second Project year. During the third Project year the emﬁhasis was on re-
fining the system. Data collection instruments were refined, and tHF Project
staff worked with representatives of various bureaus of the Department of Education
and of other state agencies.(including the Department of Pub]iq Health and the
Department of Mental Health) to coordinate and facilitate collection of relevant
data. Routine operation of the system was handled primarily by Project assistants
this year, leaving the Project Director free to work on refining the system and
on other components of the Project.

As ddfing the beject's second year of operation, data reports were sent
selectively to the committee members to reiieve”their feeling of an overload of
information. Again, all members were sent a checklist through which they could
request any, data reports which they did not receive routinely. Findings from cur
interview and questionnaire surveys indicate that this selective dissemination is
~ effective, since most participants find that the reports which they routinely
receive are useful to them and are adequate to their‘p]anning needs.

In addi zion to sending data reports to committee members 6n a routine basis
or as requested through the Project's checklist of available data reports, the
Projec. responded to numerous individual requests for special information through-'
out the Project year. The largest number of requests came from Massachusetts

| p——

!
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colleges and universities, while many requests also came from various divisions

of ithey Massachusetts Department of Education. Requests also came from other
Maqsachuse ts state agencies, local education zgencies and collaboratives,
.representat1ves of private agencies, professional assoc1at1ons,‘tonsumer groups,
parents. and studen+s Further, information requests were received from the state
educat1on agencies of other states and from col]eges and un1vers1t1es in other
states,

We found in our interview and questionnaire surveys that meny Linkage Network
members were among those who had made special requests for information from the
~Project. The information requested varied widely in nature, and was not generally
included in Project reports which.the members had not received. That is, by
se]ect1ve dissemination, the Project d1d not increase substant1a]1y the volume
of 1nd1v1dua1 requests it received.

A11 survey respondents who reported that they had made sﬁecia1 requests for
information from the Project indicated thattthe Project had responded promptly--
almost always within one week of the request-—and that the responses were adequate
to meet their needs. A1l aspects of the Project's 1nformat1on system, then,
appear to be working smoothly and sat1sfactor11y

Through col!aborat1on with the Massachusetts State Disseminatioh Project,
the Manpower Project is further increasing its capacity for dissemination of
information on training resources. Linkage Network members haQe_been asked to
contribute to the Training Resources Publication and to the files.

B. Linkage Network e

P

e

T. ‘indingsa‘
Evidence of Project success in operat1ng an effect1ve L1nkaoe Network is
‘asfM]mw

a. A11 commi ttees planned as part of. the L1nkage Network have been organwzed
and at least two meetings of each group were held during ‘the third Project
vear. These committees include the following: Policy Advisory Board;
Special Education Ffaining Program Liaison Group; Tra{ﬁing Program Liaison
Steering Commfttee; and fifteen Project Training Linkage Groups (Arts/Special
Needs; Adapted PE/REC-OT/PT-Health; Bilinqual/SPED; ECE/SPED; Generic;
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Moderate; Paraprofessional; Parents/Surrogate Parén;s; Regular ED/SPED;
Speech Patholoéy/Audio]ogy/Audition; Secondary'SPED; SPED Administrators;
Severe Special Needs; Vocational Ed/SPED; and Vision). Four temporary
groups also operated this year: Regular Ed In-service Task Force;

Severe SPED Task Force; Generic Task Force; and Competency Assessment
Task Force. In addition, the Project RETOOL Steering Committee also
operated under the direction of the Project.

5. Members of the Policy Advisory Board indicated in our in\erview survey
that they felt that the Board affects the direction-of.the Project.

c. An appropriate balance existed this year, as in the first two Project
years, between having ovef]apping memberships (where one individual
serves on more than one committee) to aid in sharing and planning, and
having persbns with special interests from the same agency or institution
serving on-different commi ttees to increase intra-institutional awareness
of issues and plans.

d. Detailed minutes. of each committee meeting were prepared by the Project
Director and were sent to each member of the particular committee.

e. Attendance at meetings, as evidenced from committee meeting minutes, our
observations, and our questionnaire survey of Network members, was generally
adequate for communication, coordination and sharing .purposes.

-h

. Ninety-five percent of questionnaire respondents said that they had
found it useful to belong to a Manpower committee.

g. Eighty-six percent of questionnaire respondénts and 82% of interview
respondents indicated that they felt that the activities of the Manpower
Prgject had been responsive to the needs jdentified by their committees.

h. Nindty-five percent of questionnaire respondents indicated that the
minut¥s of their committee meetings were useful to their needs.

j. Fifty-five percent of questionnaire respondents'said that they, or the.
agéncies or-institutions with which they are affiliated, have made new
plans or decisions, or altered existing.plans, as a result of participating
in the Project. .
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J. F1ftyle1ght percent-of quest1onna1re respondents indicated that, as
a result of the Manpower Project activities, their agencies or insti-
tue1on coordinated activities or planned cooperae1ve1y w1th other

agenc1es or institutions.

k. The Project coordinated the deve]opment_of conSortia proposals for
~ BEH training program support.

2. Discussion

Dur1ng the f1rst two years of the Project, twelve of the fifteen Project
Training Groups were organ1zed while ‘the rema1n1ng three groups were formed
during the third Project year. These last three groups are: Art/Special Needs;
Parents/Surrogate Parents; and Seéondary SPED. Building the Metwork required
much less time during the third Project year than it did during the first two
years. Further, the degree of leadership exercised by members -of the committees
has continued to increase, so that the direct linkages among agencies and
institutions are operating more independently of the 1eadersh1p and direction
of the Project.

The Project is based on the notion that its influence comes from thcse whom
it serves. Thus, the Project's Policy Advisory Board should lend advice to the
'PrOJect, and in turn the Project should be responsive to this advice. Therefore,
it is important that Board members feel that they do influence the direction of
the Project.

Our questionnaire and interview surveys of the Linkage members demonstratad
that committee members are generally very satisfied with their part1c1pat1on
in the Network. They are pleased with the way in which the Network is managed
by the Project, and they percexve benefits to themselves and the agencies or
institutions with which they are affiliated. They mention that the meet1ngs are
particularly helpful for sharing,inforﬁation, and also for developing training
priorities and guidelines and for developing consortia proposals and other .
training ‘plans. Questionnaire respondents named the Linkage Network as the most
valuable accomplishment of the Project.

Agendas of meetings were mailed to members in advance of meetings, often
a]ong with copies of materials which would be discussed at meetings. Members
were thus able to prepare for the neet1ngs, and the mecting time itself could be
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used efficiently and constructively When we observed'meetings we found that
the agendas were tollowad, and fhat all topics were covered durwng the allotted

/
/

We also observed that mambers generally part1c1pate9 act1ve1y in the meetings,
with the discussicns being Aively. Expression of members various points of view
was encouraged, and, wheneNer possible, problems and concerns were resolved
through discussion at t;e meetings. When this was not possible, specific referrals

g

or follow-up plzns were enera]]y made to deal with the issues.

Minutes of neet1ngs were prepared carefully to reflect the concerns of.the
mermbers as well as ?ccion taken on issues. Almost all members indicated in our
questionnaire s'rvey ch,t they find the minutes of meetings usefuyl, generally for
& corbination of r°v1ew docunentat1on, and reference

/

One of the most impressive and important achievements of the Project is the
.mpacc which r; has had on the planning of the agencies and 1nst1tut1ons which
are representdd in the Linkage NeLwork  More than half the members described’
ways in which their part 1cipat1on in the Project had resulted in new or altered
plans in théir zgencies. Most of the representatives of teacher training
institutiens reported such changes, with program being altered to conform to
training /jpriorities or certification requirements, and an increased emphasis on
in-service programs. In addition, 58% of questionnaire respondents described
ways in which their agencies or institutions had coordinated their activities
or planned cooperat1vely with other agencies or institutions. dany such collab-
ora/ ions were between or among training institutions; coordination of pre- service
and in-service programs, workshops, and summer programs were described to us, and
some institutions formed consortia for joint application for BEH training program
Support Much collaboration also took place between other types of agencies and
.nsc1cuL.ons, including universities collaberating with LEAs and with the Depart- -

/ rent of Educaticn, and the Department of Education co11aborat1ng with other state
agencies.

The extent to which participation in the Project has resulted in coordination
among agencies and institutions and in new or altered p]ans of participants is
2 very strong indicator of the positive impact the PrOJect has had on manpower
plenning and cevelopment in the Connmnwea1ch Furthar evidence of the importance
of the Linkage %atwork is provided below in the discussion of the Project's role in
coordinating the davelcpment of the Massachusetts -Comprehensive System for Personnel
Developient. a

o ; . .
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C. Coordination of Comprehensive System for Personnel Development
1. Findinas

fvidenca of Project success in coordinating tii. *~ iopment ‘of the Massachusetts
- Comprehensive System for Personnel Development (CSPD) is as follows:

a. The Project'coordinated the drafting of CSPD components through the
Linkage Groups and Task Forces. The process included two cycles of
drafting of the components by subcomm: ttees and review by the entire
committees, followed by review by the Progect s Policy Advisory Board.

b. The Project Director prepared the nerrative section of the.CSPD and daté,
summaries which accompanied the components developed by the Linkag: groups.

c. Seventy-two percent of questionnaire respondents and 72% of interview
respondents reported feeling that they wvere adequately involved in
developing the CSPD components. a - - '

One problem with the CSPD oevelopment process was:

‘a. Some members of the Linkage Network expressed concern that the products
of the Network were not accepted by the state at the D1v1s1on level.

2. Discussion \

N

Part1c1paeory planning for\the Massachusetts CSPD is included as a requirement
in its deve10pment The L1nkage hetwork of the Manpower Project provides a mechan-
ism for the statew1de involvement of\1nd1v1duals and groups with concerns about
special education manpower planning and deve]opment The 1°ve1 of involvement of
-~ the Linkage rmembers in develop1no the CSPD can be viewed as an indicator both of

the rspresentativeness of the plan and of the Jevel of support which the plan
will receive statewide. Seventy-two percent of Linkage Network members whom we .
.1nuerV1EWEd, and 72% of members who responded to our questionnaire, indicated
that - ehey felt that they had been adequately involved in developing the CSPD
components. Many of the remaining committee members had joined their committees
recently, after the CSPD components had been drafted; and some of the inactive
-members commented that while their part1c1pat1on had been low, the communication
was good and they knew what was going on in the committess. The Project Director
circulated copies of the component drafts by mail, and asked for written comments
from those merbers who did not attend the meetings at which the components were
discussed. In effect, then, very few members actually found fault with the

-
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participétory planning process. Genera]]y, the level of participation is high,
and the corments of those who reported involvement 1nd1cate a high 1eve1 of
commitment as well.

The Project Director prepared the narratjve sece1on of the .CSPD to accompany
- the components developed by the Linkage groups. While this narrative draft
received positive comments from Linkage members, some revisions which were made
by the Division of Special Education of the Department of Education Created a
variety of concerns among the members. P011cy Advisory Board members were part1c-
. ularly involved in bringing these concerns to the attention of the D1v1s1on in
order to retain the contributions of the Linkage Network and to preserve the
participatory planning process itself. While m>siT concerns were resolved to the
satis{iction of Project members, the episode crea :ed a feeling of uneasiness about
the va1sxon s acceptance of participatory planning. The lengthy revision process
also requ1red a great ‘deal of the Project Director! S time and caused delays in
other Project activities. '

D. Technical Aesistance

1. Findings °
—————
Evidence of Project success in providing technical assistance is as follows:

a. The Project compiled a 1ist of Massachusetts spec1d1 education training
priorities to serve as a guideline for institutions of higher education.
and other agencies designing training programs and applying for BEH VI-D
personnel preparation grants, and developed a VI-D proposal review process.

b. The Project coordinated the development of consortja proposals for BEH
VI-D funding and prepared the ¢ofé sections for these proposals.

c. Project staff provided ass1stance to training institutions in developing
proposals for BEH funding, reviewed proposals on request, and prov1ded
assistance on 1mprov1ng the quality of proposals.

d. About half of the nearly 50 proposals for BEH VI-D funds wh1ch the Project
reviewed received funding; this compares very favorably with the percentage
of approved proposals submitted by other states for BEH YI-D funding. The
Manpower Project itself received BEH VI-D fund1ng for 1978-79, at the level
requested.
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. Project staiv7 provid=d general assistance to training institutions

relative to Zeveiopment of special educ ation~ personneT “preparation T T

/ programs.

f. The Project Director consulted with the Division of Special Education
and other acancies in planning manpower preparation strateg1es for ‘the
other ao=nc1es.

g. The Project .organized Project RETOOL for this Project year, assisted in
planning for REZTOOL conferences and workshops, and participated in
RETOOL sessions. ‘

h..The prOJ°Cb D1rector attended BEH br1ef1ngs in Washington D.C.

. Progect stat consu1ted with the sta‘F of other BEH funded projects in
Massacnuse;ts and in other states.

J. Project staf{ responded to numerous individual requests for technical
assistance from staff members of training institutions and others within -
the Project Network and ou;s1de the DrOJect

k. Forty-one perc ant of qQuestionnaire respondents and 414, of 1nterv1ew
respondents reported that they had made special requests for technical
assistance from the PrOJECL, a]] were satisfied with the responses they

recejved. ‘

1. The Project Director participated in state, regional; and nat1ona1
conferences  on various aspects of special education manpower p1ann1ng
and develcpmant, and she made presentations at several of these.

m. The Project Director part1c1pated in planning and writing an-eve1uation
handbook for faderally funded projects of the Department of Education.

2. Discussion ‘ _J;/////’/
- As during its first two years of operatior, the Project again provided a

wide range of technizal assistance, both for:a11y and informally., It continues
to be viewed by agznzies and institutions within the Commonwealth, and even
outsice the -Commonwez1th, as a resource not only for information but a1so for
direct assistance.
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Providing assistance to training institutions in preparing their proposals
for 3£H VI-D funding was a major Project activity during the late, summer and fall.
Almost &11 proposals submitted by fassachusetts training institutions were re-
viewed by the Project, and in most cases the Progect Director provided techn1ca1
_assistance in preparing the proposals. The high percentage of Massachusetts.
proposals which were approved for funding (relative to the approval rate in other

states) is probably due primarily to high proposal quality and to success of
procosais in addressing Massachusetts training priorities as develooed by the
Linkage Network.

The ?rdject has also provided a great deal of. other technical assistance to
merders of the Linkage Network, as we determined in our interview .and quesﬁionnaire
surveys. In addition to providing assistance in deveJoping grant proposals, the
Project assisted Linkage Network members in designing in-service training prbgrams,
modifying or developing pre- serv1ce tra1n1ng programs, obta1n1ng tra1n1ng mater1als,

énd nak1ng referra]s to resource persons, materials, .unds, or model prograns

Assistance to other state agencies and to groups outside the Commonwealth
also occurred in a variety of forms. Assistanée'provided to the Department of
Mental Heaith regarding coordination of their manpower development program with
that of the Division of Special Education is significant not only for cooperative
pianning but also for integraEed service de]ivery to children and youth with special
needs.

The Project Director made presentations at state, regional and national
conferences, disseminating and gathering information. Some conferences addressed’
" special education manpower development generally, while others focused on special
areas such as bilingual special needs and speech pathology and audiology. These
ectivitiss, as well as other technical assistanEe activities of the Project, con-
tribute “o an improvement in the capacity of Massachusetts and other states to
plan in 2 responsible manner for manpower planning and development.

E. Interstate Manpcwer Planning Component
7. Findincs

Evidance of Project success in coordinating Interstate Manpower Planning
is as folleows: ' ~

a. Tnree two-day meetings of the Interstate Séeering Committee were held. during
this Project year--in July and September, 1977, and February, 1978. o
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‘b, A ]l members of the Intérstate_Steering Committeé told us in cur interview
survey that they feel that. the Interstate Component is responsive o the
the priority manpower needs of their states.

(o]

. In response to our questionnaire survey, all nmembers of the Steering
Commi ttee expressed satisfaction with the technical assistance and
coordination which the Massachusetts-based Manpower Project has provided
in the areas o7 the Interstate Agreements.

d. Four Steering Committee members stated in our atiestionnaire survey that
the Project had provided technical assistance to them beyond that which
they initia]ly.expe;ted.

]

. In our questionnaire survey, five members specified areas in which the
Project has already made an impact on manbower planning and development

in their states, and one more mggﬁg[*iggqugggh;hg;7theuimpact of the .. ..
Project was expected to be felt later this year,

f. A1l but one member indicated in our sbrveys that their states had méde

contributions to the Interstate Project.

. New Interstate agreeménts were negotiated with the New England states
and New Jersey in September, 1977, for the academic years 1978-80.

Vo]

h. The Ihtersfate Project received BEH VI-D fundihgifér 1978-79 ét the level
requested.

2. Discussion-

During the 1977-78 Project year, the Interstate agreements signed in the fall

- of 1976 were 1in effect. These agreements allowed each parficipating state to
indicate those areas in\ﬁhich it desired assistance from the Massachusetts-based
Project. These agreements were signed by the Special Education Manpcwer Project
Directbr;ﬁthe Massachusetts Commissioner for Special Education, and, from the
cooperating states, the VI-D Coordinator; the State Director of Spetial'Education,
and the Responsible State Official. Before the 1977-78 Project year began, each
cboperating,state had designated a state official who was responéib]e for per-
sonnel preparation and cooperative plannihg, and vwho would serve as z representative
to the Intarstate Project Steering Conmittee.
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Rep]aceneﬁt of one state's representative has contributed to that state's
feeling that it has not contributed as
waever, other representatives appear to be very satisfied with their participation,. __
and, in addition, a representative from N

uch to the Project as it would have liked.

York participated on an informal basis.

While only two meetings of the Intersta Steering Committee were oriQinal]y
planned, the members beiieved that there would\be value in holding an extra "
meeting. Therefore, three: two—day meetings were held, with the first two, in

July and September of 1977, being held in Boston, nd the third, in February, 1978,
being held in Stowe, Vermont. When we surveyed the\members of the Interstate

Commi ttee by interview and by queStionnaire, we found, that they felt that the

meetings were very valuable for sharing information.

Generally, members felt their own major contributions were in the areas of
sharing infcrmation and documents. They mentioned having shared information or
resources, certification gu1de11nes, and child counzrﬁ}gérams It is 1mportant
of course, that each state views itself as having something of value to share with
the other states, in order that all the cooperating states benefit from each other
as resources. '

_materials on their State Plans, information systems, in- serv1ce programs tra1n1ng

Members also referred to their interactions with other states when they
described the major impact of the Project on their states. They mentioned that
théy‘had benefited from the information which othei- states had shared with them,
and they also noted that the Project created a climate which facilitated implemen-

‘tation of their CSPDs.’ | '

" Development of the CSPDs was also mentioned as a major impact of the Project
on the part1c1pat1ng states, and the Project Director's assistance in clarlfj1ng
the 94-142 regu] tions for the CSPD was viewed as critical. A cont1nuat1on.d¥____‘__—
clarification and of CSPD. development were cited by most members as being the
areas on which the PrOJect should focus during the coming year. Five memders
ranked "Definition of the parameters of the Comprekensive System for Personnel
~ Development ‘and sharing of problem solving strategies" as being either the first
or sacond priority of their Interstate agreemants. Three.members ranked “Deveiop-
ment of the State Comprehensive System for Personnel Development” 7or their states

as their top priority. Also mentioned as being among the top three priorities by -

[T o e e e T e
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four.members was "Coordination of access to regional and national program and

technical assistance resources, for use in development and implementation of

each state's Comprehensive System for Personnel Development." Only one state

did not have priority concerns in the area of CSPD development; the repnésen;§tive

of this state has primary concerns in the reas of planninc and implemanting

regional manpower planning.
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Special Education Manpower Planning Project was successful in meeting
its objectives for its third year of operation. It met its primary goals of
refining and ma1nta1n1ng its information system and its Linkage Network; coordi-
nating-the development of Massachusetts® Comprehens1ve System for Personnel
Development; providing technical assistance related to manpower planning and
training program .design, development, and de]1very, and coordinating the |
Interstate Manpowver Project. The Project has also gone beyond its original "’
workscope in the extent to which it has provided technical assistance in response
to special requests from individuals and organizations in Massachusetts and in

other states.

Success of the Project in Massachusetis is evidenced not only through support -
given to it by the numerous members of its Linkage Network, but also through
decisions made by Linkage members as a direct result of the1r participation in

the - ‘Project. “These "decisions represent important co]]aborat1ve efforts, new plans,
or modifications of existing plans, including joint training programs, additions,
modifications or deletions of types, levels. or delivery modes of training pro-
grams, and inter-agency coordination. These decisions have a direct impact on
manpower preparation and supply in the Commonwealth.

Coordination of the Interstate Manpower Project began during the third Progec;
year, and it also met with success. All cooperating states, including the New
England states, New Jcrsey, and New York, identified specific ways in which the
Project had benefited them and ways in which they had contributed to the Project.
They noted that the Project is important not only substantively, but also in
creating a climate which will facilitate CSPD implementation within the states
and manpower plannlng and dé&e]opnent on a regional basis.

Both the Massachusetts Manpower Project and the Interstate: Manpower Project
have been funded by BEH for 1978-79 .at the 1evels requested.

In order that the PrOJect may continue to improve in ef‘ect1veness and
efficiency during the 1978-79 PrOJect year, we recommend the follewing:

14 7 Educational Research Corporation
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Computerization of the data system should take place as rapidly as
possible in order to reduce the staff time involved in data handl{ng
and to minimize errors caused by manual data tabulation. MNow that

the collection process has been refined and the types of desirable
output determined, computerization should prove particularly efficient.

Again we encourage the Project Directar to increase her interpretation
of_data.co11ected'by the Project. While the Project cannot and should
not give “answers" to specific questions about manpower supply and \\\
demand, we believe tkat-the Project Director is better prepared than
are most other 1nd1v1dua]s to interpret the Project data. She can
place the manpower data in a context which will help to prevent mis-
interpretations and will promote informed decision-making.

In accordance with the wishes expressed by members of the Linkage
Network, we feel that it will be appropriate for the Project to
increase its focus on coord1nat1on and deve]opment of in-service
programs. '

When the Project moves under the direction of the new Bureau of Program
Deve]opment and Evaluation this summer, it should be ready - tQ ‘take
advantage:of any opportunities to coordinate its technical ass1stance
act1v1t1es\w1th those of other staff members in the Bureau and to

draw on any new resources that become available.

Because mosf members of the Interstate Steering Commi ttee would 1ike
to focus on clarifying the requirements for their CSPDs and developing
their CSPDs, it will be appropriate for the Project to focus its

“assistance in these areas. However one state is more concerned now

with deve]op1ng and implementing. reglonal manpower strategies- than
with CSPD development, and neither the needs of this state nor the
contributions it can make to the Project should be neglected, even

for a short time. This state's expertise in CSPD development may be
helpful to the other states; additional]y, it might be encouraged to
take some initiative in designing regional strategies which could form

the basis for regional collaboration when other northeast states are

prepared to concentrate more in this area.

Educational Ressarch Corporation
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Educat1ona1 kesearch Corporat1on (ERC) was retained by the Special
Educ=t1on Wanpower Project to assist in devnloping a consensus of sampla
"experts” reoard1ng the desirability of various training program- elements
for use in deve]oo1ng training program guidelines. To help determine
these personnel prepaxat1on needs, we asked experts in the area of severe
spef1al needs to express their opinions .re garding the des1rab1]1t/ and
e prebability of -the occurrence of various changes in such areas as
recruiting, training, and certifying personne1 to serve students with
severe srecial needs, in the Commonwea]th during the next five years.

To achieve consensus of op1n1ons among experts in the area of severe
special needs, we used the Delphi technique. In thls process, experts
express their opinions on @ "first round" questionnaire, and responses to
these instruments are tabulated. Then the same experts respond to successive
similar questionnaires which report the responses of the group as a whole
to the previous round and which allow individuals to modi fy the1r responses,

if they wish.

Questionnaire Developgment and Administration

[tams On'the first rcund of the Sevare Spec{af—Needs Celphi questionnaire
were drafted and refined collaboratively by the Severe Special Needs Training
Linkage Group of the Manpower Project, the Director of the Manpower Project,
and ERC personn°1 Fifty-three items were categorized into four areas:

- Personnal and Pecru1tment (14 items); Content of Training for Personnel

(19 items); Structure and Process of Training for Personnel {14 items); and
Certification and Related Issues (6 jtems). These items were intanded to
'be reflective of tha full range of concerns of experts in the area of severe
special neads. However, the respondents ware also uroed to add any relevant
1tems which they thought had been cmmitted.

Respondents were selected by the Severe Special Needs Group and the
Marpcwer Project Director. There were twelve respondent catagories:
Special Education (SFED) college teachers; SPED administrators in collaboratives;
SPED administrators in public schools; SPED administrators in institutional
scheols; SPED acministritors in private schools; SPED teachers; SPED para-
- professionals; carents of SPED cn.:drcn, Human Service Agency personnel; State
Educaticn Agancy (SZA) parsonnel; studens in SPED tra1n1ng programs; and

-1-
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2uxilliary personnel. The number of persons chosen to represent each group
" varied from five to twenty, depending on tne size of the total population
o each group in the Commonwealth.

Manpower Project staff destributed the f1rst round guestionnaires to
he 141 selected respondents in the fall of ]976 and assumed responsibility
for 'oilow1ng up on non- r=5pondents to ensure a good response rate. Part1c1paﬁts -
were assured thau their responses would be anonymous. :nd they were asked to
return their questionnaires directly to ERC. Of the 141 questionnaires distributed,
114 (80%) were returned to ERC.

ERC tabulated the results and, for each of the four sections of the
questionnaire, rank ordered the resﬁbnses for each of the twelve respondent
groups and for the entire group. Mean responses’ to each item were also
ccmputed for the group as a whole. ' '

-—

The Round I results were reported to the Severe Special Needs Training
Group at its meeting of January 19, 1977. The group decided that a second
round should be conducted, since variations in ratings among the respondent
groups were evident, Fowever, the Group recommended two modificaticns for
the Reound II questionna1re First, they recommended that additional items
drzwn 7rem Round I write-in suggestions should be included in a separate
secticn on the Rcund II instrument. Second, they reccmmended decreasing the
Round I {tem pool by eiiminating those itams which had already been d=term1ned
&s highest priority by respondents.

EAC drafted new items based on Round I ccmments and submitted. these to
ihe Manpower Director and the Severe Special Needs Group Chairpersons for
selecticn of additional Round II items, Twenty-six new items were selected
Tor inclusion. Thasa were grouped, within a fifth section of the quest1onnair
_.n <0 the four Round ! cQtegorwes, and a ¥ifth category, "Content of Social
Sducation for Savere Spec1a]~Needs."

Round I items with :the ten h1qnest mean’ ratings ware dropped from Round 1I
consideration. 8ecausa two itams were tued for tenth p]ace in the mean rat .ngs,
otal of eieven jtems were eliminatad in fh)s way. The Reund II instrume

contained 2 total of %8 items for respondent rating.
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On the Round II questionnaire the mean Round | respenses for all participants
were indicated for the items; means were marked at appropriate places along
the scale for each item. For example, for the first itam in categdry I of //
the questionnaire, the mean response of all Participants to the desirability
of the item was 4.04; thi;\ﬁés«indicated on the desirability scale as /

follows: - _ //

Very Very L /
low High /
1 2 3 45 ' o

} | ! I !
This information is critical- to the Delphi process, of course. Consensus //
may be achieved if respondents are influenced by seeing how the group as a /
whole ra?ed items in the previous round. Naturally, no mean responses to e//
the new jtems in the fifth section of the Round II instrument were indicated,

since these items were suggested by participants in Round I.

.In the spring of 1977, the Round II questionnaires were mailed to a]A
114 Round ! respondents. Again the Manpower Project staff assumed respansi-
bility for distributing the questionnaires and follcwing up on noh-resé ndents.
The follow-up process was lengthy, because many respondents could not be reached
during the summer months. However, by November, 1977, 94 (82%) of the 114
Round I participants had returned their Round II questionnaires to ERC.

/ .

Results for all Respondent Groups Combined -- Rounds I and 11

ERC again assumed responsibility for tabulating and anaylzing/the results.
We comouted mean Round II responses to each\i;em and rank ordered them
within each category of itams. These are presented in Table I, fogether with
tne ccmparable Round [ data. The Round I items which were eliminited from-
Round IT are included for reference, with the Round I ratings ZAd ranks.
-Respondents rated items on a five-point scale, where 5=very high desirability
or probability, and 1=very low desirability or probability. TJo allow comparison
of Desirability ranks between Round I and Round II, the Round II rankings
have been adjusted downward by the number of Reund I itemﬁ\gz
each section. For example, in Section I, the five items whith.were ranked
highest in desirability of occurrence vere eliminated. ThJ; fhg top ranked
Pound II item was assignad rank 6. This adjustment has also been made for

iminated from

|
/
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Probability rankings, although comparisons of Round I to Round II rankings
cannot always be made.. Since the items which received the highest Desirabi]iiy
rankings, and which were therefore eliminated in Round Ii, did not’necessariiy
receive the highest Probability rankings, items ranked highast in Probability
- in Round I may be included in Round II, while items with lower ranks were
eliminated in some cases. This is true in Section I, where items ranked 1,
2-and 3 in Round I remained on the Round II instrument.

Where ties in ranking occured, each jtem was assigned that rank, and
the appropriate number of rank numbers were'skipped in assigning a rank to
the next item. For example, if two items were tied for tirst place, then
toth items were assigned a rank of “1," and thg.itém.with the next highest
mean rating was assigned a. rank of "3,* '

Generally, very few changes occurred beatween Rounds I and IT, either
in ratings or in rankings of itams within categories. The data for Section [,
Personnei and Recruitment, are virtualiy unchanged. In Section II, Content
of Training for Personnel, a few changes occurred. Item 15, which received
3 Desirability rank of 14 out of 19 in Round I, moved up to rank 10 in Round II.
This item is: "Increased emphasis on instructing trainess in writing specific
individual behavioral objectives for SSN students and tﬁhe iines Tor meeting
these objectives." Ttems numbers 1, 14, and 19 moved down more thanttwo points
in the Desirability rankings. These items are" "More emphasis on a multi-
disciplinary approach;" "Greater emphasis on preparing trainees to use a.
variety of observational techniques to monitor the progress o SSH children;"
and "Specia]ized'training for personnel who (will) work wits SSH children in
institutional schools.

In Section III, Structure and Process of Training for Parsonnel, only
two items changed by more than two ranking points. Item 9, "Non-college groups
will offer formal training programs," went down from rank 1] to 14, vhile
item 10:"“Professiona]s and paraprofessionals will receive their training
together, through a team approach," moved up from rank 14 to rank 11..

In Section 1V, Cértification and Related Issues, where there were only
six items, no jitem changed more than .two points in the Desirability rankings.
between Round I and Round II, but half the items did change'by-two points,
two changed by one point, and only the top ranked itsm remained unchanged in
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rank. Item 1, "Certification of paraprofessionals will be required," moved
cown from rank 2 to rank 4; and item 6, "Teachers of SSN students wi]l be required
to hold regular class certification," moved doiwn from rank 2 to rank 6. [tzm

5, "The educaticnal ' requ1rement for SSN teachers will be upgraded t¢ that of
Master's degree," moved up from rank 5 to rank 3.

Overall, mean desirability Fat{hés given to items in Section IV, Certifi-
~cation and Related Issues, were lower than those assigned to items in the
other three categories. This held true both in Round [ and in Round II.
However, the mean desirability ratings for new Round II items (Section V D)
in this same category were as high as the mean ratings of items in other categories.
Probability ratings for both old and new itams in this category were comparable
to probability ratings for items in other cacegor1es The items rece1v1ng the
lowest Desirability ratings in Round II were those in qroup E., Context of
Social Education for Severe Special Neads No items of this group ware
included in the Round I instrument. '

Probability ratings were lower than Desirabi]ity‘ratinés in both Round I
and Round II. . Cesirability ratings averaged slightly over 4 on the five-point
~ scale, while Probabiity ratings averaged about 3. Out of all items, there
were only two cases in which Probability rat1ngs exceeded Desirability ratings
in Round II. One of these was a new item, V.E.2, "School age people with
severe special needs will be served only in special settings due to their
extensive personnel support requirement,” which received a Desirability rating
of 2.63 and a Protability rating of 3.16. In fact, this latter item recejved
the nighest Probability ranking of items in this group, and the lcwest Desira-
bility ranking. The second item which received a highér Probability rating
vas [Y.6, "Teachers of SSN students will be required to hold regular class
certification," which recaived a De;irability rating of 2.86 and a Probability
réting of 3.23. (e other jtem received a higher Probébi]ity than Desirability
réting in Round I nly; this item, number V. 5, "The educational requirement
tor SSN teachers will be upgraded to that of Master's degree," was one which
also moved up in the Desirability rankings from Round I to Round II.
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MASSACHUSETTS SPECIAL EDUCATION MANPOWER PROJECT
SEVERE SPECIAL NEEDS -
DELPHI SURVEY
Results of Round One and Round Two
For A1l Groups
DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY
Personnel and Recruitment of Occurrence of Occurrence
Round [ Round 11 Round 1 Round II-
Rank Mean PRank* Mean Rank Mean Rank* Mean
Direct service by paraprofessionals :
will be increased. . 8 4.04 & 4.3 3 3.45 7 3.49
More Occupational Therapists will be '
trained to work with children with ssy.  © 446 6 448 7 333 8 3.46
Requirements for entry into training ' '
programs will become more stringent. 12368 12 3.69 2 3.49 10 3.2
More Physical Therapists will be trained
to work with children with SSN. 3 460 - B $o3s - B
The ratio of paraprofessionals to ’
professional teachers will increase. o380 no o377 , 1 3.8 6 3.51
More Language Development Therapists will 463 - ) 6 3.28 - )
be trained to work with children with SSN. T . )
The Special Education community will
increase its active recruitment of people 5 4.54 _ _ 5  3.35 _ -
~to work on both professional and para- * _ .
professional levels.
As part of their career exploration
“process, high school students will be A
encouraged to join volunteer programs 7 4.3 7422 8 3.12 9 3.8
which serve SSN persons.
Mildly disabled persons will be recruited
in greater numbers to teach SSN students. 14 3.49 174 3.09 14 : 2.62 14 2.60
Increased emphasis will be placed on _ , .
recruiting local community residents to 9 3.96 10 3.8 11 2.85 11 3.05
serve as paraprofessionals.
Foster grandparent programs will be '
expanded and elderly persons will be 13 3.61 13 3.56 13 2.8 12 2.98
encouraged to teach SSN students. :
Increased emphasis will pe placed on pre- )
paring personnel to manage and staff com- 1 4.63 - _ 10 2.97 - -

munity residerces (e.g., to serve as
houseparents).

*Statements which were ranked highest on Round 1

on Rounc | These statements are ci-~ .
ratin. * ,.  (‘en adjusted downward IASCRRE
compar.. . t. Round I ratings.

155

were not rated again by participants
“-r each set of statements, Round Il

««r of statements circled, to allow easy

Educational Research Corporation



- | © DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY

of Occurrence of Occurrence
Round 1 Round 11 Round I Round 11

Rank Mean Rank* Mean Rank Mean Rank* Mean °

Programs will be developed which will
prepare trainees to work with SSN 4 4.59 - - 9 3.02 - -
children from the time of their birth.

14. Greater emphasis will be placed on
recruiting and preparing personnel to
work within institutional schools
(including non-instructional as well as 10 3'89. $ 3.9 12 2.84 13 2.9
instructional and administrative
positions).

IT. Content of Training for Personnel Should Include:

1. More emphasis on a multi-disciplinery
approach (e.g., training in Social 9 4.41 12 4.3 8 3.3 8 3.43
Work, Medicine, or Psychology). ‘ .

2. Greater emphasis on music, moverent 17

and the visual arts. 3,94 18 ?.98 16 3.02 15 3']8.

3. More emphasis on diagnostic and
prescriptive skills.

4. Greater stress on interpersonal skil's 1
for teachers.

15 4.02 14 425 4 3.61 5 3.72

5. More instruction in behavioraT

principles and techniques. 10 4'36 s 4.37 ! 3.87 4 3.79

6. More emphasis on career education in

teacher training programs. 16 3.96 17  3.99 13 3.16 12 3.28

7. More emphasis on recreational and

physical education 13 4.15 13 4.25 1 3.21 10 3.37

8. More time allocated to ti:e learning of
curriculum development skills.

. More training in carefully sequenced.

programs in language development and 2 '4.70 - - 10 3.28 - -
non-verbal communication. '

18 3.94 16 4.01 17 3.01 14 3.24

10.. Emphasis on preparing teachefs_to train i
-and supervise paraprofessionals on the 8 4.4] 9 4.37 18 2.92 13 3.26

Jjob.
(::) More training in working with parents -
" of SSN children. ~oen- -7 3 - -
(::) _Substantial emphasis on sequenced pro- o
grams in self-help skills for SSN 3 4.58 - - 3 3.63 - -
children.

13. Greater emphasis on preparing trainees
to use a variety of standardized measures
to monitor the progress of SSN children
(e.g., achievement tests).

19 3.01 19 3.13 15 3,10 18 3.00
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DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY
of Occurrence of Occurrence
Round [ Round II Round I Round 11

Rank Mean Rank* Mean Rank Mean Rank* Mean

14. Greater emphasis on preparing trainees
to use a variety of observational tech-
niques to monitor the progress of SSN 4 4.53 7 4.40 6 3.38 9 3.42
children.

15. Increased emphasis on instructing trainees
in"writing specific individual behavioral .
objectives for SSN students and time 1ines]4 4.03 10 4.34 2 3.7 6 3.67
for meeting these objectives. '

16. Increased instruction in working with SSN :
children at a pre-academic level. 4 4.53 5 4.52 5 3.4 7 3.5

17. Greater emphasis on preparing trainees ) .
to work with SSN children in vocational 7 4.46 6 4.43 12 3.18 15 3.18
school settings. -

18. Instruction designed to increase trainees®
skills in the area of socialization (i.e.,
to guide socialization of SSN children so 6 4.47 4 4.60 9 3.29 11 3.32
that behavior does not interfere with ' .
educational progress).

19. Specialized training for personnel who
(will) work with SSN children in 12 4.26 15 4.3 19 2.69 19 2.94
institutional schools. - -

IIT. Structure and Process of Training for Personnel

1. More than 50% of the trainee's time in a

training program will be spent in field- 6 4.40 8 4.24 4 2.96 6 2.97
based practicums. .

‘2. Students' should have practicum exverience
in at least three different types of 5 4.5 4 4,55 3 3.00 7 2.92
settings during trairic.s,

3. Training programs wili ‘avelop advisory .
‘ councils comprised of purents and cur- 9 4,13 10 4.02 11 2.63 10 2.65
.rently employed teachers and administrators.

4. College and university students will be
given more opportunity to provide input
into the design and content of their

12 3.92 12 3.73 7 2.85 5 3.00
teacher training programs. '

5. There will be greater input by trainees
into the content of their own in-service 10 4.11 9 4.14 2 3.10 4 3.08
training. ' '

Greater emphasis will be placed on inter-
agency collaboration to develop a compre-
hensive plan for training all types of
personnel to work with children with SSN.

2 4,61 - - 8 2.7 - - -
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DESIRABILITY . PROBABILITY

of Occurrence of Occurrence
Round [ Round I1I Round 1 Round II

Rank Mean Rank* Mean Rank Mean Rank* Mean .

7. All special education trainees will .
recéive training to work with children 13 3.82 13 3.72 13 2.60 12 2.51

with SSN.
Trainees will be prepared to work with
SSN children in more than one setting 1 4.66 _ . 5 2.91 - .

(e.g., public schools, institutions,
human services agencies).

9. Hon-college groups (e.g., professional .
organizations, service facilities) will 11 4.08 14 3.7 9 2.77 13 2.49
offer formal training programs.

10. Professionals and paraprofessionals will :
: receive their training together, - 14 3.5 11 3.8 14 2.42 14 2.38

through a team approach.

11. Colleges and universities will join

together for inter-school degree 7 430 7 433 12 261 1N 2.59
programs. :

12. There will be more in-service training
provided within community service ,
agencies (e.g., vocational rehabilita- 4 4.5 S 4.48 a7 292
tion settings, community group homes). '

13. Training programs will collaborate with
institutional schools to assist in pro-

viding training for non-instructional . 7 4.30 6 4.39 6 '2.85 9 2.72
as well as educational staff in ' ’
institu;ions.

Public, private, and institutional

schools will join with training insti-

tutes to provide staff members with the . 3
opportunity to upgrade their skills and
knowledge so that they may advance their
careers (as, in "job ladder" advancement).

4.54 - - 10 2.64 - -

IV. Certification and Related Issues

1. bertification of paraprofessionals will 2 . é 6] 4 3.29 5' 295 6 2.67
. be required. ' 3 )

2. Special Educators will be required to ‘
renew their certification on a regular 1 3.89 1 3.82 . 6 2,93 5 2.79

basis.

3. Entry level jobs for paraprofessionals
will require a two-year Associates 6 3.03 5 2.96 4 2.99 4 2.84
degree. ; : - _

4. Requirements for entry level certifica- 3 3.6] 2 3.53 1 359 1 3.2

_'tion will become more stringent.
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.. The éducational requirement for SSN

~5-

DESIRABILITY
of Occurrence
Round I Round 11

Rank . Mean .Rank* Mean

teachers will be upgraded to that of 5 3.08 3 3.30

Master's degree.

Teachers of SSN students will be required

to hold regular class certification,

4 3.4 6 2.8

Statements Added by Round I Respondents

Personnel and Recruitment

More art, drama, and musié¢ professionals

will be trained to work with SSN chi

ldren.

Increased emphasis will be placed on the

training of all direct care hospital
personnel regarding the special needs of

SSN children who are patients in hospitals.

More physical therapists will be trained

to work with children with SSN.-

Increased emphasis will be placed on

preparing professional personnel to

staff . 3 4.4

day care facilities for children with SSN.

Content of Training for Personnel Should Include:

More emphasis on environmental design

for SSN children.

More emphasis on adaptive equipment
SSN children,

. More instruction in techniques of language

assessment,

. More emphasis on creative problem-solving

skills for trainees.

goals and in measuring student attai

for

. More instruction in setting reasonable

nment ) 3 4.56

of specific goals through observations.

Increased emphasis on content of curriculum

. for older SSN students (12 years and older), ‘ 1

so that teachers know what to teach
as how to teach.

as well

Thorough background training in normal child

development and a working knowledge.

Of basic 4 4.45

neurophysiological prinicples for teachers

of SSN children.
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PROBABILITY

of Occurrence
Round I . Round 11
Rank Mean Rank* Mean

3321 3 3.0

2 3.44 2 323

3 .2.85
4 2.65
1. 3.39
2 3.09
9 3.00
1 3.42
2 3.39
8 3.0
3 3.35
5 3.24
6 3.17
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. Co\ DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY
of Occurrence ' of Occurrenc:
Round Il Round 11
Rank Mean Rank Mean .

8. Training professionals and paraprofessionals '
to work with children with any of a variety 9 4.20 _ 7 3.14
of special needs.

9. Emphasis on social goals, such as deinstitutional- :
ization, for programs for severely handicapped 6 4.40 4 3.33
students.

€. Structure and Process of Training for Personnel

1. Training programs will be evaluated on their )
effectiveness in enhancing the educational
options for children with SSN, as well as
through a range of other evaluation methods.

- 2. Emphasis will be placed on a cooperative
approach amcng agencies and institutions to
coordinate services for SSN children and to 1 4.53 ’ 3 2.83
train professionals and paraprofessionals in : ‘
all aspects of education of SSN children.

3. Parents and parent groups will have input
to teacher training programs.

2 4,02 1 2.98

T 3 3.87 2 2.88

D. Certification and Related Issues

1. Support training will be offered to para-
professionals to encourage them to continue 2 4.53 4 2.85
working with SSN children.

2. Field work or experience in regular education
classrooms as well as with SSN children will
be required for certification of special 4 '3.94 A 1 3.38
education teachers (to provide the teacher
with perspective).

3. Credit will be given for on-the-job experience A
as well as for coursework and/or educational 3
degrees in fulfilling certification require-

4.46 3 3.21
ments for professionals.

4. Credit will be given for on-the-job experience .
as well as for coursework and/or educational 1 4.54 2 3.27
- degrees in fulfilling certification require- ’ ’
ments for paraprofessionals.

Educational Research Corporation

160



S-/3

R 7
. _ DESIRABILITY PROBABILITY
* of Occurrence of Occurrenc
Round I1I Round I
Rank Mean ‘Rank Mean .

E. Context of Social Sducation for Severe Special Needs

Children and youth with severe special needs
will be mainstreamed into schools. -

2. School age people with severe special needs
- will be served only in special settings due 6 2.63 1 316
to their extensive personnel support ’ . ’
requirement.

3. Children and youth with severe special needs
will be able to participate in normal : 1  3.86 4 2.14
comunity life despite its competitiveness. :

4. Persons with severe special needs will be
allowed to take the same risks in everyday 4 .3.15 5 1.92
life as do persons without severe special . y
needs.

5. All regular classroom teachers in elementary
' and secondary schools will be trained to 5 3.1 6 1.8
work also with people with severe special : :
needs. .

3 3.73 2 2.7

6. Teachers of people with severe special needs

will prepare them for earning a living wage. 2 3.81 3 2.33

\
|
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Below are listed, in order of descending Desirability, the eleven top
rated itams 7rco Round I, ccmbined with all items which received Round I1
mean QDesirability ratings of 4.50 or greater. The mean ratings are given
in parentheses Tollowing the jtems.

IT1.11. More training in working with parents of SSN children.
(Round I 4.78)

I1.9. dore training in carefully sequenced programs in Tanguage
+ development and non-verbal communication.* (Round I 4.70)

V.B.6. Increased emphasis on content of curriculum for older
SSN students (12 years and older), so that teachers know
#hat to teach as well as how to teach._(Round II 4.68)

ITI.3. Trainees will be prepared to work with SSH children in
more than one setting (e.g., public schools, institutions, _
___human services agencies). (Round 1 4.66) ~ . . . .. .

I.6. Hore Language'Development Therapists will be trained

i
to work with children with SSN. (Round I 4.63)
[.12.  Increased emphasis will be place on preparing personnel

to manage and staff community residences (e.g., to serve
as hcuseparents). (Round I 4.63)

II1.6. Greater emphasis will be place on interagency collaboration
to develop a comprehensive plan for training all types of -
personnel to work with children with SSHN. (Round I 4.61)

[.4. More Physical Therasists will be trained to work with
children with SSN. (Round I 4.60)

[1.18 Instruction designed to increases trainees' skills in the
ar2a of socialization (i.e., to guide socialization of
SSN children sc that behavior does not interfere with
educational progress). (Round II 4.60)

[.13. Programs will be developed which will prepare trainees
to work with SSN children from the time of their birth.
. (Round 1 4.59) ' .

I1.12. Substantial emphasis on sequenced programs in self-help
skills for SSN children. (Round I 4.52)

¥.3.2. More emphasis on adaptive equipment for SSN children.
(Round 1l 4.57)

¥.B.5. More instruction in setting reascnable goals and in
measuring student attainment of specific goals through
observations. (Round II 4.56)

ilI.2. Students should have practicum experience in at jeast
thre2 difierent types of settings during training.
(Round II 4.55) :

-13-
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[.7. The Special Education'communityrwill increase its active
recruitment of people to work on both professional and para-
fFrofessional levels. (Round [ 4.54)

IIT.14. Public, private, and institutional schools will join
with training institutes to provide staff members with
the opportunity to upgrade their skills and knowledge so
that tney may. advance their careers (as, in "job ladder"
advancement). (Round I 4.54)

V.A.3. More physical therapists will be trained to work with
children with SSN. (Round II 4.54)

V.D.4. Credit will be given for on-the~job experience as well
as for coursework and/or educational degrees in fulfilling
certification requirements for paraprofessianals.
(Round II 4.54) - )

V.C.2. Emphasis will be placed on a cooperative approach among

agencies and institutions to_coordinate services for .. . . = e

=88 -Children and to train professionals and paraprofessionals
in all aspects of education of SSMN children. (Round II 4.53)

V.D.1. Support training will be offered to paraprofessionals to
: encourage them to continue working with SSN children. (Round Il 4.53)

I1.16. Increased instruction in working with SSN children at a
pre~academic level. (Round II 4.52) f

These 21 items represent the combfned bpinions of experts regarding
priority'directions'for severe special needs training programs in the
Cemmonwealth. These opions suggest the need for training programs for
paraprofessiona]é and various professional groups which prepare them to
work effectively in a variety of settings with children of all ages who
have a variety of special academic, physical and social needs. Priority ‘

is a]se:éifgn to interagency, planning and coordination.

3
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2ank Order Corralaticns -- Round I

Table 2 illustrates scme of the correspondence of rankings oﬁ_question-
naire sections between respondent groups. The data in this table are rank.
order correlation coefficients.* Tihe correlation coefficients can have values
ranging from -1 to +1. When the nankings of two groups are all 1dent1ca1
the rank correlation is +1, and when they are exactly reversed it is -1.

I{ there is no relationship at 411 between the rankings, the rank eorre1ation
ccefficient is zero.

Natura]]y, correlations between each pair of groups could be scmputed
but in this case the volume of data. generated would not be helpful. Instead,
we computed the corre]atiop between SPED college teachers and each of the
other groups for each section of the questionnaire. The college teacher
group was used in these calculations because the number of respondents
in the group is fairly large, and because mean responses of this group
generally corresponded fairly closely to the mean responses of all groups
tzken together. We also made the computations for three o;her pairs of
groups to serve as further illustrations. ‘Scme further inferences about
carrelations can be made from the data presented in Table 2. For example,
i7 the correlation between college teachers and teachers is Very high, and
if the correlation between college teachers and paraprofessionals is very
high, then the correxat1on between teachers and paraprofessionals 1s also
very high.

xable 2 shows clearly a hxgh ievel of agreement between college teachers
and most otrer respondent groups for the Desirability of items in Secticn I,
- FPerscnael ‘and Recruitment. However, there is very little correlation between
the fanking which college teachers and public school administrators assigned
to Section [ items. Interestingly, college teachers and public school
acministrators agread fairly well on the Probability of items in this section,
wnile institutional schoo] and private school administrators had only very
Timited or no agresment ~1tn collece teachers on the Probab111ty of occurrence

of these items. The correlation for these two groups (not included in Table 2)
is .40:

* .
The Spearman rho rank difference correlation coeff1c1ents were computed
using average rank values when ties in ranking occurred.

L 164
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Agreements between responde-* "Gup s In their rankings of items in other
secticns of the questionnaire :ve -gre limited than the Section I agreements,'
sut adﬁinistrators tended to divc-ge most often from other groups in their
rankings. In some cases administrator groups ranked items similarly to
2ach other, and in other cases correlations between these groups was low.
In Section IV, where there was no correlation between the ranking of co]lege ‘ |
teachers and those of either public school administrators (-.17) or 1nst1tut1ona1
school administrators (-.04), these two groups of administrators assigned
fairly similar rankings (.61). However, in Section II, where public school - and
institutional school administrators were both in only limited agresment

with collega teachers (.28 and .41 respectively), the correlation between
these two groups was also limited (.20). o v

-16-
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Rankinas bv 2faespondent Group -- Ssund [I

Tabla 3 gives the rznk order of Round Il responses by respondent
category and for the total group for each item. This table shows in detzil
that respondant categories were ‘cenerally very similar to each other in
their ranking cf =2ach of the items in Section I, Personnel and ‘Recruitment.
The major exception to this, as Teble 2 highlighted, is the Public School
Administrators; Human Service Agency (HSA) Personnel also had views somewhat

different {rom those of cther groups.

In other secticns of the questionnaira. as we noted above, there was
much less correspondence amorg the rankings assigned to items by the variouc
groups. The major agreement in Section IT, Content of Training for Personnel,
was that item 13 was ranked lowest in priority. for Desirability of occurrence
by all groups except cb]]aporative administrators. This item is: "Greater
emphasis on preparing trainees to use a variety of standardized measures to
monitor the progress of SSM children.®

-Another, and very important, agreement among groups occurred on item
V.C.2: "Emphasis will be placed on a cooperative approach among agencies
and 1ns;1tuL1ons to coordinate services for SSM children and to train
orofess1gna15 and paraprotessionals in all aspects of education of SSH
children.” A1l groups agread on the high priority of this item, and
it is‘one of the 21 top-ratad items, as listed above.

In cnly a few instancas did "special interests" of groups surface.
In one such instance, item III.1, “More than 50% of the trainee's time in
a training program will be spent in field-based practicum," was ranked
considerably lower by college teachars than by any other group except HSA

. Personnel. In another instance, paraprofessionals ranked item ITI.10,
"Professionals and paraprcfessionals will receive their training Logether."
through a team agproach," Nigher than did any other group except public
SuNOO] administrators. Public school administrators and teachers ranked
item IV.2, “Special Educators will be required to renew their certification
on a regular Sasis," Io~er than did other groups. While this item may be
threatening %o ‘these grOLps, toth groups do approve more str1ngent
requirements for °nbrj level certification (item IV.4). Similarly, while
paraprofessionais do not particulariy support certification of paraprofessicnals
(item IV.1), they do 2ndorse, more strongly than do other groups, ltem
IV.3, "Entry level jobs for paraproiessionals will require a two—ye/r
Associates degree." ‘ ‘
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Two important agreements on items, between groups most par ‘cuic
affected by the items, occurred in Section III, Structure and Process of

Training for Personnel. Ffirst, college teachers and students ranked item

[11.4 similarly, and ranked it higher than did any other group; this item is:

“College and university students will te given more opportunity to provide
input into the design and content of their teacher training programs."
Second, college taachers and institutional .school administrators both

gave high priority to item li..13. "Training programs will collaborate
with institutional schools to assist in providing training for non-
instructional as well as educational staff in institutions." Thus, while
the various groups demonstrate c]ogg agreement only for one general area

(Fersonnel and Recruitment), there are important areas of agreement between

particular groups on important items relevant to content and to structure
of training.
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