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I.-.INTRODUCTION

Background

The 'yocational Education Act3 of 1963 (FL 88 -210)

encouraged states to develop vocational programs_and

services for unemployed youth, 'the- socially disadvantaged,

and the handicapped (Barldw, 1976; Williams, 1971). How

Well local education agenciks (LEA''s) implemented programs

and sery g to meet the vocational_ training needs of these

populations was to be aeter in1 ed by periodic state-level

evaluations, and evaluation findings reported __ Congress by

'the National Advisory Council on Vocational Education in

1968 (PL 88J210).

After reviewing findings of the Advisory Council on

Vocational Education's Report (Essex, 1968), which

questioned whether vocational.prpgrams had served special,

needs populations, Congress required states in the ,1968

Vocational Education Act Amendments-to'use specific

percentage8 of federal -funds for handicapped and

disadvantaged programs and prescribed new vocational

education program evaluation' requirements (PL 90-576).



However, as .noted by he General Accounting Office

(1974). Lee (1 971) and Wentling (1980), evaluation

requirements mandated in the 1968 Amemdmenps were a source.

confusion for many states: _areas of st to evaluation

responsibility remained unclear; federalevaluatioh

'!requirements remained vague; and a clear definition of

evaluation and evaluation procedures was lacking in the

In preparation for the 1976. Hearings on

Reauthorization Of the 1'.9 VAOndMent:,-the,U: Office of,

-Education contracted with the '.Olympus Research Corporation

to :ondudt a ntiOna ). assessment of vocational education

rams fdrthe handicapped'anddisadvantaged.

SuMt arizing. the general state of bon'toring and evaluation

f vocational education programs for the handicapped the

Olympus Research Corporation Report (197)4)' stated:'
2

Actual enrollment figures were not available, and
in most states there was little 'information on'
completers, dropouts, and-.placements. Follow-up
data were not available in any state.- (p.2Q6)

[he Olympus Research Corporation's Report (1976) on

the status of vocational edUcation for disadvantaged

populations also found actual enrollment figures were

unavailable and observed program evaluation at state

education agency (SEA) and LEA levels was unsystematic and

inadequate;



Considering the in- formality of the planning
process,; it should come as no surprise that the---/
monitoring and evalugtion of programs- for the
disadvantaged was -equally as informal at both 'the
state and local' levels. (.p.161)

In response to this continued lack af info _at

6

about the impact of vocational education 'and the confusion

f many states over federal ,evaluation requirement-

Gengress prescribed at least 28 specific requirements

relattd to federal, State, and local program; evaluation

activity in the 1976 Vocational Education Adt Amendments

(Wentling, 1980). Focusing on program evaluation by the

states, the 1976 Vbcational Education Act Amendments

94-482) identified systematic program evaluation as a

responsibility of the SEA (Federal Rules and Regulations,

October 3, 1977).:

The State Board.shall, during to five-year
period of the State Plan, evert-rate in
quantitative terms the effectiveness of each
formally organized.prograth or-project supported
by Federal, state, and` local funds. These
evaluations shall be in terms of:

planning and operational processes;

results of student achievement;

c) results of student employment success; and,

d) results .of additional services, as measured
by a, b, ands of this section that the state
provides to sAcial,Opulatiphs. (pp.53642-3)



Although some states had evaluation systems in

operation that heeded only minor changes to comply with the

1976 mandates, most states hd to evelop entirely new,

evaluation systems capable of 5rstematdcally evaluating all

vocationa'l programs (Smith & 1980; Wentling &

Russo, 1978). Consequently most SEA's were faced with the

common pro lem of developing, implementing and/or revilsing

r their respective evaluation systems with only a ,limited

knowledge base available from other states.

Statement tf the Problem

Vermonti, like many other states, did not have'a sys e

for evaluating special needs programs and services as

mandated in the 1976 Amendments. In an effort to comply

with __e evaluation mandates,,the Vermont Division of

Uocational Education recently contrab ed with the

nivers tyvof Vermont to develop a statewide system for the

evaluation of handicapped and disadvantaged (I /D) programs

One of the first activities undertaken by the

University's project was to search for information
,ov

about strategies used by other states to evaluate HID
)

programs and services. Perhaps, other states had
.

. . - ,
___-,--'.

successfully used a particular evalua-tion strategy and /or

had encountered problems'wi an evaluation strategy that

0



could have provided 'valuable data for the prbject staff to

consider in designing a Vermont system. However =, an ERIC

search of literature and telephone contacts with several
( '

indiNviduals knowledgable about vocational program

evaluation yielded-only limited information about other

states evaluation strategies.

Confronted with this lack of data, the University's

project'staff was presented with the problem of how to

obtain information about the types of st tegies us d by

other states to _evaluate HID .programs that could be 'useful

in designing a H/D program evaluation for.the Vermont

Division of Vocational Education.

Purpose of the Stud),

The overall purpose of the study was to ident'

strategies used in selected. states for evaluating the

effectiveness of H/D voeationaledp.dation programs and

. services aserequired by -the 1976 Vocational Education Act

Amendments.

More specifically,_ the two central objectives of th,p

study were:

(1) To identify the tykes of evaluation strategigs

-presently being- used by rural states in

5



assessing the planning and operational processes

of vogational education programs and services -

for handicapped and > disadvantaged persons; and

Io ake information gained' from the, study
t

-
available for ,use ift-designing-a sbatewide

system Or evaluating handigappe4d and

disadvantaged vocational education programs in,

Vermont.

Major uestion Study

'The 1976 Amendments olearly.emOhasized the role of the

individual states in the overall evaluation of programs.
fi

In order to gain a more complete understanding of how each

state had resp_nded to the evaluation mandates,' the study

,sought to answer two major questions:

(1) What typeS of evaluation strategies we're being

used byrural states to assess the planning and

operational processes of programs and ser=vices

designed for handicapped and disadvantaged

studehts enrolled in vocational education

prog rams?

(2) Were andicapped and disadvantaged programs and

service's evaluated as a part of, or separate

om, rural states on-going systems for

0,4"

6
_I



,evaluating all vocational education programs
#

within the periods of their five year
.

plans?-

-in

4

y, the. Universit ojedt staff was

rested in..zecuring.-inforrifation.- abont the` types

strategies used py SEA' evaluate-H/D programs and-
.

services in -terms of program planning.- wind' operational

-processes results of student ooh,ievement, and ,results of

student employment success as required by the 1976

Amendments. However an analysis of Ver a t's agility

-
Assessment System (QAS) For Evaluating Vocational Education

Programs revealed information within the QA S could be

adapted for determining results of Hirr -student achievement

and reaultS of student empla,,yMent success (Frasier

Albright, Note.-- Based

Division of Voce ional Education and the Unl.versity'

project staff decided to emphasize program -planning and

ope.ratiOnal.-.proce/Sses:in the de-sign of 'a HID 'program

.evaluation -syStem fo-..Vermont.. _ Therefore, to provide the
:7% t

proAct staff with information for use during development

and refinement of a Vermont -H/D program evaluation system,

the study 'was limited -to identifying SEA evaluation



stratviies r- asse-esing program planna operational

prodesses.

As the project sta was con ern%.I with develop en

a. SEA-level H/D,program evaluation system only SEA

personnel were interviewed by telephone. Due
Vto

budgetary

o6nstraints, and time lines imposed- by an immediate need for-

formation during design of a .Vermont H/D program

%evaluation- system, contact .with persons knoWled le` abouto_

sample.. states evaluation practices was limited to a single

. telephone interview with each' .SEA!S consultantHfor. H/D

programs. No- attempt was made to include' LEA perionne



DEFINITION

Handicapped "A person who is, mentally-retarded, hard of

hearing, deaf, speech impaired --visualIy.handicaOped

seriously emotionally disturbed, orthopedically impaired,

or other health impaired, or a person with learning
.

disabilities, and who by reason of this handicap requires

special education and related services in order to succeed
A

in a.regulae vocationalAprogram-and/or requires a modified

vocational edudation program" (Federal Regiater, October

-1!977:53864

3,

Disadvantaged - "Persons (other than handicappe persons)

who have academic or economic disadvanta'ges and require

special services, adsistancey-or programs in order to

enable them to succeed in vocational d ation programs,

(Federal Register, October 3, 1977).

Academic Disadvantaged ...means that a person: lacks
reading and writing skills; lacks mathematical .skills;
or performs below grade level. (p. 53864)

Economic Disadvantaged ...means: family income is at
or below national poverty level; par icipant or
parent(s) or guardian of the participhnt is
unemployed; participant or parent of Participant
recipient of public assistance; or participant is
institutionalized or under State guardianship" (p.
5-3864)



Evaluatieni - "Evaluation =is the,prOceas of delineating,

obtaining, and-'applying descriptive-and jud gemental

information; concerning so e'objects merit; as revealed by

its goals design, implementation, and results; and for

purposes of decision making and accountability.'
(Stufflebeam, 1976)

Rural States that, according to the 197Q Census,

have more than 50 percent of their population living

neither in central cities nor in suburban areas (Bryan,

1981).

Planning and Operational Processes - These terms will=

include questions developed to identify .program planning

and operational processes in: H/D.evaluation documents (a

'listed in Appendix G); AND, program mlanning and

operational processes such gd:

Quality and availability of instructional offerings;
Guidance, counseling, and- placement and follow-;up
services;
Capacity and condition of facilities and equipment;
-Employer participation in cooperative programs
`vocational education;
Teacher/p6pil ratios-; and, - -

Teacher qualifications (Federal Register, October 3,
197. 7-5w3B1-12).

110



Needs-, POpuia ions
: .( 1 ) Airco-eh

MeMbers of minor' :y grctups
) Elant-in apped- persons; ,.

(4,)/ :.Di.Sadve-nt=eged-. persons ;: and
Peracjns- of ,limited:--Eng14shr
Federal :Register, HJeto,ber: 3

11



revie.14,- of litera

- practices id Vocational- education
.

purpose

ievaluation
examining how states _have
of Li /I) v=ocational eduaation` -programs

the 1976. Vopational Education Act, Amend

implemented in two stages:

:state 1-1/D proram' evaluation-,

prescribed by

The literature

First, a Search

practices, and,

all state-level
practices.

arch =was

limdte
second, an - expanded scare hat, involved

,

Vocational .edUcation program evaIuation

Fin Program Evaluation Practices

'An ERIC search of literature in AilguSt-1981:

specificilly related' to SEA evaluation of H/D: vocational

education programs since the 1976 Amendments and an

expanded ERIC search of-literatUrein January 1982 related
= = =

to SEA evalUation of-vbcational special-needs prOgrads,

disclosed only one related= article. by Wentling and:Ruesp_
(1978). This scarcity of information about vocational-

special needs Program evaluation- was also noted. in a recent

12



review of SEA special needs .program evaluation practices

(1\980) pnd in a recWnt review of literature on the

eva a io o focational education programs and services

ed'English -Speaking populations-by Thomask. and

1982 ith 82) identified wsimilar lack

.of\the professional literature on the evaluat n

a rgos

writing

practices usedby:,-SEATp- conduct,..general education-

1=08 evaluation

General SEA Program Evaluation Pre ices

A_general.survey of-literature related to. SEA

evaluation= of -vocational education --progra neez--the 1976

-
Atendments identified a series of'threestudies,00ntracted

by the National Institute For Education to determine the

__.of_.'state&_:in implementing the evaluation

-
requirements-- off' the 1976.Amendments:-

-,.-_- , .

Corporation national survey on the

activity across the states

Abt Associates study

e :Contract Resea ch

tun of evaluation

1979,:1980), t__

the extent to which the states had

implemente0 various provisions of the 1976-Amendments

(peuke, Lukas, Brigham, Glick Et-Elre-
.

1980); and the_

Wentling national survey of State Directors For Vocational

Education to determine the extent towhich program

evalaation requirements had been implemented in their



respective states (Wentling , 1981; Wentling erns

1982) Howevery these -.t hnt studies, the Abt ern
:- .

WeritYing studies 'provided-- information
,

4hiCh -SBA's had evaluated the results o f additional--

Special needPOPulations.

he Abt studies

The Abt Study - The major, emphasis ° the Abt S

1980) wes to, determin )the extent to which(Beuke et

15 sample states had imPleMented provisions

Amendment-
.

elated to - -.program.iMproveMen educational,

equity; and the distribution of federal funds.

selected toensure: geographical reprezehtation
,

the four census regions; percent the total potential

Vocational student popul_ati n,_ -an type of vocational

--governance structure at te to adminieter4-- he.

1976 Amendments-. Data, from state- and local, levels were

collected during the-- 1979-80-school yeat by combining ;ease

study and sur=vey methodologies.- interview data were

supplemented bT an analysis of, documents collected in each

of the 15 states surveyed.

Findings of the Abt Study (Henke et al. , 19110 ) related

the evaluation - f= special needs programs- and jdervj.ees-

disclosed

14



Very little attention had ,heen given to evaluating

the results additional programs ands, services_

or special -needs popultions.

All sample states whip -program

eview process inclUded -Some item's on special.:
need,s,,--popufations,-. but.:the- extent tention

:.given..hystates to` the eyaluation of special ne-e.ds
ipopulaVionsprograms and services varied
considerably.

The pri ar _emphasis of SEA evalua ns related
special,'7-needspopulations had.-been on access
voestional programs d sery ices .

to

Evaluation of spec-ial- populatiOns'- aalievement-and

employment success =had not been conducted by SEA'

in the 15 _states ,surveyed.

,.
There-appeared to- .h- , among -those -t_

more extensive evaluation, .idely used

evaluation strategy brmat o -Se.cluenced self7study--

by the local school district, external review by a

team of individuals, and development of a local

15



- improvement plan -bas d

external_ team reyiew.

th- results of the

Ilie'Wentling_Study-- The major purpose of the Wentliiig.

Study..(4entling,-1981;.Wentling-& Barnard1982),was- to

determine opinion .of -State Directora-For:Vocational

Education concerning: 1) the extent to which the evaluation

requirements of the 1976 Amendments had been implemented in

their respective states and territories and 2) how-they

perceived the-effectiveness and utility of vocational

program evaluation. A, survey questionnaire mailed to the

state. directors With a, cover' letter signed by the Executive

Director of the National Association of State Directors of

Vocational Education, was the data coileation method used
,

this study. The response rate was 88%.

., A review Of._ findings-in-the -Wentling --Study- (Wentli-

1981i Mentling-&,Barnard, 1982) related to evalyatiOn

special _eeds populations programs and services revealed:-

By the spring of 1981, the evaluation of programs

and services for spec IpopUlations was not: et

fully implemented- in 29 states.

Very little- had been done to evaluate the results--

of programs and services to-specialpopuIations.

16



-A -total of,-36 state directors.i.ndicated hy-

continue to evaluate programs and

'special populations even if federal evaluation

requirements were eliminated.

services for

However,: -a major liMitation df the Abti and Wentling

studies was theaggregation . of data .under the generic

category of 7special needs populations ", -Neither_ study

delineated state evaluation activities- for each. special-

need population group. Consequently, specific information

-related to: how- states evaluated -handicapped- and

disadvantaged programs was lacking- in both studies,



IIJ. .METHODS DA- PROCE4E

The analyses in the study were basedi\on handicapped

and disadvantaged program evaluation materials received

from sample states and from tel4hone interviews conducted

with H/DmonSuntants following a review or each state's

evaluation documents. Methods and procedures for selecting-
,

sample -states,--collecting and analyzing SEA evaluation

documentS, and 'condUcting telephone interviews are

described in this section.

Sample

ineteen ruralstates'(as identified- -by- Bryan, 98-1)-

formed..the_target_populTtion7of_the-study, A stratified

single-stagesampling method adapted from Moser & KaLttin

(1972)- was used to assure an even geographic spread of

selected states.

Target- states were alphabetically ordered, nu bered

-through 19,andfdivided into four groups according to the

four census regions: -Northeast, North Central, SOuth and

West (U.S. Bureau of the Census)- The regional:grouping

the states is shown

18
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As the Region had only three states and

-Vermont=wps excluded froffi the selection Twocess, two states

were' selected from this .group, random-numbers

was used to identify:foutstates- in each:grOup-until..a

total of 14 states were selected an -the sample.

0_Collection of_ 'H /D Evaluation ocume

A telephone request to individuals in,8EA

responsible for HID vocational education programs (H/D

consultants) was the primary method used to obtain

evaluation documents.* A personal letter (shown in

Appendix B), was sent to each state 11/0 consultant within

two days following the first telephone contact, The

letter, adapted from Erdos (1970), reiterated )the purposes

f thestudY,.identified the H/D documents requebted,

expressed appreciation fort_e_individuals _anticipated

cooperation.

*Note: Two U.S. Office of Education Direct ries were used
to identify H/D consultants of sample states: (1) The 1981
Directory, of State Officials with Responsibilities for
Vocational Education of Disadvantaged Youth; and, (2) The
1981 Directory of State Personnel Responsible for
Vocational 'Education of Handicapped Persons.

19



If state'eValuatio ocuments were no receiv d within

15 working.d ys after the initiol elephone request,

-follow-u0.tefep one contact was made to'inquir'e whet.her the

,requ9sted dqcuments h'ad;beem-sent*_ :14' third and final
4'

telphone inquiry s _made- the do-cuffiens-Were nott

request.

within N.:Working. days

Design-of Instruments

Two categories of content analysi s,,the evaluation af'
a.

.program planning and the 'evaluation of program.

processes, were used in the study. Conceptually, the"

categories direatly corresponded to two types of evaluation

within the CI1PP Evaluation Model (Stufflebeam, Foley,

eph-art Guba, Hammond, Merrkan Provus, 1971)4

evaluation of prdgram-planning praces es with C -Context

Evaluation'; and evaluation of pro ram ecoperational progses

with P - Process Eval-altion..

Context Evaluation provides informatibn for
planningdecisions by describing actual conditions,
determining unmet needs and unused opportunities, `5
and provides general information fbr determination
of program goals. (p..218).

Process Evaluation provides informati6n-fOr
implementing _eatnres of the program, potential
sources of program failure, and provides generdl
information for determination of program
improvement. (p. 229)



Questions for eatifying the evaluation of HID

program planning and operational processes were formulated

by a two-step process adapted from Stufflebeam's (1'975)

-framework for designing evalUation studies:

General questions were delineated for

evaluation of program- planning (Context Evaluation)

and program operational-processes (Process

Evaluation).

Step 2. Specific questions for identifying the

evaluation of H/D program planning processes and

program operational processes were formulated from

the general-questions developed in Step #1.

A similar wo -.step process wan -also suggested by

.:Mentling (1980) foe useip deVeloping questiona to evaluate

the effectiveness of,occUpational-edu

p ograms.

ation and training

The format "1E YES-thee questions as.adapted from

Stufflebeam's et a COnti gencY mOdeof context'
-s

evaluation.- Thesequestions,.writted to reflect the.

meaning of each program'planning and operational. process

qustion within the abntent analysis instruments, were

formulated to probe for types of: evaluation designs



used to implement HID program .evaluations;- b)

used to "verify how " -a program's-planning and operational-
,-

ategies

processes were.being evaluated; and, c) strategies used to

"verify:theeffectiveness"% of a program's planning and

operational processes.

Possible_strat'egy types commonly
i A A

Were listed. -Under each- IF,YES.4then7AUdation to facilitate'

ease of recording informatiOn andtOmaintain continuity

-within eachcategory of analysis. The formating of

each_questiOn_is_ AOPendixiG.

spd in evaluation

strategT.tYPes.under

Validation of Instrument

Internal and external reiew procedures adapted from

Sanders-and Cunningham (1973)= were used. -in- -the. development

of the-content analySis-instruments to

. potential. of questions for identifying ND .program planbing

and operational processes.

Two internal reviews of the content analysis

instruments we
fi

conducted. by selected faculty members at

the - University of Vermont. The first internal review was

done by three indlviduala who were selected fOr their prior

'work with handicapped .and-disadvantaged..programs and /or

experience with rural edudatippal programs.- The second

internal view was carried out by another

22
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,selected for their.expertise . in evnitiation of educational

programs.-

-An: externa. review'f4as &conductp by an. independent

panel of-three,pxperts Experts. were selected who-had

. previouslyadapted the-CIFP Model',s (Stufflebeam et

1971) conceptual fraMework'for.designing vocational

eduCation,evaluation systemsi. and/or who had specialized in

designing evaluation syst'eMs-for-VoCational-special needs.

programs.

Throughout the internal and external r @View

each perSon Was-given .the Same set instructions. for

reviewing the content_analySis instruments. individaTa1s

were requested to critically'review and comment on the

-appropriateness-:of: *each-content-analysis-question -far-

identifying HID program planning aid operational processes

and to offer additiOnal questions that Could be used to

identify such proteSses;andi the "IF YES --then"-

question format for identifyngttypes.-of SEA evaluation

--strategics. -A sequential- record''Of internal and eXternal-

reviewer suggestions and the action taken in response to

each reviewer's comments is presented in Appendix D.

.The content analysis instruments used in the study:are

shown in Appendik. -planning- processes) arid in Appendix-F

(operational processes).



Abe, H/D EvalUationDocumen

States H/D evaluation documents were analyzed using z

me hod of qualitative analysis for -determining:the.presence

f- particular content (BerAlson,-1971)-. Thz-probedures-

employed are described in sequence belo

Before starting e Analysis of a state's

documents, the -valuation Ma

the_. investigator in order to gpin an appreciation-

for the organization, content .and implementation:

procedures of the- state's evAluation system.

Each state's-documents. werefirst analyzed

evaluative questions (hereafter referred-to

indicators) indicating SEA efforts to evaluate

program planning processes and, then,Tor SEA

efforts to evaluate program operational processes.-

To simplify use of th.e Planning and OperatiOnal

Content Analysis Inatruments -the presence /absence

f eaCh,bategory's,indicators.(as suggested by

Wentling, Note 2) were r=ecorded on Code- Sheets as

shown. Appendix G.
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ter completion of the content analyses the.

eked code sheet indicators triggered the

ction f appropriat -Content Analysis

rument Indicator Sheetp (Appendix H) wi

Evaluation strategy types were iden each

category of analysis` indicator and recorded, on-- the .-

applIREriate Content. Analysis indicator Sheets.

-When content.analysis- of. all- states- -were:

completed, a two -step analysi- of data was conducted.

First: State Category Analysis Indicator Sheets were

sorted by ndniber ''Second. The types of 'evaluation

strategies used by each state, as marked under "IF YES

the_ AueStions were compiled in descriptive- form.

Establishing terrater Reliability

Inter-rater reliability was established through

adaptation of a. method suggested by Thomas (Note 3) for

determining agreement between individuals using content

analysis instruments.



Before a simple state's dO uments were _analyzed,
_..-

.non-involvedr=state's H/D evaluation doCuments-wsee'_jointly

analyzed.by'an- independent rater,- and-the investigator.

thiSjoint analySis, each-rater- helped to train

the other- by openly-sharing tnfOrMatiOn-; discussing use of

the, instruments; clarifying the intent of questions;

discussing and resolving .differences- reasons

for similar judgements..

Following theAoint analysis the investigator worked

alone to conduct a state-by-state Content analysis- of` -HID _-
_

evaluation documents. After the investigator had completed

-the-analysis of documents feOm all-Sample- states, the

ndependent rater randomly sel.ected and analyzed two

state's-evaluation document: number of--- agreements,

between raters divided by the nymbee of agreements plu t

number of disagreements were calculated to give the

Percentage score. of inter -rater relibbility for each-

content analysis instrument-.

Telephone .Interviews.

H/D copsultants of sample states were interviewed by

phone after the content analy0.s of documents had Veen

completed. Individuals interviewed were those who had been

previously contacted for information about their respective

2P
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-state's= evaluation of-H/Divocational- programs.- Telorezeach

interview benn- the purposes of the study were reiterated,

.- questionsrelated-i'to the study answered, and verbal ,
*.

assurance was giv,en the person -interviewed that
1,- .individual- and state names-wo not be identified id-.

reporting of the study.

The telephOne interviews with individuals whose states

did not have formally structured H/D program evaluation

instruments. or procedures were very limited Appendix

The qUestiona asked were -merely- intended_ to ) verify. the

state's lack of a formally structured .H/D Trogram

evaluation system;(2) inquire whether:-H/D programs were

evaluated as part of, or separate frot, the state's-

.0n-going System-to- evaluating all-VoCational education

programs within the period of the five year plan; and, (3)

ask about plans the state might have had regarding the

evaluation of H/D programs and 'services.

A more extensive telephone interview instrument was

developed for states -- with formally structuredHID-program

evaluation instruments and procedures The first part of

the interview was intended to: (1) verify how_the documents

received were currently being used (e.g. .under revision, no

longer in use); (2) inquire whether H/D programs were

.evaluated as part of, or-separate from, the state's-

on-going system for evaluating all-vocational 'education
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programs within the period of the five year -pla anc

if necessary, clarify items about- the state' s FWD
evaluation system that hid -resulted from the content
analysis of SEA evaluation documents-. The second 'part
involved =a set of questions Appendix

to probe
that was intended

for the opinion of HID consultants concerning; )

purposes for evaluating special` needs_prbgrams; b) utility
of their respective state's evaluation instruments and
prodedures for determining the of fectiveneSS of HID program
planning and operational processes--, of
results by the SEA and 1- _al education agencies; and d)
difficulties encountered in developing -and in implementing
their respective state's H/D evaluation instruments and
procedures.

Telephone, interview data were- tabullted in descriptive
form, state by state, and used to supplement each state s
document analysis.
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4T'11, RESULTS

The telephone reque st to samPle- states for -1-1/D Programi
evalua =tion documents re 561ted tha r e=eipt of Material-

--from 13 of 114estatea.

Four categories of

initially identified in the documents ..r v 'ew d from snap
states: (1) states with separate, forally, structured , Fin

programevaluation ins ruments and proecdures; (2) states

program' evaluation activity were

with formally true tured in program evluation instruments
and 'procedures integrated into their total vocational
edtaca_. on prograM evaluation system; (3 states conducting.
HID program evaluation, b_ut without.' formally struCtur
instruments or procedures; and , (11). stakes not evaluating

/HID vocational education programs. Elowver, a fifth,
category of - SEA program ,evaluation. was added

result of telephone inter-views with the state 171/D

consultants. This fifth'. category cons.isted of states
the process of developing a VD' program evaluation system,
These five categories of SEA evaluation activity are listed
in Table 1..
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Table 1

le Sta_e_tes HAD
Evalua ion Adti

es with separate, rorolized,
Blri"Program evaluation Ogms

States with forinaliz 1-14Prograll
ev-aluatIon integrated. into the 5
year state evaluation system

States conducting VD pi
evaluation but without a

"fognalized system

States in the process of develcpi
a H/D progTarn: evaluation *stem

States not co-duct
evaluation

TOtal states



To= facilitate clarity in the reporting of data

analysis findings, the four states with separate, formally

structured, HID program evaluation instruments and

procedures and the one state with HID program evaluation

. instruments and' procedures "integrated" into the total SEA

vocational program evaluation syStem were combined into 'avocational
_

categbrY entitled, "SEU.S with formally structured

H/D program evaluation systems. In Order to maintains the

anonymity of these five states and sustain continuity in

reporting results the st-udy, _ea h_state was arbitraril

assigned a number from 1 to 5.
Findings reported in this section have be-en ordered to

reflect: (1) the results of document analyses for states

with formally structured HAD program evaluation systems.;

(2) the resulti of H/D consultant telephone intervi6ws for

states with formally structured H/D program evaluation

systems; and, 3) the results of HID consultant telephone

interviews for states conducting- evaluation, but without

formally structured H/D program evaluation instruments or

procedures.



A on ent analysis of materials .received from five
-

sample -states. withfOrMallystruCtured HID program

evaluation Systems revealed each state,6 documents-had.

evaluative questions for assessing program planning and

ational_processes This_finding was affirmed by

inter-rater reliability scores of 88 percenk, using the

Content .Analysis Instruments for Identifying Program

Planning Processes, nd of 85 percent, using the Content

Analysis Instruments for Identifying PrOgram Operational

Processes.

The.presence of states.evaluative .questions for

- assessing program _planning and ,6perational processes are

identified by category of analysis indicators in Table-2.

In terms of program planning 'processes,, the three most

commonly used indicators identifie

0 whether the unmet needs of an individUal student

influenced the student's preram goals and

-objeCtives;

whether the-individuals icnowledgableabout-tha needs

f HID students. were involved in planning that
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influenced formulation of the LEA program's goals

and objectives; and

yhether the local H/D :jprogram was serving only those

students who were ,.unab lae to succeed in

vocati nal education:' og ram

their regular

In ten=s of program operationc=31 processes, the two most

commonly used indicitors idenified

whether people involve=1 in ;and/or affected by a HID

pro im .a -wi-th -theadequac/- of

instructional resource available for use by-the

participants;

whether a program 'inS r--uc or(s) had the necessary

teacher qualifications to work with handicapped

and/or disadvantaged student 's.

Through the content a alysis of H/D evaluation

0 uments , two groups of D p r ogram evaluation designs

were identified: centralized and decentralized. States

with centralized evaluation designs had direct n-site,

SEA involvement during evaluat ton activities and the final

1*,ogrmn evaluation - report was' :-iae-itten by he SEA.

COnveesely, states with deoentm-z-afized evaluation designh



minimized direct SEA invOlvement during evaluation

activities and the 'SEA did not write the final program

evaluation report:

The evaluation designs of stetes #1 arid 3 were

centralized. In b th states, the program teacher was

responsible- for conducting a self-evaluation using SEA

prescribed instruments.. Findings from the self-evaluation

were then verified by the HID consultant during an on=site

verification team visit held to confirm all vocational

teacher self-evaluations. The final prograM evaluation

--report was wr q by the HID consultant .using findings o

the on -site Verifiaation visit.,

States #2 and-#4 had eeentralized evaluation

In each of these states, local evaluation- team (its
.

composition based on SEA, guidelines) was responsible for

conducting an evaluation of the program using SEA

prescribed instruments. Following the evaluation, a member

of the local team wrote the final program evaluation report

and submitted it to,the HIP consultant.

The evaluation design of state #5 was centralized, but

a mixture of SEA and LEA directed program evaluation

activities. In this state, an inter- disciplinary,

1

self-study evaluation committee selected by the LEA its

composition based on SEA guidelin Jr s responsible fo

conducting a school-wide.. evaluati n of all -supportive



servides Provided to-vocational-- pecialneeds-Students._

After - completion of this stUdy,..sh,SEA_appointedextrna/:

evaluation team, using the same-type of- SEA evaluation

instrument:as used by the LEA, conducted an- evaluation.of

-the school's supportive services to `.special needs students.-

However the final evaluation report was written by the

state 'consultant forVoCational special needs. usigi:(a)

the results of -the LEA self- study; (h). the vocational.

%special needs external evaluation team's findings; and

the reports of two o-other external evaluation teams that had

sesseciregular vocational'programs.ad-the school

compliance-with state and federal vocational education

laws.

The analysis of state's HID program evaluation designs

revealed each of the filre sample states with formally

structured HID program ;evaluation systems:

0 utilized SEA designated Likert-type Scalet.

quantitatively record the extent-of prodram plannini

and operational- processes;

used the same evaluation design fo.
.-.-

effectiVeness of program planning as

sessing the

used for assessing the effectiveness of pro-ram

operational processes; and,
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iemployed_the same evaluation design to evaluate H/D

prograMs affiewIt used to evaluate other vocational

education programs.

C. Evaluation Strategies

Evaluation strategies in four five states involVed

the use of an extern l individual(s) in tile evaluative

process.. In the onetate not invOlving an external

evaluator(s) the evaluative strategy was to survey

individuals- involved-In-end/-

programs.:

L

affected by_ allVocational

The four external evaluation-strategies identified

assess _the effectiveness of H/D program planning and

operational processes were:

.Thejl D consultant (state -# The consultant

vie'an on-ite visit to vieW the program in

operation, talk with the program's students and
=

instructor, and review program. and student record

Based on this visit, the consultant verified the

program instructor's self-evaluation of pros

effectiveness.
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ecial needs "expert,'.appointed he 'H /D

consultant (-state,#3) The expert was

from a group of individuals selected and trained by

thi HD consultant. The consultant or expert

appointed

conducted an on-site visit to view the program in

operationi.talk with the. inst uctor, and review

program and student records. Based on this visit

the evaluator verified, the- program instructor's

self-evaluation of the program's -effectiveness

coin ibed by the SEA -P Dyed

vocations not directly,related o education (state

#4). Usually- this team has been composed _flocal

,,H/D.program advisory committee members. .An'evening:_

meeting of team members was held to discuss.SEA

formulated questions about the program and to rate

the,program: s effectiveneSs,

special needS expert"' TOM-

outside the LEA-(stete.#5). -Experts froM other

school districts Persons employed as:vocational.

special needs instructors or in-occupations related

to the education_of_hand-i-capped-andior disadVantage-d-

individuals - conducted an on-site-visit,
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interviewed students and the program staff, viewed

the program in operation, and reviewed program and

student records. Based on this visit, the team

members evaluated the program's effectiveness using

SEA. developed instrument.-

In the one state not_involving an external, evaluator

(state #2), the LEA conducted an opinion survey (its

composition determined by the SEA) of individuals involved

in and/orjpffected by vocational education pv)grams. Four

groups of individuals (randomly selected by SEA prescribed

percentages) were surveyed: parents, stu nts school

professional staff and advisory committee members.

Instruments were individualized for each survey group and

contained questions related to the effectiveness of all

vocational education programs. Individual responses were

ulated, recorded, as

pneseribed- or

".'Telephone Intervi
Struc tared Ev

lean scored' and reported on an

Results For- State- With Formally
ion:Sys_e

The H/D consultant telephone interviews for states

_wi_th_for alcystruCtured H/D program evaluation systems

evealed a generally positive opinion about the purpbses,



effec iveness, utility, a value of their-respective

state's H/D program evaluation system-.

When asked whether- H/D programs were evaluated_ as part

of, or separate fromi, their state's on-going system for

evaluating all. vocational. education. programs-within the

period of their SEA's Five Year'Flan,-consultants in fOur

stag (states_#1, ;13, #4,. and #5) answered they evaluated

H/D- programs as a separate- activity and with separate

instruments. The consultant, of stat*42 .respOnded H/D
_

program evaluation was included within - was part of _he

-SEAra-eVaIUatida
_*_.

s ument used-71'dr evaluatin

vocational edUcati6n, programs. All consultants indicated.,

H/D program evaluation was conducted at-the same time as

the SEA as evaluating all other vocational education

programs aa.required in the 1976 Amendments.

In-response to the question: "What are the purPOses

for ev=aluating H/D programs and services in your state?

all consultants-stated it was to provide information for

program impr merit. Thirteen additionalpurpose_s

to- program planning_a_d op_

identified by consultants.

Table 3

-'0na scale of 1-to 5, with .5 being the highest

oval processes were also

These purposes are listed in

consultants assIgned -a -number value of or 4 when asked

how well their state's H/D evaluation system was able to

140
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H/D Con ultantsCloinlons About the
for Evaluating H/D Programs

To determine-Whether the LEkprogram
is sew H/D students

To determine whether the LEA is doing
what it said it would do to meet the
needs of H/D students (0.g. meeting
objectives stated in the fUnd ig proposal X.

To provide infOrmition for
Dvement

To evaluate'program p processes X

Tb identify student progress

To identify teaching management problems

_Tb identify Inservice needs of H/D
instructors

To gain information of what. is actinily
happening in Hip PrOgrams*for informing
the state legislatUre and parent groups

To be accountable for use of federal funds

To determine whether the program4s
providing-quality-level services-to-B/D
students

TO determine whether services are being
provided to wp students in a
non-threatening environment

To 'met federal evaluation requitrement

To help the Tom-- determine local =WD
program needs

To determine what the H4D-program is doing

x

Note- state



determine he effectiveness of local, program planning

processes. When 'asked to rate their system's Ability to

determine the effectiveness of local program operation

processes, onsultants of states with an-on-site,

appointed; evaluation team_ component assigned. a numerical

value

on-si

their

of 4.5 and 5, while consultants of.states without !an

SEA appointed evaluation team component rated

system's effectiveness as 1 and 2.5. Consultant

ratings are graphically illustrated i.j Table 4.

When asked.whether their state-had encountered any

Jiff iculties during development of its H/D p ram

evaluation system, all consultants responded they were

unaware of any particular problems or were n t employed by

the SEA at the time the system was developed., However, two

consultants mentioned they had= encountered difficulties

during the implementation of their stet 's HID program

evaluation system., The consultant of state #1 disclosed

the state's HIP program evaluation system did-not readily

.apply to, all HIP programs and that mor. e than_bne_system_wes_

needed for- evaluation ofi/D programs and services. The

-consultant of state #2 outlined three - difficulties

encountered by the SEA in using its survey. instruments:-(1)

the LEA's. found it time consuming t Administer, collect

and-tabulate the-questionnaires; -2)-the LEA's needed more.
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Table 4

Consultant.Ratings of How:Well-Their System Can
Assess H/D Program PlanningandOperatitnal ProceSses .

die of Process
Consultant rating by state

-S#2- S#3 5/15

planning processes

gram operational processes 4.5 , 2.5

Note. S'= State

Rat s are On a _scale of 1 to 5 with
5 being the highest.
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help ?rot° the onsultant to interpret- survey results .than

SEA- time and travel' funds could provide. -and, (3) the
questions- in the-'_aurveys-- were too Complex- or-too :techni

for some respondents.

With the exception Cf::one

its survey,-:instru ta, all eonsu?tants expressed a belief
State!s difficulty in using

that react personnel to their state's
eValuation- of --H/D programs :had been -good to excellent.
When asked the question : "How do you as a state consultant
think the local level -vocational educators use results of-

. .

"H /D---- program -eveluattions?" , the following responses were
received :

"They take it to heart and 90% of the LEA's
implement recommendations. We know this because our.
State Advisory Council for Vocational Education did
an evaluation of how LEA ' s perceived our HID
evaluation .system." (state #1)

"They take the evaluation seriously. It has
resulted in people from the commurlity becoming
involved in planning processes and using programadvisory committee members. It gives a rea purpose
to advisory committee meetings." (state #2

"Yes and No. If they like the evaluation, they seem
to' keep the program. If not, they drop ft and make
a new application for another handicapped or
disadvantaged program.. They don' t seem to like
improving on what t-hey have." (state #3)
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"They attempt to implement recommendations because
it is their own local people making recommendations
not the state." (State #4)

"The LEA's impl =ement .them. If -they don't we don't
gain" state #5).-fund the_program

.

In response to the question: HoW do you-as a state

_consultant use .results of H/D program elialuations?",,.ail

consultants reported using results. for monitoring whether'
= .

program evaluation recommendations had bae mplemented by

the LEA. Consultants of states with centralized evaluation

designs indicated using-program evaluation findings to make

.recommendations for program improvement and, when visiting

-H/D programs, to determine whether.thesa-recommendatiOnS

had been implemented. Similarly, the consultants -of states-

with decentallzed evaluation- designs, when visiting H/D

programs, mentioned using results for determining. whether

the LEA had implemented recomMendations made by the. locally

appointed program evaluation -team. -The specific _responses

of consultants are listed in Table 5.

1-15
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Table 5

Reported Use of
u'ain Evaluation Results

e recommendations
i_roverr nt

recormiendations for
gr'am iumrovement have been

-nted when visiting the

: TO see if local recommendations
made by the locally appointed
evaluation team have been
Implemented when visiting the
B/D program

Tb

To develop-a State plan of action
for working with the LEA

deter _e whether the p
will be refunded

--To-design-inservice-programs-f
BA instructors I

Note.- S = State
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Telephone Inte ReSultsjOr,States Conducting
Evaluat Wit ou rmal y Structured -Evalu ion
Instruments or Procedure

on Bu

The H/fl consultant telephone'int-rvieWs for States

conducting H/D program evaluations, but without formally

=structured

each

evaluation instruments or procedures, disclosed

these states evaluated HID programs: (1) at the

me time as all other vocatonal education .programs; and,

( )f with instruMents,and/or probedures different than-thos

used in the state's on-going system for evaluating all

vocational _education programs.

During telephone interviews, consultants in these

states revealed they controlled the evaluation design by

acting as the external evaluator. The consultant: a) made

an on -nine visit; b) determined whether the program was

meetings_ its goals and objectives as stated- in-its funding

.proposal; and, ) wrote the final- program: evalUat,ion

report

Consultants in ,thisgroUp expressed they know their

--H/D:45rograMS-well and, thus, cinot need= to conduct an

evaluation using formally structured instruments and/or

procedures. Some consultants referred to'using H/D program

standards "if necessary" to aid in the,evaluation of a
/

"marginal" program. Others indicated . they evaluated_

programs through informal visits and observations of the
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T.

program over n indefinite period of time. -Three

consultants expressed a personal desire-to hay formally

structured H/D program evaluation_ system, tut- each was

doubtful bether federal and/or state funds would be made

available- td develop and implement such a system.,

.Telephone interviews identified three states -in the

process of developing their 41/D program. evaluation systems.

The consultants- of two states disclosed their. SEA's were in

the process of developing entirely. new 'EA evaluation

systems based on results, of Federal monitoring reviews by

the U. Department' of Education. The other state's

consultant disclosed a new SEA evaluation- system was being

developed to meet evaluation guidelines recently mandated

by the State Director of Vocational:Education.

One state did; not evaluate HID vocational education

programs. This state .-consultant stated the _SEA had never

conducted evaluations of H/D prograMs in the past, nor-was

the consultant aware-.:of plans to conduct such evaluptioils

n the future:V



The evaluation f-han 'capped and disadvantaged

vocational education ap etired to be an organized activity

in most rural states More th-an two-thirds of the sample

states, 10 of 14 states, evaluated HID programs.

Although all states ,evaluated HID programs at the same

time as all other-vocational educatiopograms we e b ing

evaluated, only one state evaluated H/D programs as part

its total'SEA vocational education program evaluation

system. ln.,-the=-other nine states, H/D programs were

evaluated -separately, apart fi4om, other vocational

education programs

t The predominate evaluation stra egY.Used for. assessing

H/D prOgramS was to have _an external evaluator(s) visit

each program to talk with the instructors) , interview
.4 .

students, program fabillties indHrecordS;78bSere the
I

program.in operation', and= report findings to the SEA. In

the one:state-vithaUt alle,tternal_evaluator.oOmponent, the

-"tegy was to include H/D program assessment questions.

within the EA's opinion surveyaqpinistered-to individuals

involved in and/or affected by all-voaational education

-grograms.



ased on the analysis--of_documenta provided -by states

with formally structured evaluation instruments and

procedures the ,types of strategies used for asseasing H/D

program planning and operatiohal- Proresses -were -determined

by each:stateJs-preference for either a SEA controlled.

(centralized) or_a LEA controlled (decentralized).-

evaluation design. States-with a centralized evaluation

design utilized control strategies for conducting

evaluations which- overtly-involved the H/15 donsultant in

all phases f each program evaluation, limited the eaten

of .LEA involvement in program evaluation activities, and

placed responsibility for writing the final program

evaluation report on the H/D consultant. In. contrast',

states with n decentralized evaluation design utilized

control strategies ±r conducting evaluations- wh ch:-

minimized involvement of the H/D consultant in program

evaluation activities, encouraged LEA- involvement during

prOgraM evaluation activities, and excluded the H/D

consultant frOMparticipa ion. in preparation of the final
.00

program evaluation -report.

-However, regardless of whether.the SEA-preferred a

centralized or adecentralized evaluation design, all EA 'a_

with formally structured- evaluation instruments and

procedures used the same strate

content of evaluative questions and -the .recording
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-
evaluator assessments. In each state, this control was

effedted through the joint strategies of requiring an

eve uatqr(s) to use SEA prescribed: (1) questibns for

assessing the effectiveness of-program plalining and

operational processes; and,(26) Likert-type scales for-

recording their opinionA about the a-it:en of B/D-program

planning and operational processed.

All-states- OfOnducting,-H/D .program evaluation but

without formally structured instruments-or pPodedures.had-

centralized-evalUation-designs.', .-.Among--these stateai-the

sole evaluatiqn strategy was have the HID consultant Act

as an external evaluator but without formal SEA strategies

for 'assessing the effectiveness of program planning and

operational processes. .=-In essence, the HID consultant

determined the conduct, content and recording of program

valuations on a program -by- program basis.
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VI. :DISCU -ION AND.RBCO ENDAIIONS..-

The number of operational _pro essindicatars recorded

by theresearcher.-apPearedt have little relationship -with

consultant-ratings- of-how effeCtivelY their evaluation

systems were able to ,assess. -HID program operational

pracessea. For ExaMplez State- 1/ had six indicators and
_

_state # 5 had ane indicator of program'operational

processes (see. Table 2 on page 33). But, -on. a scale-af T

to 5, 5 being the highest, each of these states

consultants rated their evaluation system's effectiveneas

Table 4 on page 43). Apparently, regardleSS ca71511, -t

A
how many indicators were presentlin.the_SEAT eyardation

'documents, some other factor(s) must have influenced the

ratings of consultants about the effectiveness of their

--,ystems for assessing program operational -processes.'

One influencingin factor appeared to be the extent

SEA involvement in activities during assessment of LEA

program-operational processes. In states with an on-site,

SEA appointed, evaluation team component (stat s-P1 #3 and

45) , consultants rated their evaluation system as very

effective for assessing program,operational processes.

But, in states without an on-site, SEA appointed,
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earn component states /2 and consultants

system as less.than-effective for assessing

prOgram opefational.proCeSses.
This observation

-esearth to determine whether. the .-LW-s, o Y-sampi e,stat

suggests the heed for further

would agree with. repo

eVAivatian system's

ted consultent,,ratings of. their SEA

fectiveness.
:

far_ example, LEA s

of states with centralized evaluation designs (states 112,

/2 and #3 reported direct SEA involvement- incr sed the

effe nes6 of program evaluations d the LEA's of

states with decentralized evaluation designs (states 12 and

14) -identified the lack of direct SEA invoiXrement decreased
the effectiveneast of program evaluations, tben the degree

of .SEA invelvement-may-proportionatel Increase program

evaluation effectiveness. Perhaps, SEA involvement

4.tcncreases the effeetivness of program evalUations, then
,

SEA participation in 1 evaluation activities should be., .

part of each state' A program evaluation design.

Another discrepancy in the study data became apparent

when' -consultant opinions about the "purposes" for

conducting ;evaluations were compared With their opinions

about how' they as obnsultants "used" grogram evaluation

results. Ot the 14 purposes for evalUating H/D programs
reportedc- by -consultants see Table 3 -on page 41), only the

purpose of program evaluation "to provIde inforMation for
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program impr vemen was mentioned by all consultants=

However _as can be seen, in Table 5 on page 46, consultants

used program evaluation results for making program

improvement recommendations and for determining w ether

program improvement recommendations had been implemented by

the LEA's. Evidently, although not mentioned by

consultants, another purpose of program evaluation was to

Tirovide criteria for determining whether LEA had
V

implemented program improvement re6ommendations.

Based on this analysis f data,- it was unclear tc the

researcher whether consultants were providing technical

:assistance when they visited-programs (e.g. -offering,

equipment modlfication-sgggeatiOns and currictaumreVisior13:

to meet the learning, needs of a handicapped- student)

-andfor. whether consultants were making,,coMpliance' checks

when -they visited programs (e, g. mohitoring-the extent of-

program improvement in order -to determine-if the program

should be refunded)_. Perhaps, as reflected in the

following 'comments-of -consultants about how they thought

`LEA's used program evaluation results, SEA'smostly "used,'

results to provide information for compliance checks:

"LEA's implement them (recommendations for-program
improvement) . If they "dont, we don't refund the
program again" (p. 44.) and,

"If the LEA likes the evaluation, they seem to keep
the program. If not, they drop it and make___a new__

54



application for anothe H/D program. They don't
seem to like improving on what they had". (p.45)

However, if SEA's use program evaluation results: for

the predominate purpose o oviding information to make

program

program improvements in order to secure refunding or

Compliance checks, LEA's may simply be making

terminating programs. tb avoid SEA monitoring practices.

study focusing 'oh.. LEA implementationmplementation practices

could be helpful in defining the state's role in working

with LEA's about program improvement matters.

To developers of state siistemg for evaluating HID'

.programs and serlices, .the following general

recommendations are offered:-

Identify the SEA's specific purposes for evaluating

HID programs and services.

Determine the extent to which the SEA will be

directly involved in evaluation activities (e.g.

during LEA orientation meetings, during the actual

conduct of the evaluation, during preparation of the

final program evaluation-report).

Establish ith the SEA who' will be responsible for

the actual conduct of the program evaluations (e.g.

the HtD consultant, a LEA or SEA appointed
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evaluation

evaluator),

independent third :party-

Have the SEA define and enumerate how program

evaluation results will b_e used after programs have

been evaluated.

Build into the ate' s B/D program evaluation system

a mechanism for assessing the impact of program

evaluation on the SEA, LE s, and programs and

services for handicapped and disadvantaged

vocational adbcation students.
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APPENDIX Lk-,
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS OF THE UNITED STATES

AND _RURAL STATES WITHIN EACH DIVISION
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--,GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS OF THE UNITED STATES

RURAL STATES

c_DiVision

*The .four geo-
Count- and C
their respect
from Polities

XACH DIVISION*

Percent of
Population'

Outside Central
Cities and
Suburb

he

79
New Ra 73
*Vermon 100

North Central

IPWR7-.: 65
58

Niebraska: 57
North Dakot 88
South Dakota

SoUth_

Arkansas
Mississippi

.-Kentucky
North Carolina
South Caro-
West Virginia

West

Idaho
Montana
New Mekico
Wyoming

.

100

phjc divisions are taken from the T.S. bureau tf the
Data 3oc 1i- 1977 and the identification_ of rural sta,

ve percent of populations outside of central cities
the:Rural States: EelagFartiesland Processes' by

ed from the stratified random aelebtion of states.e nt
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LETTER TO EACH STATE'
HANDICAPPED AND DISADVANTAGED CONSULTANT
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The University of Vermont
D E.2.1.ArTM ENT OF VOCATIONAL DUCATION & TECHNOLOGY

COLLEGE OF ,RICULTURE. AGRICULTURAL ENGINEERING BUILDING
BURLINGTON. VERMONT 05405

1902) 656-2tXI1

Special-PrograMs Unit
Department of Public Instruction
-Division of VocationAl__ Education
Education Building

Dear

.- February 3, 196a

Thank you for favorably receivino my phone inquiry yesterday
about information concerning .

_ evaluation of
satOndary handicapped and disadvantaged vocational education
programs.

As -1 indicated to you in our conversation, the
Vermont is 'Ondercontract with the Vermont Division
Education to develop an evaluation system for secon
and isadvantaged. programt._. Our_effort is to_devel
SEA-administared, evaluation -system that can.ba:

ary ha
p a two Teve

-ity of
ational

1) integrated intO.Vermont's regular-5 year cycle for
evaluation of all programs as per the 1976 evaluation
mandates; and,:

used asan-independentinstrument in the evaluation of
-an.indiVidual'handicappad or disadvantaged program at
the discretion of-the VermontSpetial Needs Consultant.

When we have completed the evaluatiOn system_our project deveic
for the Vermont Division of Vocational Education, I will.send you a
topy of the document.

-I look forward to receiving
disadvantaged eValuation.materia
cooperation.

handicapped and
Thank you for you help and

.

'An 'E.cjtual Opportunity Fmpleyer

nterely,

Frasier
'Evaluation Project Coordinator
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YES j0',

IF YES; whit SEA evaluation orate fonts are used 00etiemine whether

LEA Self=ivaluation

External. Evaluation Team

' External Ivaluation by en 'eehre.

Independent Third Party Evaluation'

Evaluation byltate Consultant

other

ustng.LEAdivelopedlnstrumenti

using SEA. developed instruments

using neither SEA or LEA developed

7instroments

.other

N's used in eyaluitinn,of disadvantaged programs

H is:used in evaluation of handicapped programs:

is used in evaluation of both programs ,

What evaluation strategies are used to verify

Written survey of,- students

parents

=administrators

=vocational faculty

pupil support 'personnel

=program advisory committee

-other

Personal in rviews with .studeE77.--;7

-parents

.administratir

.=vocational Witt:

=pupil lupport personnel

=program advisory *Witter

bother

Review of student .recordf7.

-test scores

-droHut ratios

=other.

Review of LEA; =1 and h year plant

=Grant Application (Rul,

-End of year program report

.other

Review of SEA =ConsullaVWFilFili

Compliance reports

.Minimum prograin standards:

-other

! -

Disadvantaged Handicapped

X is YES. 1's UNCLEAR No Response's Not present in document

ag

r.

IF YES! What evaluation Strategies are used to verify the effectiveness of

:Written survey of =students.

9areets

administrators

= vocational faculty

- pupil support personnel

Program advISOrY tommittee

!

=other

Personal interviews with .5',7,Pdoro-parents

1knistrators

.' vocational faculty

4411 support personnel

=prugro advisory committee

=other

Review of student - recurs

.test scores
1

-drop -out ratio

=other

LEA .I amd, yearns

Grant Application (REP)

=End of year Program report

=other.

Review of SEA .ConsuliEill reports

=Compliance reports

=Minimum program standards

=other

Review o

Disadvantaged Handicapped

[X's YES 1 gs UNCLEAR No Response s Not present in Document

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:



APPENDIX. D

FCORD OF FMTEPER CRITIQUES
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Procedures

The following three criteria were established by the
'cher for determining the utility of reviewer's comments:

1. Only hose reviewer comments and/or suggestions which
clearly eApanded the focus of the study were not added
to the Instruments. These were recorded as "BSTS"
(Beyond the Scope of the Study)-.

All,additions and/or-modifications suggested by.each
reviewer would be added to the content analysis
instruments,_:

only those deletions suggpsted by the External Review
Panel would be excluded from the content analysis

,

instruments.

Tbis appendix has been divided' into three sections-: (a)
First internal Review; (b) Sedond-Internal Review; and (c):EXternal
Review Panel. Each section has a summary-of individual- reviewer's
comments and a statement of action taken by the researcher in
response to the reviewer's cbMMents. The content. analysis
instruments used by each grouping of reviewers are presented at
the end of eaCh section.
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FIRST MK REVIEW

Action Taken

N/A

°rants of Reviewer #2 Action Taken

tent of qUest4ns unclear and. w of quest seemed awkward All questions were

reworded

Comments of Reviewer #3

5f

Action Taken

Coment rooted by

researcher

.1ficertain abnut.tit intent of difference between second and third

7rd



tateC-Ode.

MAJORNESTION:

What types of evaluation strategies are being used
by the SEA to evaluate the Elsurgin Processes of
programs and services designed by LEAs for the
disadvantaged and handicapped students enrolled in

vocational education programs?



SEA EVALUATION DOOMENT PROFILE

QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE STRUCTURE DF A SEA' EVALUATION DESIGN,.

Are disadvantaged and:handiCappedprogra*Ind services evaluated

part ef, or separate- fro*, the state's origoing,system for evaluating all

vocational- education programs within the period of thejive.year statelier'?

Writ the majorevaluation strategy
formatsliSed by the:SEkto evaluation tie

,Planning ProCeiSis of LEA Programs sand Services for disadvantaged and handicapped
vocational education students,.

aslart,of

separate from

If `separate from, hoi.often are disadvantaged and/or handicapped progiams

' and services evaluated by tht SEA? ;

Evej for handiCapped programs-6 serviies

.

Every for disadvantaged program _& services

Disadytortud Handicapped.

LEA Sitf-evaluation

using SEA developed instruments

LEA Self-evaluation

using LEA'Oeveloped instruments

External-Evaluation Team
;

using SEA developed Instruments

External Evaluation Team

using EEA deVelened'instruments

-Externakvaluatiekby an !expert'

using SEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an "expert"

using LEA developed instruments

InOpendont Third Party Evaluation

using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Evaluation by State,Cdnsultant

using SEA,deviloped instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant

using LEA developectinstronts

in1ouljvaluationby State Consultant

... using neither SEA or LEA Instruments

1ther

Are diSadvantaged and handicapped prOgramS and services evaluated with a,

common instrument, or with ind4vidually designed instruments? -.. ," N.

With a coffin inStrumint

with individual, separate instruments

with an inter- agency evaluation instrument deSfgned

in cooperation with vocational & special education

What Is the present "use' status of the SEA'S evaluation documents utilized

for evaluation of handicapped and/or disadvantaged programs and services?

currently being Wed );Ithetit revision

k

Currently 'being used but with revisions.or modifications

currently being sed'hut under revision

evaluttloo document currently being used, but

'SEA is developing One forge within One 5ir

: op evaluation documineturrently being.used, nor

Thes the SEA have plans for doeloping one

no evaluation document(s) were furnished by the

----SEA for use in this study

Rhat.Art the evaluation strategies used by the SEAs to verify planning processes and.

to determine, the effectiveness of procedures used in planning:processes?

Disadvantaged 22110a!
Written survey of - StUdentS

= Parents

administrators

_-_,vocational_faeUltY,

- pupil support persopnel

program advisory-dormittee

.,other

Personal .intervios with Students

. parents

administrators

Review ofistudent

vocational ;faculty

pupil support personnel

program advisory comittee:

e other

recor s

...Lest scores

drop=out ,ratios

; other

Review of LEk.= 1 and 5 year Plans

Graht Applitation (RIP)

End of year program report

other

Review of SEA 'Consultant s visit reports

(empliance reports Y=

3 Minimum program standards

other



1, Doe$ the SEA evaluate the need for the program or service by assessing

the I.EA';,ef forts to identify and utilize resources and services

availabli in the school and community for handicapped i disadvantaged students?

Ye$ No

IF YES: What valuation strategy formats are Uledly the SEA to de

the LEA!s,ef forts to identify and Allize such resources 1 ser

.

Disadvantage-d

LEA Self-evaluation

usingt5EA developed Inttriimentv

LEA .Self-evaluatIon '

". using TEA developed instruments

External EvelOatien Team",!...

using,SEA developed instruments

Eiternal EvaluatiOnjeam.:.

using LEA developet instruments

4ternalSevaluationly-Woeport!

4$,190EA developed-logrumentS

Externalt evaluation by:,aONApert"

uSingitgdeveloped lnstrunents

Independent Third Par tYlVal Ul tien

using n'ofther SEA or tWinstrUments

Whiffler' by State Consultant

using SEA,developed instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant

using LEA developed 'Idtinments

Informal Evaluation by 5tato.Consultant:.:.

using neither SEA or LEA Instroments

pther.

IN

a d

IF YES:. What eValuatiefr strategies are used hi the SEA to-velif.ttEA efforts

to'identify and utilize such resources and tervicesT:

, NandicppLda

Written survey of students..

. 'parents

administrators

.vocational. faculty y

pdpil support personnel

program advisory. committee.
.

= other

Personal interviews with students

..-administrateri

vocational faculV....,'
. .

r- pupil support polonnel.:
. program adviloritetroittee

. other

Review of -studen rico( s

test scores

= drog=out. ratios . ,

- .other

Review of and --oaf -PI-ins '

Grant Application (RFP)

-End.of year program report

other . . .

Review of SEA j Consu nv1.-Tt'll'i/Vt reports

CempliaNce repOrti

Highlum prograM standards

ottid

The 5EA dqes' not seek to
verify LEA efforts

to, identity ll otli4ersuch resources ,S services

,

IF YEStiliatevaluation strategies are use(by the SEA, to verify the

effdtivenessi of procedures used to identify such resources

And sevices?

Disadvantaged. ilazAs

Written survey of = students

parents

- administrators

7 'vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

program advisory committeeother-
Personal `interviews with - students

parents ,

administrators

vocational faculty

- pupil. support personnel

program advisory.committee.

other

Review eT Student, - recoNs

test scores

odrop,out rates

other

Reviewof LEA 0:1 and 5 year Plans

Grant.Application (RFP)

40d:of-year'program,repert

Other ,

Review of SEA ! Copsu tint s. visit reports

Compliance reports

= Minimum program standard

- ()tiler

The SEA'does not seek to verify the

..effectiveness of procedures used to'

Identify such resources ii services

MKiff$ CONCERNING 'CONTENT ANALYSIS:



Does the SEA evaluate hoW the handicapped or disadvantaged student Is

identified as needing services in order to succeed In a vocational

educatiOn program?

21$ No

P.M: What evaluation strategy fOrmats are used by the SEA to determine

hew students in need of services are identified?

Disidvonta ed Handicapped

LEA Self-evaluation

using SEA developed instruments

LEA Self.eveluation

using LEA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team

using SEA developed instruments'

External Evaluation Team

using LEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an "expert"

using,SEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an 'expert'

using LEA developed instruments

Independent Third-Partgvaluation

using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant

using SEA developed instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant

using LEA developed.instruments

Informal Evaluation by State Consultant

using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Other

IF YES; What evaluationitrategies are used by the SEA to verify the

effectiveness of procedures used to identify stuqpits'in need

Fi-peciel.servicesr

. Disadvantaged Handicapped

Written survey of 4 students

- parents

adMinistraters:

7 vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

- program advisory committee

other

Personal interviews with.-ItudentS

parents

.administrators,,

- vocational faculty

7 pupil support personnel

7 program advisory committee

other

Review.of student = records

- test scores

, drop7out rates

- other

Review of LEA . 1 and 5 year Plans

- grant Application (RFP)

. End of'year program report

other

Review of SEA - ConSullifetiiiii*orts

Compliance reports

MiniMum program standards.

- other

The SEA dnesnotleek to 'verify _

effoctivenessIT procedures used to identify

students in needof special services.

IF YES: What evaluation' strategies are used by the SEA to yeralbatItudents

are correctly identified is needing services?,

Disadvantaged :HandicaOped

Written survey of - students
_

parents ..

. administrators

- vocational faculty

- pupil support personnel

program advisory committee

other

Personal interviews with - students

- parents

- administrators

- vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

program advisory committee

other

RevieW of Student - records

- test scores

7 dropout ratios

- other_

Review of LEA - 1 and S year Plans

Grant Application (RFP)

End of year program report,

-other

Review of 0 ...(onsuliffrit's visit reports

- Compliance reports

Minimum program standards

. other

The SEA does not seek to veiWents.

are correcti,Fidentified as needing services

,COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

8



.

.

3, Ones the SCA-evaluate If only those handicapped S disadvantaged studunts

unable to succeed In Ina vocational eduCation
program are served by the

.

program or sorvicol

'" : Yes No

IF YES; ti hat` evaluation strategy formats are used Orthe SEA 'to determine

that only such students are served?

Aisadvaotai ad
,,,

LEA Self-evaluation

using SEA developed instruments

JEA.Self-evaluatIon,

using LEA developed 'instruments

'EXternal Evaluation Team

using SEA developed Instruments

External_Evaluation Yearn.

using LEA developed instruments.

External evaluation titan Hexpert,

using SEA developed Instruments

Werth)] evaluation titan expe''"

using LEA developed instruments-

IndePendent Third Party Evaluation

using neither,SEA Or LLA instruments

Evaluation by Stati Consultant::

using SEA developed instruments

'Evaluation by State Consultant.

using LEA developed instruments

,jorormal Evaluation by State Consultant

using nejtherSCA,or LEA instruments
..

Other

IF YES: Wilat.evaluotidn $trategjes
are used by. he SEA_ to verify the

.

elieCtIveness of procedures used to ensure that only suchltudenta.

' are. served?

ew survey of students

= parents.

adinvocaintiiosntralet.osfarcoty

pupil support

advisory

suapporistopdrsonneil

program

. = other

Personal `interviews with students

=,parents

- administrators

vocational fatuity

: ZasmilZtsgstooZtee

4 Other:

Review' of stedent = recoris
. test scores

dropout rates

- other

Review of LEA . 1 and 5 year Plans

Grant Application (up)

! End of year program report

other

Roy10 of SEA .sCoosurts
Compliance reports

iiinimum program staniaros

other -

The,SCAdois not seek tie voiTfrfhl
effectiveness-if procedures used to ensure

that only banditappedi Disadvantaged

students are served

Disadvantage! tianelol

What evaluation. Strategies are used by.the SEA to verify that only-.

students. needing services are served?

, . M9131t";
lirftten surveyof-Itudents

... parents
. .

administrators.

*.vocational faculty

- pupil support personnel

- program advisory committee

other

Personal interviews with = students

parents

administrators

vocational faculty

PIPIllupoort Ammo.'

program advisory committee

. Other

Review of 'student = recur

test SCOres

- drop-out rat Os

other

...Review of 1CA - 1.441.5 year Plans

Grant Application (REP)

. End of year program report

- other

Review:of SEA . Consultants visit reports

- Compliance reports.

--hinimum'prograin standhr

. other

The SEA dots not seek to)lerify.that only

students needTiii-servicOare served

=.
2:

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT_AlaYSISI



4, Dot the STA evaluate how the program
or service assesses the unmet need of

loAlvilbal program or service participants?!

f
,..=Yea _RO-

I YES: hat tvaluitio n strategy formats aro=used by ire SEA to determine

how a student!: uomet needs are fdentifiedl,

LEA Self-evaluation

using SEA developed instruments

LEA SelflveluatIon

using LEA developed-instruments

External Evaluation Team

using SEA developed instruments

External [valuation Team

Using LEA developed instruments.

External evaluation by an "expert'.

using SEA developed instruments

External evaluation An "eXpert*

Wm LEA developed instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluatiov

uSing neither SEA or LEA instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant

using SEA developed instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant'

using LEA develOped instruments

informal Evaluation by State Consultant

using neither SEA or LEA Instrumgnts

Other

Disadvantaged NandiepeA

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to verify that
A.,

student's unmet needs are Correctly identified?

Written Survey Of. students

-.parents'

O administrators
,

. vocational faculty

- pupil support personnel,

program advisory committee

other

Interviews with'. students,

parents

= administrators

vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

program adVisory malign

- other

records

. test scores

drop=out ratios

Other

'Review of LEA 1 and 5 year Plans

= Grant Application (RFP)

= End of year program report

other

Review of SEA = coto#01 tah0; (t7LiFfi

. Cool lake roports.,

prngram standards

The SEA does not seek to verify how the.unmet

needs of a student are= identified.

Personal

1

Review of uden

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to verify the.

effectiveness of procedures used to,identify the unmet needs of a

student?

D15edvAAMI Nandlea cis

Written Survey of ..students

-.parents

administrators

vocational faculty

pupil support persofinel

- program advisory committee.

othe'r

Rene al interviews with Student$.

- 'parents

adminittratorS

. vocational faculty -'

pupil support personnel

. program advisory comittee

= other-

RevieW of student . recordi

.. test scores

drop=out rates.

. Other

Rvii of LEA:. 1 and 5 year Plans

0 Grant Application (RFP)

End of year program report

other. .

DevleW EA -

Compliance reports .

Hiniomprogram standards

Other

-Tbe SEA does not -.seek .to'verify the effectiveness
- 'of procedures.ustd to: identify the unmet needs

Of, students.

. =

4 -Ss

GOMMENTSIONCERNINO CONTENT' ANALYSIS,.



''= ' =
- 2 . _

5: Does the SEA evaluate how people- knowledgeable about the ttudent are

involved in the assessment which identifies the student's unmet neat/

Yet MO

IF YES, What evaluation strategy formats are used by the SEA th determinestrategy

the involvement of people knowledgeable about the student

In the assessment which.identifies the student's Unmet needs?.

Disadvantaged f Handicapped

LEA Self-evaluation

! using SEA developed Instruments

LEA Self.evaluation

using LEA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team

using SEA developed' instruments

External Evaluation Team

using LEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an "expert'

using SEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an "expert':

using LEA developed instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluation

using neither SEA or LEA lost! mots

Evaluation by3tate Consultant

using SEA.developed instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant

using LEA developed instruments

informal Evaluation by State Consultant

using neither SEA, or LEA instruments

Other

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to verify the

effectivenessof procedures used to Involve people in t

assessment which identifies the student's unmet needs?

Oisadvanteled 11211S4pitt=

Written survey of = students

x parents

- administrators-

..vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

program advisory committee

other

. Personal interviews, with studeas

parents

- administrators

vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

program advisory committee

- other

. records:

= test sores

drop -out rates

other

- 1 and 5 year Plans

Grant Application

End of year program report

other

. ConsulTarTRW
-Compliance reports'.

-Minimum program standards

other.

--The SEA does not seek4o-veriFy the effectiveness...:.

of procedures used to involve people in the

assessment which identifies the student's unmet

needs '

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to verify LEA

efforts to involve suchleopte in the assessment?

Written survey of.- studenits

--,parents

,.. administrators

vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

. program advisory cormittee

. other

Personal Interviews with', students

- .parents'

- administrators

vocational faculty .

Poi] 'Moen personnel

-.program advisory ton iittee

other

student . records

- test scores ;

drop -out ratios

- other
'Review of LEA.- ) andl year Flans

Grant Application (RIP)

- End 0 yeac 'epigram report

. other

,Review of SEA ConsuThart

. Compliance mons'

* Minimum program .standards

- other

The SEA does hot seek to verify the involvement

of such peopTiTinthe assessmentA
, .

Disadvantaged Handicapped

nevi 0

Review of student

Review of. LEA

Review of SEA

COSMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANAlaYS15:'



tea StA tvaluate how the unmet needs of individual Prolnior

iefficeollicipants influence the.formation of gOalS and ORMIOS

'14! v;Ln IndividuallarLicipant?

Yes .Ho

11 (Si chat Mluatial strategy !mats are used by the SESNOterAne,

how individual participants Influence the formationifthtlr

respective goals and objectives?

Haptlimiee

LEA elf.evaluation

using SEA developed instruments

' LEA Self-evaluation

using-LEA developed instruments

external EV13113001 Team,

'using SEA developed instruments

'External Evaluation Team

using LEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an 'Texpert*

using SEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an' "expert"

using LEA developed instruments

indepodent Third Party Evaluation

using neither SEA or LEA instruaents

EValuatirn by State Consultant'

using 'IA developed instruments

Evalgation by State Consultant

using I [A developed instruments

informal haluation.by State Consultant

using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Other

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to voRlthat

individual participants Influence.the formation of their

respective goals and objeCtivest

padyag
Written survey of - students

parents

. administrators

vocational faculty

pupil support personnel'

Program advisory committee

other

Personal Interviews with . students

= parents

administrators

vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

program advisory cOmmittee

. other

Review of student = retorts

. test scores

= drop=out ratios

Viler

Review of LEA . 1 and 5 year Plans

grant Application (FRY

- End of year program repOrt

other . ,

. Review of SEA Consiir
. Compliance reports

Minima program standards

other

The &EA does not seek to verify that Individual

POticipantfinfluente formation of goals & ObjeCtiveR.

I

IF ill; What avaluation^t095 u Ps Are used by the SEA to verify the

7 effectiveness of proadtmares used by the LEA with Individual

participants to provide for influencing the formation of their

respective goals,a04 adjectives? ,

Dalat22011 Handicapped

kitten survey of . Stud0R 17ts

Tared 1ES

OOMPI lntratOrS

VOCatftM0A01 faculty

. pupil support personnel

. prop= advisory committee

other

Peniuil interviews With . Stud its
7 parent

atimihilEstrators

ocathngnal faculty

pupi I support personnel

pro4raisto advisory committee

Other

Review of Student. . record tis

. test's *cores

dropo=ut ra Is

:.otner

Reviewof LEA . 1 arid. year Plans

.,Grunt application (REP}

End or year program report

. other

Review of SEA . Congo tent s visit reports

Emv1,1-.-anee reports

. hilniOu4ln program` tandards

. other-

The SEA does not seek fd verify the effectiveness

of procedures used to prav-±vide for partiCipant's

Influencing of their relPilectiie goals & objectives

EPPEHIS CONCERNING CONTENT ANL!,ALYSIS:

1110:

2011,1



Y; Does the SEA evaluate hew the unmkneeds of program or servicilarticipan s

influence formation of the LEA's rooram or service goals and objectives?

Yes flo
--I ,.

If YES: What evaluation strategyiformats are used by the SEA to determine

how indIvIduirparticlant'sAnmet needs Influence the formation

of the LEA's program or Service goals A objectives?

LEA Self-evaluation

using SEA developed instruments.
LEA Self.evaluation,

using LEA developed 'Instruments

External Evaluation Team

using SEA developed instromenti

External (valuation Team.

using LEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an *caPc4",

7 Asing SEA developed instrumehts-

External evaluation by arl'7expert7

'Wog LEA developed instruments-,

Independent Third Party Evaluation

using neither SEA or LEA InstrmentS

Jvaluation by State Consultlnt

using SEA developedInstrumenti

Evaluation by State Consultant

using LEA developed instruments

inforkil Evaluation by State Consultant

1015:neither SEA or LEA instrument;

Ofher_

Disadvantaged Handf

1.

IF YES: Whatrevaluation Strategic; are used'hY the SEA to verify the

effectiveness of procedures used by the LEA with participant)

to =provide for their influencing the formation of the lEA's

program orserviee goalS.and objectives) - Disadvantaged- LORI

Written'survey of - students

parents

administrators

vocational faculty,

- pupil support personnel

program advisory committee

other

h.- students

parents

- administrators

vocational faculty

- pupil *port personnel

program advisory committee

=JAW

Personal intervievisid

IF YES:. What evaluation strOtegies are used by the SEA te'verifY that

individual participant's unment needs influence the fellation

of the LEA's program or service gealSrankbJectives?

Disadvantaged Nandip*
Written survey of --students

Personal intervie

parents

administrators

- vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

. program advisory:tomato

- other

with - students

parents

.- administrators

-,veoetional faculty

pupil support perlonnel

. program advisory ommittee

- other

Aeview'o student - records
.

- test Scores

drop -out ratios

other

Review ofLEA = 1.and 5 year Plan;

= Grant Application (REP)

. End of. year program report

- other ay.

SEA - Consultant,s visit reports

.Complionce reports

Minimum program standards .

other
. ,

. The SEAA0as hot.Seck_10 verify howiportitipoot's

unmet needs fliffuencoprogram goals S objectives

Review o

Review of LEA -

Review of SEA

records

test scores

drop -out _rates

other

1 and $ year.Plans

Grant Application (RFP) .

End of year program report

other

Consul=tant's visit, repOrtS

Co pliance reports

Minimum program stariards

other
,

The SEA does\neltied to verify tho effectiveness

of procedures used to provide for the participation

Of program participants in the formation of

LEA program goals and objectives

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:



8. Om' the SEA evaluatc'how the student's vocation] instructor is

involved in the planning process which develops goaa and objectives

for meeting the studint't unmet needs?

-Yes No'

IF YES! What evaluation strategy formats are used by the SEA to determine,

x how the vocationallnstructoris involved in such planning?

01 sadvan (Aggd Pkikaael

LEA Self evaluation

using SEA,developed'instroments

LEA Self-evalu'atiOn

using LEA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team

using SEA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team

using LEA developed inStruments.

External evalultion by an 'export"

using SEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an "expert*

using LEA developed instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluation

using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant

giing SO developed instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant

using1EA developed instr 9tS

lAforwl Evaluation by Stat.: onsultant

using neither SEA or LEA instruments ;

Cher

cc-

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to verify that

the vocational instructor is involved In the planning process?

Disadvantaged IlelgPed
Written survey of . Students

- parents

- administrators

vocational faculty

- pupil support Oersonnel

- program advisbry committee

. other

Personal interviews with - students

parents

administrators

- vocational faculty

= pupil support personnel

program advisory committee

- other

keview of student record-s

toot scores

drop -out ratios

other

Review of LEA - 1 and 5 year Plans

= Writ Application (RFP)

trof year program report

Review of SEA . reports

Compliance reports

41.0, firam i.dand4rds

_ _

The SEA does not seek to VriFy the vocational

Instructori-lOvolvemept ID soch planning

4

IF tES,i What evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to verify the

effectiveness of procedures used by the LEA to involve the

vocational instruotbr in planning which develops the goals

and objectives for meting the student's unmet need?

EN49n111 HAndictll

' Written survey 6f . students

e
= ParentS

OdMiniStratOrs

- vocational faculty

pupil Support personnel

- program advisory committee

-'other

nal Interviews with . gums

parentV

* administrators

vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

program advisory committee'.

other,

,Review of student . record"

kest'scores

drop -out rates

Other

Review of LEA = 1 and S year Plant

Grant Application (RFP)

End of year program report

- other,

Review of SEA - ConSultaaTilsit reports

- Compliance rep its

Minimum program Standards

- Other

a

CC-

Pe

==.

The SEA does not seek to verify the effectiveness of

procedures used to involve the vocational instructor

in planning which develops the goals and objectives for

Meeting the gull's urn et needs

CORPENTS CONCERNING CONTENT'ANALYSIS*
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9, ,
Eves' the SEA eveldatehow people knowledgeable abut tilgIcedS of disadvantaged', ,

hnIcppe persohs areinvOlved in the
planning which influences the

formation of thelrogram or'servioe'v gOalS
and objectives? r,

No

1F,YES: what evaluation strategy lormats are
used by the SEA to determine ,

how such knowledgeable persons are
involved in planning?

DisaclUg Handicami

LEA Self-elaluation

using SEA developed InstrumenL

LEA Self-evaluation.

using LEA developed,lnstruments.

External Evaluation Team

usingrSEA developed Instruments

External Evaluatton,Team

using LEA developed,inStruments

External evaluation by an "expert"

using SEA developed instruments

External evaluation by en 'expert'

using LEA developeld instruments

Independent Third PartyivaluatiOn

us ing noIUse, SEA of 66 instiunt$

Evaluation by State Consultant

using SEA developed instruments

Evaluation by Stott Consultant

using lEA developed instruments

Informal Evaluation by State Consultant

using neither SEA or LEA Instruments

Other

t.
4

4==

.A.R=F4

IF_YES: Chat evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to verify the involvement

of such persons in the planning which influences,. Program goals & objectives?

Disadvantaged lianditaMed

Written surveyoO - students

parents

administrators

. vocational faculty'

. pupil support personnel

program AviSery comnittee

. other

students

. parents

. admipistrators

vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

program advisory =Mee

other

recorai-

- test scores

drop-out ratios

. other

Perspnal interviews with

Review of student

Review of LEA - I and 5 year Plans

Grant ApplicatiOn (RR)

- End of year program report

ether

Review of SEA Consu.tai uTiit reports
4 Compliance reports

- Minimum program standards

other

The SEA does not seek to verify how such

persons up laved in planning'

7

,

Whht evaluation strategies are used by' the SEA to verify the effectiveness

' of procedures used to involve knowledgeable persons ii(the planning WhiCh

Influences the formation of progroet or servic&s gods And objecting

.L L_..
Di salvantaged Handicapped

Written survey of - students

- parents

-.administrators

vocational faculty,

. pupil support personnel

program advisory COMetee

other

Personal interviewiMeh studont

parents

administrators

fielf.1:ZIPOChnnel

pro)ram advipry cOmmittee

Reviewpf student . records

test scorer

drop-olt rates

other

Review of LEA I nd 5 year Plans ,

G (OFF)

End ol year program report

AppliCation

Review of SEA ConsulT
Compliance reports

, MORA program standards

othtr

The SEA does not seek to verify the

effectiveness erkedurMused tl:

ihvOlve. such persons in this type of planning

MiL7NEIS

COMMENTS CONIERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS;

't 4
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tIMPIL9gsT PN'0;

WhAX types of evaluation St rategies are being used

by ,the SEA. to valuate thk)perqtional Processes
of programs and services designed by LEAs for the

disadvantaged. and handicappe*istydents enrolled in:

\yocational OucatiOn'programs?

j



pogrom or se'rvico irr Bing 440,

oriniP irwr

!r.

yes No

1 strategy formats , are osid,4 the SEA to determine

or service is being' implemented originally plaRned?

ation

:veloped instruments

Jetibn

I I' eveloped instruments

Aation Team
.

developed Instrument'

' Iluation 'Team

developed instruments

TrIA :valuation by an "expert"

'EA developed instruments

A evaluation by an "expert"

u: Ag LEA developed instruments

Andentihird Perty.ivaluation

Jng neither 'SEA or LEA instruments"-

jluation by State Consultant

using SEA developed inStruments

_valuation kState Consultant

using' EA dOeloped instruments

Informal Evaluation by State Eorlsultant

using neither &, or LEA instruments

Other.

. .

Oisadvantaged

10ES: 'What evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to verify that the

program or service is being implemented as planned?

Disadvantaaq HandicIpped

Written survey of - stud,nts

parents

administrators

IF YES's What evaluation s, trategies are uSed by the'SEA to verify the effe: . ass

of procedures uted to Implement the program or service?

Disadvantelq

vocational faculty

-.pupil support personnel
====

- 7 program advisory committee

- other

Personal interviews with students

parents

. administrators

= vocational faculty

- pupil support personnel

- Program advisory committee

other

Review of student . recorT--

t3st scores

drop =out ratios

- other

Review of LEA - 1 and 5 year MIAs

Grant Application (RFP)

End of year program report

t
- Other

Review ofoSEA Consultants' visit reports

4mPliance reports

Miniumm program Standard'

The SEA does not seek to verif y-If the

program or serve is being Implemented as planned

Writtin survey students

v. parents

administrators

- vocational faculty

,r pupil support personnel

program advisory committee
yu

other,
.

Personal interviews with students

parents

- administrators
9

vocational faculty

- pupil support personnel .

program advisory co mittee

other

Review Of studento =yearn

test scores

drop-out rates

- Other

Revle Of LEA - 1 and 5 year Plans

Grant Application (RFP)

- End of year program report

- other

Review Of EA - Consultant% viSit roots
- Compliance reports

Wining program standards

. ether.

The SEA does not seek to Verify the effedtiveneas

of procedures used to imPlemelit the: program or

service

EORMENTS,OLIGERIIINGIONTENT ANALYSIS:

or

g



th" '2, Does the SEA t epxteg to which people involved in and affected by, the.

'.program or tervice and in agreement with the puriloie(t) of the program or service?..

Yet No

IF YES: What evaluation striitegy formats are used by the SEA to determine

If' tkelbdividuals_affected or involved in the program are in agreement?

'14001f-evaluation

using SEA developed in limn
tEA'Self-evaluation

using LEA developed instruments

V,External EVoluation Team;

using SEAS developed instruments.

External Evaluation Team

using LEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an "expert"

using SEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an "expert'

using LEA 'developed instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluation

using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant

using SEA developed instruments

Evaloationly State Consultant

using LEA developed instruments

informal Evaluation by State Consultant

using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Other

Disadvantaged HInifsapTed

,r1 f

V YES: What evaluation Artitegies'are used by the Eatolverify that thi)ersas.,

involved or affetted by the program are in agreement with the purpose(s)?

lisadvgted Handicapped
,Writtel survey of . students

- parents

- administrators li
vocattonal faeultv.'.

pupil 'support personnel

program advisory,committeo,

- other

,Personal interviews with students

parent's

- administrators

vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

- program advisory committee

Review of student ;record-1-
- test stores

drop -out ratios

other

Review of LEA 1 and S year Plans

Grant Application (16P)

End of year program report

other

Review of SEA ConsultirsW-Te7KrY
EnmPliance reports

!Worn program standards

(41111

The SEA does not seek to verify if the-- --

individuals are In agreement with the purpose(s)

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to verify the effeetiveneSS

of procedures used to assess the agreement of individuals with the purpose(s)T

Oiiadvantaged Handicapped

Written survey ttudentt

- parents

- administrators

vocational facility

.pupil support personnel

pregrom advisory committee

-,other

Personal interviews with students;

. parents .

odministrators

- vocational fatuity

. pupil support personnel

- program advisory Committee

other

"Review of student -,records

- test scores

drop-out rates

- Other,

Review of LEA . 1 And 5 yeat PfanS

- ,Grant Application (RFP)

. End of year program report

other

Review of SEA . Consuiti

- Compliance repOrts

- Minimum program standards

other

The SEA does not seek to verily the es t leness

Of procedures used to assess agreement of individuals

COMENTS CORCERNIRG COMM ANALYSIS.

Ssz
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fioes thelkevaluate theixtent to which people involved in

the program 4 :service are aware of- the services provided by

ayes No
,

IF TES: What evaluation strategy Cornett are used by the SEA

extent of individual's awareness?

LEA SelfqvalUatiOA

'using SEA developed instruments

LEA Self-evaluation

using LEA developed instruments

EXternal 1Valuation Team

using SEA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team

using LEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an "expert"

using SEA developed instruments

External evaluation by en "expert'

using LEA developed instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluation

using neither SEA or LEA instruments

EvalUatiOn by State Consultant

using SEA developed instruments

Evaluation by State EonSultant

using LEA developed instruments
'

Informal Evaluation by State Consultant

\using neither SEA Or LEA instruments

Other_

and aff0ed by

the program or service?

q
to determine the

.;

DiSadvan.aged, Handicapped

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used by the-SEA to verify the extent of

individual's awareness of the services provided by the program Or serv4ce?

ilisadvantigerisliat

Written survey of - students

parents

- administrators.

vocational faculty

pupil sUppOrt personnel

- program advisory committee

- other

rSenal Interviews with - students

- pa' ents

adOistrator

- vecgional faculty

- pupil support personnel

- program advisory committee

- other

Review'o student %. records

- test scores

drop -flat ratiooi

other

Review of LEA - 1 and 5 year Plans

Vent Application (RFP)

y End of year program report

other_; _ _

Review Of SEA - ConsuMPIti7iTir-F%

- Cd4iliance reports

- Minimum program standards

- other

The SEA does not seek to verify the extent

of IndividualTrawareness

IF ES: What evaluation strategies ire used by the SEA to verify the effectiveness

of procedures used to assess the extent of individual awareness?

Written survey of . students

parents

- administrators

- vocational faculty

suppdFt personnel

program advisory committee

- other

Personal interviews with - students--

- parents

adminiStratorS

. Vocational faculty

. pupil support personnel

. program advisory Committee

. other

Review of student I recoil'

O test scores

drop -out rates

- other

Review of LEA - 1 and S year pi ns

Grant Applicati (RFP)

Entof year program report

- other

Review of SEA -

Compliance' reports

.-, MOM program standards

,!11. other

The SEA does not Seek'. to verify the effectiveness

of procedures used to assess the extent of

individual's awareness

Disadvantaged Handicapped

'COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:



C -Does:the SEA eialuate what effect-the prOgre0,..prservice is hiving on a ,

pert ci pah t' s-.,perfonnance.,' I ithis/her mat]onal duel tion. program?.
.

Yes ." No

la What evalnation,strateg 'formats are used by the SEA tdeteraine the
effect of tie pro ram or Service upoK the participant'kperfonnance?

HandicapO

.LEASelf-evaluition

usiol 5E4 developed instruments

LEA Self-evaluation

using LEA developed Instruments

External EValUation Tom ,

using'SIA developed instrument!.

'External. Evaluation Top

using LEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an "expett":

using SEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an "expert!

using LEA doveloped,inStrumerits

Independent Third Varty Evaluation,

using neither SEA or ,LEA instruments

'Evaluation by State Consultant
using SEA developed instruments

Evaluation by_ipte Consultant

using LEA developed, instruments,

InformarEvaluarton by Static Consultant

using neither SEA or LEA InstrumentS

tither,

IF YES:, ,What evaluation strategies are -usethy.the SEkto,verifi.the effect of
the program or ServicOupon the participant's performance?

,

RIIELvktigg .handicapped

IF YES:: What evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to verify the effectiveiessWhat
_ _

of program or serVfce upon the participant's performance?

Disadvantagedkr

Written survey, of ,= students,

= parents .

. administrators:

.,,vocational faculty
pupil support personnel

= program advisory tomaittee
'tither

Personal interviews withAstOdents

parentS

7 administrators

votalional faculty

- pupil Alpert personnel

program advisory tomlittee

P the r

eview of student qreco s
= test scores

drop-out rates

other

Review of LEA 1 and 5 year Plans

=Grant Application (REP)
End of year program report
other

ileview.of.SEAl= Consultiksvisit reports,.

-CC

Written survey Of -.students.

parents ,

administrators

vocational faculty
= pupil support personnel

program advisory committee

other
Personal, interviews with students

. .

parents .

abinistrators..
vocational facul ty,/

.,pupil'sUpport personnel ,

- program advisory committee

= other,
Review of student - records

- test:scores
"- drop=out ratios
-'other

LEA 1 and 5 year Plans '-"77.

Grant Appljtation 1RFP)

-.End of.year program report:
other ,

Revievi.lif SEA - Consultant's visit reiaft
. Compliance reports

Minim program-standards-
other

The-SEA does not seek to verify the effect of
the program of Service upon the participant

Compliance reports

= Minimum program standards

. other

The SEAdoes not seek to verify the effectiveness

of tile progra or service upon the participant's
perfonnance in a vocational education program

DIIENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

10
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S, Meslhe SEA evaluate the extent to which people invOlied in and affected by

The program or Service ain agreement with the adequacy, capItity and condition

instructional resources available for use by participants?

Yes NO
.

r IS: What eVAluation strategy formats are used by the SEA todetermin the

availability of suchTesoorces to participants?

Disadvantaged ,

LEA Self-evaluation

using SEA developed instruments

LEA Self- evaluation.

using LEA developed instruments'

External EVIlbation Team

using SEA deVelOped instruments

External Evaluation Team i

using LEA develdped instruments

External evaluation by an "'expert'..

using SEA developed inStroments.,,-:

External evaluation by an "expert'

using LEA developed ifstruments

Independent. Third Party Evaluation

'using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Evaluation by State Coosultant

using SEA developed instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant

using LEA developed instruments

Informal Evaluation by State Consultant

using neither SEA or LEA Instruments

Other

. . _

IF YES: What evaluation strategies ace used by the SEA to verify the efc!ctiveness

of such instructional recourses available for use by participants?

Weitten.survey of . students

. parents

- administrators

. vocational, faculty

pupitsupport personnel

program advisory committee

- other

rsonal interviews with . students,

= -yarents

- administrators

vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

prcgrnmadvisory Committee

other

Review of student -,records

test ICOre

drop.out rates

other

Review of L -land S year Plans

- Grant Application (RFP)

- End of year program reportother,
RevieW of SEA Consultant's visfireOft[.

_

= Compliance reports

- Minimum program standards

. other

IF YES What evaluation
strategies are used by the SEA to verify the.extent, of

the availability of such resources to participants?

Disadvintagq

Written survey e. students

- parents

- adminiStrators

vocational faculty

- pupil support personnel

. program advisory committee

- other

Personal interviews with - students

parent

adMinistratdrs,

vocational faedity

Support personnel

*grain advisory committee

- other

Review of student - moor
,

' test scoresD

= drop-out ratios

Other

Review of LEA a 1 and 5 year Plans

4 Grant Applitation (RFP)

- End of year program report

.

= other

EmE

--Reviewlof-SEA---ConsuTUTTiTillar'

- Cornelia* reports

..... Minimum program standards..

other

The SEA does not seek to verify

:of availability of such resoureces tb participants

Handicapped_

Ofiadvanta ed Handicapped

The SEA does not seek to verify-the effectiveness

Of such ,reschiiis available for use by:participants

COMMENTS CONCERNING CGNTENT ANALYSIS;



Does the SEA evaluate the extent to which the program or:service is able to meet

stated Program or service goals?,

)
_Yes .20

. .

0 -
IF YES;

' What,evaluationtstrategy formats are used by the SEA to determine the

extent to which program or service goals are. beingmet2

., LEA Self.i.laluation.

using SEA dtveinped instruments
.

-.LEA Self-evaluation

using LEA.developediestruments

External Evaluationleam

using SEA. developed instruments

External Evaluation Team,

using tfAqlevelopedinatruments.,

External-evaluation by an- "expert".

using SEA developed instrusmot$

xfExternal evaluation by an "expert"::,

using LEA developed instruments

Independent Third Party EvOluatirin

:using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Evaluation by .State Consultant

, using,SEA developed'instruments

Evaluation by State` Consultant

using LEA' developed instruments

Informal Evaluation, by State Consultant

using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Other

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used b the SEA to verify the effectiveness

of the program or servile in meeting Ated program or 5010 goalT1

Disadvantaged Randica--ed

Written survey

Personal interviews yi

Review of studeht

(
.IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used by the SEA to verify the extent to

which program or: service goals are being met?_ .

:Disadvantage)!

Written survey of - students

parentt

- administrators

vocational faculty:

pupil support personnel ;

--nrogracidOistry'tomnittie:

off_

Persgnal interviews with - stud 7ts

parents

. administrators

. vocational facUlty

pupil support personnel

. program advisory committee

. other

Review of student - records

test scores

drop-out ratios

other

Reviiii of LEA . 1 and 5,year Plans

GranrAppliCatiOn (RIP)

Review o

Disadvantaged indimsti

students

- parents

adminiatrators

= vocational fault

7 pupil support personnel

program advisory tommittet.

otheri±,

h students

parents.

administrators

vocational

-. pupil support pet ,onnel

program advisory ommittee

- other

=records

test scores

--drop-out rates

other.

LEA 1 and" year Plana

Grant Application (RIP)

- End of year program report'

. other

Revie0 of SEA - ConsuTtant's visit reports

Compliance'reports'c':,77

-Minimum prograi standOrds

= other
,

The'SEA does not Seek to verify the effectiveness

of thrprogram or Service in meeting stated goals

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

Review o

- End of year program report,

!, other

SEA .

Compliance reports

- Minimum program standards

other

The SEA does not seek to verify the extent to

'ohtch the program or service goals are being met,



Goes the SEA evaluate how the project staff indentifies and records what
,`actually takes place during the daily.operatron of the program, or service?

Yes No .

iF IFS: illiet'.evaluatiokstrotegy forinats are used by the SEA to determine what
actually takei place during the daily operation of the progrim or service',

LEA.Self4valoetiOn

.'.iislel,SEA.develppedinstrutints
`La'SelfivaivatiOn .

.uting.\\LEA developed instruments

External \Evaluation Team

using SA developed instruments

External tvalUationTeani

QeUsing LEA 40ielopeci4struments:,

cidUation by an "expert":.
.7404.5EA developed Instruments

.External evaluationlY an eipert"

usir).LEA developed inttruments

indepeodept Third Part)(EValuatlon

ruSIng.neither SEA or LEA instraents

Eveloation:hy State Consultant

::Ustng SEA 'developed inStrumeni',
Evaluation by State Consultant

LEkdeveloped inttruments.:,

Infonnal.Evalnation bytState Consultant
using neither SEA or LEA' les truTents

Other '

(:)

IF EVilhat'evaluati n strategies are used by the SEA to verify. the effectiveness-- .

of.,00 n'aff's recording t actually takes;placeeach day?

,Iltsedvantaled Nandicamd

t
Written survey of

7-;pSaturednpntsts

administrators
vocational faculty

1411 support personnel

.:piogram advisory *Mee
th

Personal ,interviews astudeerrits.

parents

administrators
- vocational. faculty
pupil support personnel,

- PrOgraMadvfsOy conlittee

Review of student -,records
test scores .

6rop-outrates
otOer,

Review of LEA s 'rand S.year Plans

= Grant Application (RP)
EncieVyear program report

Review of SEA = Colo ten vi it reports
=

iiiiiimkprogram standards

TheSEAdOei not seek to verilVe iffectiveness
of the staff's recording °tidally "rations

5."

Ottlitils CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIe

IF TES:_What evaluatldn strategies are used--hy the SEA to
I

tifY the extent
ta which staff actually record,what takes place eat day?

Oisadvania ed Itly124
written survey of students..

parents

administrators

AlOCRIOlefaCulty'
. pupil support perionnel

program advisory comittee

- other
ersonal interviews with - student

7 parents

administrators

- vocational faculty
- pupil sOpportpersonnet

. program advisory committee

other
student - records

test scores
. drop-out ratios

other

RevieW of LEA 31 and ;:year

- Gras!: 4plication (RFP)
.

- Er,i1 of year program repot
- other . u

Review of -SEA = C060 41Ri7ffirCre:577.

tomPlianto40Ports

pro9r4- standards

ther
.

The SEA doe; hot se to verify-Whit.
takes place eaki day-of the program's. operation'

Disadiaqtaced ,yandicapped
"-



Dies tie SEA-eValuate Now the LEA identifies and monitors on a continuous basis
the potential of participants to .succeed in their vocationarprograsi without the

. Ingram
±: - .Yes

. No

IF YESr. Whit evaluation strategy formats are used by the SEA'to terolue how the
:,'.`(:stiffienitoOs Participant's potential to sueded:WithOut he pogram or service?

i
Bigadvati ed " Vitapped

,

: ,,

LEA Self.evalUation

_using SEA developed ,instruments
LEA Self.evaluation

using LEA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team

using lEA, developed instruments

External Evoluation,leam.

_, using LEA developed instruments.

External,evaloatiOn by an 'expert'

External

developed instrOmentg

External. evaluation Open "expert'

Oil LEA developed lostrUmentS

'.independent Third Party Evaluation

using neither St&or LEA instruments'

Eveuitran by State Consultant

using SEA develoPeOnstrumentt.:

Evaluation by State Consultant.

using LEA developed instruments

Informallvaluation-by State Consuitan

using neither SEA'ortEA instuments

Other

IF YES:, What evaluation strategies are used brthe SEA to verify- the effectiveness

of staff's monitoring procedures to determine the potential of a.participant's
ability to succeed in kvocational program without the program or serkice?....

Written survey'of. stddentg

parents

admin trators

voca onal faculty ,
pepi support personnel.

proor advisory comittee
other

roonal interviews with students,

parents

-.administrators
.'vocational faculty

pupil support personnel_

program advisory comitteeother_'
udent .,records

r tent szOrts
-.drop-out rates

otherm__

Review of LEA--. I and.5 year Plans
-Irani Application (RFP)

E'rid of year program report

:400 _

- Revibt of .SEk;:g:tansuitiarrils
reports'

Minimum program standards

__ether .

The-SEA does not seek to verify the effectiveness

of.staff's oviiforing procedures

-Disadvantaged Handicapped

Review of

What evaluation strategies areused by the

staff monitoring of participant's-potential to

Written survey students

parents

iministratars
faculty 'r

001,4PortPersohnel
pro** adAsory committee

other

s with =:studenis
.

-'adMiniitratol;:

vecatiOetfaeulty

pupilihgert personnel

program advisory committee

other-J.

Student -records

:.test twos

drop -out ratios.

,lither
Review of LEA - 1 and57Flin-s:

.-,Grant Application. (RFP).

= 'End of year program report

other
Heviow'o SEA = Consuitaneivislt reports'

= compliance reports

Minivan program standards

of

-The SEA'doen-not soot to verify the staffis
monitoring oflirticipantls potential

verify the oolitincus
creed with the prograral

Dtadvantaged HandiaRped

Review-0

==

tiffs toNcEmING coN7ENT4HALYsi

. .



Does the SR-evaluate:the extent to whichoomonvoiiettih and Affected by

the program or service:believe-the instructional offering's are available.to

disadvantaged anCtandicapped students?

yes No'

IF YES: What evaluation strategy fonnats are used by the SEA to detepIne

the extent to which the program or service i3 available?

,,tndititto-0 Handicapped

LE Adel f-evaluation

using SEA:developed Instruments

LEA Self=eialuatioa,

:Using LEA degelpped instruments

Exterriallvaluatien Team .

using SEA developedinStrumentt k ,

External Evaluation: eim

thing LEA developed instruments

External evaluation by'an,"experr

using-SEkdevelOpedinStrumentst

External evaluation by an 'expert "-

using I1A developed instruments

Independent Third Party Eialuation

Wing neither SEA or LEA:Instrument$

Jvaluationly. State Consultant

using SEA developed Instruments

Evaluation by'State,COnsultant

..,:!Using LEA develoPitinStruments

m=ural Evaluation byState Consultant

'using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Other

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used by I Slikto verify' effectiveness -

Of the protedures used to make the progr ivoilable to handicapyed and

disadvantaged students?

0
litten survey Of - students,

parents .

administrators

= readopt faculty.

pupil support Perse. el

- program advisory Co'',1ttee'

other

Personal interviews with - Students '77-v
,e-pareuts

administrators.. ,

vocational faculty

pupil support peril; el

program advisory ce P, ittee
.

. other

Went. records

'...test scores

dropout rates

other

Review of LEA l' and Slear Plans

:.Grant Application (P'

.;=ind of year program '6-vort

- other

RevieWofiEk. Consultants visit lofts

compliance-reports-.

Minimum program star rds

other

Ili SE noes not seek to the effect`: ness
of preceduresiied to make the program eve' ble

IF YES: What evaluation, strategies: are used by the SEA to verify the extent

t to which the program or service is available to students?_, .
_

Disadvanta ed lags.RA
414rpen Sureey of students

parents

administrators

- vocational faculty

- pupil support personnel

prograM advisory 'committee

- other 4

Personal Interviews with = students

- parents

administrators,

vocational faculty

;POI support personnel

- program advisory committee

- other

udb recordS-

,- test scores.

drop -out ratios

= other-

Review of

Review of LEA- I and i year Plans

Grant Application (RFP)

End of year program report

- Other t

Review Of SEA . Consultant's visit reports

Compliance'reports

Minimum program starldke ,

* 011wr

The SEA does not seek to verify the extent

to which the progrom or service is available

110

d
)

CM EM CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS'



O.'''Croes,the.SEA.eValuate:'the;txthetta'which people inVelved in and affected by
..the program or service believe the .instructional offerings available are appropriately

Matched:with fdentified'student peeds?,

Yes' No

IF YES What evaluation strategy formatslre used by the SEA to d ermine that
such instructional offerings,' are appropriately matched with student needs?

filsadvaotaned 114hdigiPPOd

';

LEA Self.evaluatioP-'

using SEA developed instruments,:;

LEA Self-evaluation

using LEA developed Instruments:

External Evaluation Team,:

using SEAS develotied instrumentS

External Evaluation lean -.

using LEA deVelopedlinstruments

. External evaluation hy:Wexpert"

using SEA developed instruments .

External evaluation by an "expert'

uSing'LEA developed Instruments

independent-fhird Party EValuation:

,using neither'SEA or LEA-Instruments

Evaluation by State Consultant
Asing.SEA.developed instrumentS.,.:

'Evaluation by State Consultant

-using LEA developed: instruments

Inforlal Evaluation by State Consultant.

using neitheir SEA or LA instruments

Other

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used ! the SEA to verify the effectiveness

of procedures used to match instruct -nal offerings with ,student needs?

Writte0 survey of = students

parents

administrators

,; vocational faculty

pupil support 'per ones

program advisory ,smitten.

other

Personal ihterVieWvwith = student
parents

7 adnijnistrators

vocational: fowl

- pupil support personnel

program advisory Onlitteg
other

t student - records

test scores
.drop.out rates

other

Review of LEA year' Plans

' Gr nt-ApNication (REP)
En of year program report

oth t

Review of SEA Consdltant's vis treports

.. s':.Compliance report

Minimum program standards

. other

The SEA doei not seek to Verify the:effectiveness

of proceduresTsed to match student needs with

a-pipriete instruction

Disadvantaged Nandi` c

IF ,YES: What evaluation, strategies are used by the SEA to' verify ithaf,the offerings

available are appropriotely,matched,With: identified student needs?
Disadvantaged Handicapped

Written survey of. students

parents

administrators

= vocational 'faculty

pupil support personnel

=. program advisory committee

=other
Inisnnal interviews with - students

. .

parents.

administrators

vocational faculty

- pupil support personnel

program advisory cownittee

- Other F

Review of student - rtc0-
test scores

-drop -out ratios
other

"Review of LEA - 1 and 5 year Plans

Grant Application (AO

End Of year program report

other-
-Review o SEA, Contant's vile reports

compliance reports

- Minimum program standards

other

The SEA does not seek to verify the matching-----
of instructioiThased on student needs`

2W.

Review

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:
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Contents of Reviewer #1 Action. Taken

1.1ete Operational Frocess Instrant Question: "Does the SEA e uate whether....._.

researcher

the prop staq Mafia-fib:Fa rtiorators on a adlitlito&basirthrpotillar.Df''----1otedir---:-
participants to !succeed in the respective vocational programs without the

-ron- hereafter referred to as Operational hcess Instrument Question #8)

Dalete ratio Process Instment Question: "Does the SEA evaluate whether

Noted by

researcher

people Involved in and affected by the 'program believe the instructional

offeriii,6 are available to those disadvantaged and handicapped students most in

need of the' program? (hereaftar ieftnied to as Operation4 Process It anent

Que0ion #q



tints of fleviewer #2 Action Men

Delete Oration ce Instrument i Nbted by

researcher

Add to Operational Process Instrament-th0 question: Ites the SEA evaluate

whether the pry: has an appropriate teacher/Pupil raid?"

Question

added

---AdctIo-tTe-rational-Froaes-instrurileht-ihe-questiorg s -ev utate.

whether the pro ogarats instructikr has the teacher qualificatiofis to work

with handicapped and/or disadvantaged peesons?"

added

Add to Planning Process Ihstrument the question: "Lbes the SEA:evaluate Question

whetter the LEA has established timelines for lent or protram added.

goals and objectives ?"

Restructure listing of strategy fort possibilities to maximize

potential comb it tions

Listing

restructured

Develop letter code for possible answers to "If Yes".questions and,.

ghlight with a boxlike enclosure

Code develo
4

enclosed

Divide each phase of the content analysis sheet by box "If Yes" quest° Questions were

enclosed



PROPOSED USE'OF TAI INSTRUMENT

This instruntent will .pe used for conducting a qualitative. content analysis ofclocuments used

by state education' agencies (SEAs) to evaluate the effectiveness of local edutation' agency

(LEA) vocational education programs for the handicapped and disadvantaged student

MAJOR. QUESTION OF THIS INSTRUMENT

Mhat types of evaluation strategies are being used by SFAS: to evaluate OPERATIONAL PROCESSES

LEA wicifional edkatiar programs for the handicapped and disadvantaged student?

Prep_ ared. by

tlint.Frasier



I have deveicted tie nitsticns listed belay to letritify wittier SEA

evaluation (kends amass tit evaluation of proms mom piamsu,

As you read titSe.qteaticns, vill you please

k

L critic ily review and emit cn tt appr(priatemso of each
questim's Value in iOntitying prim OPERMOilit =Mk $

2, offer aCilitlinal, questiofts you think mad be used to identify
',proof °PERRIN'. PfaESSES

1, Ma tlt SEA evaluate wit tier tit provi has been isplesenteri as
eriAnally planned?

L Xes tie RA evaluate wilt* people involved in uld Created bit*
ppm ar Nam of the services pruvi*(1 by tee per?

3. Lvi3 the EF.A evaluate wittier potpie involved in and affected by tit
plum art awn of tit sertees prnvided by tte prcloi?

4, ides tee SD evaluate wittber people Involved In andraiffected'byirg

pral ;t In *event with tit:aktiacy,, capacity ei_clior.ecnditicn
of instructicrial moms available for use by participants?

5 43 tiSP evaluate wittier !toe Room is having .effecb on -,t
pibizipants perfonnue In tteir respective vocational *education program?

Does tie EA evaluate wittier tit props has been able to treat stated
Maw gals?

1. Does the SD evaluate whetted the prtjeg staff identifies -and nom
what actually taes place tring the Oily Operadon of the progm?

'11ces the fa evaluate whether the mom staff identifies ma miltois
on a cootinuoue basis the potntial of participants to succeed: in their

respective vocational moguls without the pngsm?

9: DL*3 the SEA evaluate lather peccle involved in and dfectedby the

pnw believe tare inst'ructitnal offerlms an.avallable to thoSe
disadvantamot and handicapped students moat to need of the prom?

l0, Ves the S evaluate At* potpie involved In and affected by tit
pro believe the instnictimal offering avkilgle aui appr(priately
recied.withilikntified stuitnt Ws?

128

.1 411 (luta tie "If yes ....then' Instrutrent 'format to: liantify

Get tgesAVSivi=lon strattges be used by 2's'E-As to evaluate pm

AZ:You NINGie q> eatlon the oppcoite.siet of this pap, will yco please

'1; ichiltste (motions within tbelistrunt fortati

?. revitiv and emitnt on the apprtpriateness of using

'Mr yet-'..tten" format to identify OPEATICK PI K= and;

3, Apnr-Matel riffs ,an altepative, format for use In Identifying. -

typ of el.,dpticn strateglea ustrkg SE.I1 evaluation ctoenas.



OS A ; !:4;i ,

041114 planned?

IF TES:"Nlit evaluation strategy formats are user/ by the SEA tO.detemnine
II the prograilr service Is being kpleaseated as originally planned?

kt)
Co

tEA Self=evaloation

using SEA developed instruments
[EA Self-evaluation

using LEA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team

using SEA developed instruments

External EViluation Team

using LEA developed instruments

External evaluation by an "export'
using SEA developed instruments

Externag evaluation by an !expert'
using LEA,developed instruments

Ddependent Third Party Evaluation

using neither SEA or LEA instruments

(ohm tion by State Consultant .

using SEA developed instruments

ioluation by State Consultant

.usino LEA developed.instrumehts

'Arial Evaluation by State Consultant

using neither SEA or LEA instruments

Other

IF YES: litat evaluation Strategies are used by the,SEA to veriffthe erre'
of procedures used to implement the,phgram or Service

Disadvantaged

Witten survey - students

- parents

administrators

- vocational faculty

- pupil suppert`personnel

- program advisors committee

other .

Perm] interviews with --students

= parents

Ug: evaluation strategies are used by ttift
program or service is being 141emented

iritten 'survey of = students

. parent;

administrators

vocational faculty

'--RUpil'sUPport periont*
program advisory cotrawmittee

other

students

raters

- vocational faculty
. pupil- support. persoonel

program advisory comittee

t other

floview of student -feuds
- test scores

dropout rates
- other_

Review of LEA- 1 and 5 year Plans

Grant Application (RPM

- End of year program report
- other

RevieWO SEA - ConSutallWeports
Compliance reports

Minimum program standards

. other

does not seek to verify the effectiveness

oiprocedurest7ed to iovlement the program or

mice. ..

SEA to verify that the
planned?

Disadvantaged Hapocappe

-
Fermi interviews with

New

= administrators

vocational faculty

- pupil support. personmel
- program advisory cortitsittee

other
student recnrU

test tarot
- drop -out ratios
- other

Review of LEA - 1 and 5 year plans

- Front Application (RF2:1P)

. End of year program report

; other
Review of SEA - Consu sal e t_? its

Compliance reports.

Minimum program stancr4ards

othvr

DID does not seek to verify it the

proirun or serve is being Implemented as pl ;lined

=MEM

,T012i
WITS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:.

. .

.

,



PROPOSED USE OF THIS INSTRUMENT

This inStrkentvill be for condutting'a qualitative contentanalysis-of documents used'.

by state- agencies evaluate ihe..efferiivOneis4flocal education agency

(LEA) vocational education pro4raps:tor,be' *dipped and diOdyanfagedstudent.

MAJOR QUESTION OF THIS INSTRUMENT.

What of evOiatfb646ate0i are bOngdsed by suNtiiival6t011e AWING PR CEZE

of LEA vocational)educati'on,programs for the handicapped and disidvantaged-student?

Prepared by

Jip Frasier



I Nye thvalcped tit qtestions listed below to Intiry whetrer SEA
evaluation donnas address the evaluation or prom PLAID111,10 PO S.

you read trese qiestions, will you please

1: criticall y review and coma 0,1 the aportpriotern5 of each

rqtestion's value in identifying, p

2. offer additional questions you Mk tour be used to i&ritiry
.- prom PLANNING

`PI MINK PROCTSSM; and,

1. Ms the SEA evaluate efforts male by tIT LEA to utilise locally

available handlcappedidisadventated resources enoilor services?

mei tre SEA evaluate efforts =de by the la pram to Identify
stueents mean& this propels "in order to succeed in their

vocational education prom"?

3, wee the SEA evaluate Wrether tt lapearars is serving only those
honliceppedidisadvantagod students Limbic to succeed In their

vocational educattom program?'

4, Does the .SEA ';evaluate *tether the l A peg= assesses the unffet needs

of. each .individual prOgar; participant?' _

5. Dces t ,SEA evaluate whether individuals Imowledgeable about the

student ie,g. parents, leaders, counselors, special educator ) are
involved in =agent activities that wic to identify tf student's
lard needs?

6, la the SEA evaluate whether the net needsor 'individual students
------inrluencetreforeaticn 9f_ttEirltspeetim.pmgrantAiisAnd_ ot4ectives?

1

kes the ZZA evaluate wIttler the mitt reds of individual students.

Influence the foreeticn or the goals and objectives?

0, D:es tte.SEA evaluate whether the stAnt's vocational Initruetop is

involved in the plaiting which develops goala and objectiVoS for

meting the student's lift reeds?

.9, [tea tk.SEA evaluate whetter individuilsIonowledoble goat the needs
of handicappedidaadrantmd students are involved In the planning which

influences the fomotien of the IAA prnffils goals and Ojectives?

I hive oeveloped an "if yesthen" Instruffent ronsat to identify the
types or evaluatim strategies Wig used by SEA. to evaluate pro=
PLANNING Mal

As you.review thequestiois on the cpposite sloe; of this pagef will yuj please

L. substitute questiort within tie Instalment font;

2 .critically review to coarient'on the appropriateness of using

de "If yei.,.then" font to identify Pm% P

3. if vpmrlatei orrr.an alternative fort for use in ident1rYire
types of evaluation strategics using SEA evaluatir documents.



1, Does the SEA evaluate the need for the program: orservicay astessing

the LEA's efforts to identify and utilize resources and iervice

available in the school and community for handicapped disadvantaged Students?

IF YES:

Yes Ro

What evaluation strategy formats are used by the SEA to determine

the LEA's efforts to Identify and:utilize such resources 8. services?

I

LEA Self - evaluation

using SEA deieloPed Initruments, ,

LEA Self- evaluation '!

uslpg 'Lr A developed instruments!'

External Evaluation Team

`uting SEA developed Instruments

, .feernal Evaluation Team

using LEA developed lostrumentS

External evaluation by an "experr

using.5EA developed Instruments

External evaluation by an '"expert'

.using LEAgdeveloped Instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluation

using neither SEA or LEA Instrument!

Evaluation by State Consultant

using SEA developed Instruments

Evaluation by State Consul taut

using LEA developed instrimmott

Informal Evaluation by State Consultant

using neither SEA or LEA instrOmentS

C) Other.

Disadvantaged Handicapped

IF YES: What evaltiation.strategies are used by the SEA to.verifithe

effectiveness of procedures used to identify such resources
and sevint?

Disadvantaged

Written $11Ney of ,v$tudenti

0 parents

adMinistrators

- vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

program advisory committee

..other

Personal interviews with = students

- parents

adoiniStrators':

vocational faculty

. pupil support personnel

prograeadvlsory'committee

other

Student - records

= test scores

drop -out rates

. other

Review of LEA - 1 and year Plans

',Grant Application (REP)

.Endofyear. Mira!! report._

.other

Review of SEA = Consul font t. v.sit °reports
.- Compliance reports

- Minimum program standards

- other

The SEA does not seek to verify the

effectiveness of procedures used to

idritify,8 utilize Such resources A UFOs

Review

IF YES: What evaluation strategies re used by the SEA.to terify.LEA efforts

to identify and utilize such resources and services?

Disadvinteged Henke!
L_-

, Wri tten survey of - students

Parents

adminiqrator8

vocational faculty

supportvertnnel

= program advisory minim,

= other

FeriOn51 interviews With-. thdenti--

= parents-,:

administrators g

- vocational faculty: 0.

'=rpupil support personnel

program advisory committee

I outer

Review of student - records

= test Scores

drop-out ratios

other

Review. of LEA = 1 and 5 year Plant

= Crant Application'(RFP)

= End'of year porn report

=.other:.

EA 1 Consultat visit reports
coot two reports
mohNin program standards

- ,

.
, _

The SEA does not 'seek to veri fy LEA efforts

to ideal WI utilize such resoorces &services

_r catMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS! r.
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anent& of kviewer #1 , 'Action Taken

Add. operational Process Instrutent a question about whether the goals and

65Sectives,planned to help the student Succeed in a vocational program have

been impler nted by the program as planned

Question #5

added

Add to.Operational Process Instrument a question about whether the parents Question #6

addedand appropriate staff participated plenentation of the student's

individualized program

Reword. in Planning Process Instrument Question #3 to focus on the efforts Question #3

:Jeworded_. ..._made byJEA'stoidenti those ingividuals_in.aeed.orspediallervices or

roams

Eelete in Operation; Process Instrument Question #8 Question #8

deleted

De to in Operational Process Instr nt Qstion # Question #9

deleted

Delete in Operational Process instrument Question #12: "DoeS the SEA, evaluate

.whether the program's instrUctor(s) has the necessary qualifications to work

with 1-1/D.vocationai students unmet nee4sr

(

lib action taken

question formulated,

from FL 94.4P

requirements



MEM REVIEW PANE

....

COmirents of Reviewer #1 (continued), Asti on Taken

..._
Expand forest to identity reasons for why particular content siv
indicator was not addressed by the SEA

4 action

(03)

Identify time intervakfor how of the SEA ddssed a content analysis

indicator )

-----------

No action

(PST')

Establish the extent to which SEA evaluation practices have been

established for implement content psis indicators

.

tNo action

(EtSTS)

No:action

(OS)

,Add to Aeration al Processinstrument W qUestions which focus on whether the

SEA had evaluated the apOopriateness and of ectiveness of LEA's due

process procedures

Add to rational:Process Instrument questions which focus on in-serviae No action

(BSTS)needz activities provided_to teachers

Add to Planning Process instrument a question which focuses on the planning.,

processes used by to establish individual IEP's for students

Notation

'(BSTS)

Beg"ol questions in Planning Process Instrument.to identify evaluation

practices used by SEA's with students, parents, teachers or vocational.

instructors

No action i

r .(BSTS)

Note: (BST) zs Beyond Scope of The Study



, Comments of Review_ #2- -Action Men

Question #1 in

the program has

Question #6:

stated program

goals.

Operational mess InStrument:'"Does the SEA evaluate whether

been implemented as originally,planne0 is the same as 1

"Does the SEA evaluate whether the proms. has been able-to reet

WI if you can asses that the original plan includes-

s

Question #6

deleted

Add to .Question ill in gyrational Process Instrument: II' an i rovement.

was planned."

Deleted the

word "orginally",

from Question .#1--

over that which

Indicated the

Process Ilst

phrase "people involved in and or affected by" in rational

nts was.l vague"ell.

,

t' No action taken.-

researcher.

intended to be

on-categorical

lete Question #7 in Operational mess Instrument: ' slhe SEA evaluate

staff identifies and records what actually lakes place:

operation of the program?" This would require an inter-action.

Quescion
#7

deleted

whether the program

during the daily

analysis,

stioned how it would be possible to answer rati*o Process Question #8

.

-stion #8

deleted



tents of &viewer #2 (Continued)

Question t sicnce of tional Process Question #9,

Questioned :what would be an :acceptable indicator that a. teacher bad the .

necessary qualifications to work. with WO students (Operational Process.

strument.Questionr#12)

Action men

Question #9

deleted

No action itgan

question .formulated

from PL 94=482

requirements

Reword Question #4 in Planning cess instrument: "Dces the SEA eValuate

whether the ill program is serving only those H/D students unable to succeed Question #4

in their * -vocational-education program'?"-to-ophazize-atrogam specifically, monied-
-

designed to meet the needs of 11/D students.

Reword Question #7 in Planning Process Instrument:' "Does the SEA.evaluate.

whether the:unmet needs. of individual students influence the formation of their

respective program goals and objectives ?" to clearly identify me ortheir".

Operationally efine "Planning Processes't and rational Froces e "

Add question(s) related to :assn the unique re uirreqs of HID students have

been met in PlanniAgand Operational Processes struments.

Question #7

reworded

No action taien

instrument inditators

operationally define

these processes

No action taken

(ES)



Cents' of Reviewer #3

Ne camas

Action Ta

N/A

190



instrument will be ush.forrconducting a of documents used

by State education.agencies (StAs) to evaluate thefaffectivenes of local education agencY

(LEA) vocatiOaleducation,-programs for the handicapped and'disadvantaged student;

The.. actual content analysis of SEA documents will be done by Jim Frasier. This instrument

will not be mailed to a SEA nor will a SEA be requested to conduct a content analysis of
..

!evaluation documents using this iiistrument.

MAJOR QUERN OF THIS INSTRUMENT

What types of. evaluation- strategies are being ed by SEAS to evaluate the PLANNING PROCESSES

of LEA vocational,education programs for the ha icapped and disadvantaged student

Prepared by

James Frasier

Agricultural Engineering Bldg.

Dea. of Vot. Ed. & Technology

Unihrsity of Vermont

Burlington- VT .65405

199



I have developed the questions 'LW(' below to identify whether SEA

evaluation. documents address the evaluation of program OPERATIONAL PROCESSES,

At you reed these questions, will,You'pleese

1. critically review and comenten,the apprOpriatetiess of eaCh

question:s value, In identifying program MAT' AL PROCESSES; and,

2. offer additiOnal questions you think could be ed to identify,

program OPERATIONAL PROCESSES.

1. Does the SEA evaluate whether the program has been implemented as

originally planned?

2. Does the SEA evalUite whether people Involved in and /or affected by

the program are aware of the program's purpose(s)? .

3, Does the SEA evaluate whether peiple involved in and/or affected by

the program are aware of the sorvices provided by the program?.

4. Does the'SEA evaluate,whether people involved in'and/or affected by

the 'program are in ag'reement, with the adequacy of instructional

resources available for use by participants?

5. Does the SEA evaluetewhether the program is haefngin effect 00 the

participants' performance In their respective vocational education.

programs?

6. Does the SEA evaluate whether the program has been able to meet

Stated program pals? ,

7, Does the SEA evaluate whether the program staff identifies and records

what actually takes place during'the daily operation of the program?

0, Does the SEA evaluate whether the program. staff monitors.on a

continuous basis the potential of participants,to succeed in their

respective vocational programs without the program?

9, Does the SEA evaluate whether people 'evolved in and /or, affected by

the program'believe the instructional offerings are available 'to those

disadvantaged and handicapped students most In need of the program?

lo. lots the SEA evaluate whether pople involved in and/or affected by

the program believe the instructional offerings available are

appropriately:matched with identified student unmet needs?

11 Does the SEA evaluate whether the program has an appropriate,teacher/

pupil retie to service the unmet needs of student Participants?

12. Does the SEA evaluate whether the program's Instructor's) has the.

necessary teacher qualifications to work successfully with handicapped/

disadvantaged vocationalstudents' unmet'needsr-

1 5)

The same "If Yes then" fonnat useddn'the planning instrument will be

developed to idootify the types of evaluation sthitedies being used by SEAs

to evaluate program OPERATIONAL PROCESSES.

As you review the questions on the opposite side of this page, will you

please

1) subStitute luestiene within the instrument format;

2) critically review and comment on the appropriateness of using

the "If yes.....then" format' to identify OPERATIONAL PROCESSES; and,

3) if appropriate, offer an alternative fermat,for use in identifying

typelof evaluation strategies using SEA evaluation documents:

COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS:



1, Does the SEA evaluate whether LEA program goals and objectives have heeo

implemented as planned? N

IF -YES: What SEA evaluation strategy formats are used to detenvine whether

LEA program goals and. objectives have.been implemented as planned?

LEASelf=evaleation-

EXternal Evaluation Team

External Evaluation by an 'expert'

Independent Third Party Evaluation

EvalUation by State Consultant_ . by Consultant

other

using LEA developed instruments

using SEA developed instrume

using neither SEA or LEA developed

instruments ,

other

D gs used in evaluation of disadvantaged programs

0,gs used in Valuation'of handicapped programs

D/11 §s used in evaluation of both programs

IF YES: that evaluation strategies are used to verif h LEA program goals

and objectives have been implemented as 0 Wed?

Written survey of . students

parentS

!administrators

'vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

=program advisory committee

-other

Personal Interviews with =Students

'parents

-administrators

vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Review of student, -rear s

.test scores

=drop -out ratios

-Other

Review of LEA and SWrpfailF
'Grant Application (RFP)

-End 'of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -ConsuTEiTs visit

-Compliance reports

animum program star-_

other .

Es YES
E UNCLEAR

Oisadvantoed Handicapped

-Go Response-=s Not remit in-kuflent

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used to verify the of

LEA program Implementation of planned goals and objectives?

Written survey of -studentS

.parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-prograsi advisory committee,

tether

nal interviews with 'students

-parents

- administrators

-vocational faculty*

-pupil support per$Onnel

-PrograMOVitery committee

=ether

Review-of student irector

-test' cores

-drop-out ratios

-other

Review of LEA -1 and Iyedr70m

=Grant Applicationl(RFP)

-End of year program report

=other

Review of SEA =Conseriiit's,visit reports

- Compliance reports:, -:

PrOgraniltandards

-other

Disadvantgg Handicap

=s YES 1 Es UNCLEAR No Response ,s Net nr6Sent Infloculat

COWS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS!



PLANNING PROCESSES

PROPOSED USE OF THIS INSTRUMENT

This instrument will be used for conducting a galitative content analysis of documents used

by state education agencies (SEAs)to evalu to the effectiveness of local education agenty

(LEA) vocational education programs for t a handicapped and disadvantaged student.

The actual content analysis of SEA documents win be done by Jim frasiei*. 'This instrument

Will not be mailed to a SEA.nor will arSEkbe'requested to conduct a contentanaly.sis of

evaluation doCuMents using this instrument.

MAJOR QUESTION OF THIS INSTRUMENT

What .typ4 pf evaluation strategies are being used by iEAs to evaluate.OPERATIONALROCESSES:

Of LEA vocational education programs forthe:handicappedand disadvantageOtudent?

Prepared by

James Frasier

Agricultural Engineering Building

Dept. of. Voc. Ed. ar(d Technology

University of Vermont

Burlington,E VT 05405



I have developed the questions listed below toAdintify whether SEA

.evaluation documents address the evaluation of program PLANNING PROCESSE

As you read these questions, will You please

.-

1: critically review and comment on the appropriateness of each

question's value in identifying program PLANNING PROCESSES; and,

2,- offer additional questions you think could be used to identify

program PLANNING PROCESSES.

'1. Does the SEA evaleate'whether the LEA has mad efforts to identify locally

available handicapped/disadvantaged resources and/or services?

1, Does the SEA evaluateifforts made by the LEA tO utilize locally available

ModitoPOed/disadVantaged resources and/or services?

Does the SEA evaluate efforts ade by the LEA. program to identify Students

needing this program 9n irder to succeed in their oCational education

program?

4. Does the SEA evaluate whether the LEA program IS serving only those

handicappedldisadvaniaged students unable to succeed in thiTi

Aocation0 education erogram?

5. Does the SEA evalilate whether the LEA program assesses the unmet needs of

each indiVidual program participant prlorte providing services?

D. Does the SEA evaluate whether individuali knowledgeable about the student

(e.g4arents, teachers, special educators) are involved In assessment

activities' that,seek to Identify the student's unmet needs prior to the

Program providing services?

73 Does the SEA evaluate whether the unmet needs of individual students

influence the formation of their respective program goals. and objectives?

Does the SEA evaluate whether thi unmet needs of individual students

influence the formation of the LEArLos goals end' objectives?

9. Does the SEA evaluate whether the student's vocational instructor is

involved in the planning which develops goals and objectives for meeting

the student's unmet needs?

10. Does the SEA evaluate whether individuals knowledgeable about the needs of

handicapped/disadvantaged studentt (handicapped/disadvantaged workers,

advisory committee ; members) are involved in the planning which influences

the formation of the Emu"! goals and objectives?

11. Does the SEA evaluate whether the LEA has established timelines for

completing major program goals and objectives?

'12: Does the SEA evaluate whether the LEA has a plan for Tplementing the program's-

goals and objectives?

15s

I have developed an "If yeL..then" Instrument format to Identify the

types of evaluation strategies being used by SEAs to evaluate program

PLANNING PROCESSES,

As you review the content analysis instrument's format, wIll you please

h critically review and coient on the appropriateness of

the 'If yei.....then"format; and,

2, if appropriate offer an alternative format for. use in identifying

types of evaluation strategies using SEA evaluation documents.

COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS:



F".."

LJ

Does the SEA evalliate whether the LEA has made efforts to identify

locally available handicapped/disadvantaged resources
and/or services?

_YES NO

If YES: What SEA evaluationstrattny. formats
arCused to deteimline whether

the LEA has made ef cifts--to WIT locally available resources

and/or Services?'

LEA Self-evaluation, _

External Evaluation Team

External Evaluation by an

using LEA developed instruments

Wog SEA developed Instruments

xPert" using neither SEA Or LEA developed

-.instruments,'

Independent Third Party Evaluation:

Evaluation by State Consultant

Other

other

D tS used in evaluation of disadvantaged pro crams

H is used in evaluation of handicapped progrwns

D/illusedin evaluation of both programs

- 7- - 4

IF YES: What evaluation strategies
are used toovverify how the LEA has

sought to identify' such locally avai a e resources and/or services?

Disadvantaged liandlcapgd

Written survey of - students _

. parents

iadministrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Personal interviews with -studehts

= parents

-administrators

- vocational .facuitY

,pupil suppt personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Review of.student records

.test scores

drop-out ratios

-other

Review of LEA. andyy

,Grant Application (RP)

-End of yearprogram report

.other

Review of SEA .Consultifilf

- Compliance reports

,Minimum program standards

,other

is YES Y =s UNCLEAR Ho Response 3s Not present in document

If YES; What evaluation strategies are used to verif the' effectiveness of

LEA procedures to identify such Iota y aVal a_ a resources onJor

terviCes?

Written survey of -students

-parents

= administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

.PrOgram advisory couldttee

tot*

Personal interviews with - students

-parents

- administrators

-vocational faculty

.pupil support personnel

-program advisory coarditee

-other

Review of student - records

-testIscores

-drop -out ratios

lunar

Review of LEA -1 andi year plans

Grant Application (REP)

- End of year program report

- other

Review of EA ansultant's VISIt reportS

- Compliance reports

-Minimum program ttandards

-other

Disadvantaged Handier

gs YES ? ts UNCLEAR No Response 25 Not present in Document

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

15
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OCQS the SEA evaluatt.ilhether.therLEAhas-Widelfforts101dentify----------

16611i iiell-able handicapped/disadvantaged
.resources andfOr services?

00
gs: Rhat SEA evaluation stilt/

the LEA has made If

and/or services?

_LEA Selbevailatlon

External Evaluation Teary

formats are used to determine whether

Jon locally available resources

External tvalUstion by an %pert'

Independent Third Party Evaluation

Evaluation by State Consultant

other

using LEA developed instutets

_using SEA developed instruinents

_ustig neither SEA or LEA developed

instruments

other

tised,in evaluation of disadvantaged programs

H vs used in evaluation of handicapped
programs

0/H 25 used in evaluation of both programs

1F YES;
What evaluation strategies

are used to verif how the. LEA has
sought to identify such locallyy-Dal a . -r urea and/or services?

Written survey of - students

,,parents

.administrators

-vocational faculty

4upi 1 'coOpOO.porsorMot-

-program akiSory committee

-other

Interviews with - student
-Parents

- administrators

vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory corollate

-Other

Review of student -recdr

-teat scores

dropout ratios

-other

Review of LEA -I ands year Plans

-grant Application (RP)

-End of year program report

lther

Review of SEA -ConsaiiIi7iTilt reports

-Compliance reports

tlinlmum prOgram standards

-other

Ci

Personal

is UNCLEAR

CjtitallaeLii Handicapped

4=,1

No Response'Rsilottiresent in documen

160

_=

IVIES: What evaluation strateoies are used to verif the effectiveness of

LEA'procedureslo identify such loci y avai a e resources an- /or

services?

Written survey -of -students

-parents

AdministratorS

Avocattonal faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory conmittet.

-other ',

Personal Intervitia with '-studentsJ

-parents

-administritOrt

.-vocational faculty .

support personnel' .

-Program advisory mane

-other .
.

Review of student -records

-test scores

-drop -out "ratios

-other

Review of LEA -1 aruear,,p..arTTs77

-Grant Application (RIP)

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -ConsulTRM117-0orts

-Compliance repOrtS

-Minimum progra standards'

-other

Disadvantaged

. .

A *s ?ES 7 Rs UNCLEAR, No ResPense .1 Not present in 00Cument

ENl94ENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

it



. Dees the SEA evaluate efforts made by the LEA to utilize locally

available'handicapped/disadvantaged resources and/or services?:

YES'

IF YESr What SEA evaluation strategy formats are used to determine whether

the LEA has sought to itiTitffirreseurces and/or services?
IF YES:: What evaluation strategies are used to verir,the

effectiveness

LEA procedures for:utilizing such resources an -or sere ces

LEA Self=evaluation

External Evaluation Team

External E luation by an "expert"

using-LEA developed instrument

wing SEA devilopei instruments

.

ustrolpiesEAm-r LEA developed

7-instru nOts

other)

Written survey of -students

-parents

...adMinistraiors

-vocational focultf'.,!,_

iupilsuppert.personnel

- program advisory committee

-ether

-.Personal interviews with

Independent Third Party EValOation,

. Evaluation by State Consultant.

'other

Disadvantaged Handicapped

D ts used in evaluation of ditadvantaged programs

Hts used in eValuation of handicapped 'Work

GIN s used in evaluation of both programs

.parents

'=odministraters'

-vocational faculty
.

=pupil support persoenel

.,'.program advisory committee.

-ether

Review of student =reco

-test scores

-drdp-out ratios

!Othtr

Review of LEA =1 and, year p

-Grant Application (RFF)

-End of year program repOrt

, -other

Review.of,SEA.40n$01tant's' visit repoPtt
'- Compliance reports .

-Minimum program standards

=other

IF YES; ; iNipt evaluation strategies are-used to verif how the LEA has

.. 4- mide efforts to utilize such resources in_ tii. services?

". 1.1,..ii:.i'.

. fimkf .,..,..

.4 'F1i - Disadvantaged Handicapped

IrittOW turvey of. itudeits

- pprentr,

-administrators

, Vocational. faculty

i.pupillupport.personnel.

;program advisory cord ttee

pother

peal Interviews. y th,0 s Men s

-parents

-=administrators

- vocational faculty.

-pupil support personnel

program advisory committee

-Other

studint -record

-test'stores

drop-out ratios

-ether,

Review of LEA -1 and-S.
. .

-Grant Application (RR)

4AdAf year program report

,,-other

leview of SEA`-Conse1WVv-isitTepW

:- Compliance reports

program: standards

-other._

YES .s..u.KLEAR Na Response gr Not:. present in.-Document'

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS;

'5 UNCLEAR. Na Response is Not present in document



goes the SEA evaluate efforts made by the LEA to identify those students

in need of special services or programs In order to succeed In their

vocational- education programs?

YES JO

IF YES: What SEA evaluation s rate mats are used to detennine

..

whether

developed instruments

developed instruments

SEA or LEA developed

students needing the progra ors entitled?

LEA Self-evaluation ., . using LEA

External Evaluation Team using' SEA

External Evaluation by an "expert: using neither

---7instruments

.

Independent Third Party,EvaNation Other

Evaluation by Stvi: Consultant
,

. ,

other

D ii Used in evaluation of disadvantaged programs

Iin.used in evaluatienof handicapped programS

D/11 gs used in evaluation of both proigrams

l'A

IF YES:
What evaluation strategies.are used to verify how the LEA determines

Handicapped
,

personal

that students needing the program are identified?

01ialvgitat

Written survey of - students

' 'parents

-administrators

- vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

, ..'program. advisory committee:.

-other :.

,_
i

_

==

__

Interviews with 'students

parents

- administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support persohnel

-program advisory committee

-other :__

ReView of student - records

-test scores

=drop -unit ratios

-other

,.

--

Review of LEA -I and 5 year plans

-grant Application (RFRI

-End of year program report,

'other

Review of SEA "ConsuiCETT1155X

Compliance reports

'Minimum program standards

-other

4s YES fi gs UNCLEAR. No Response gs Not present in document

IF YES:- What evaluation.strategiesire used to verif-
'the effectiveness of

LEA procedures for identifying studehts needing 4-Program

Written survey of -students'

s-parents

'administrators .

- vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

program' advisory committee

-other

Personal interviews with -students

'parents

-administrators

- vocational, faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory coamittee'

-other

Review of student -records

-test scores

-drop -out ratios

-other

Review of LEA -1 p l a n .and

=Grant Application (RFP)

'- End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA visit

- Compliance reports ,

-Minimum program standards

-other

!IjAigriLa ed ilargiappg

X25 YES 7 .1 UNCLEAR Noletponse "gir Not present in OhiLiMeoi

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:



4. toes. the SEA evaluate whetherthelEA progratiS serving Rely thote,

handicapped/disadvantaged students: able to succeed In thifi

Vocatiopal education program?

_YES NO

IF YES: What SEA evaluation strata formats are used to determine whether

only such students are rigierVe-

LLEA SelfivaluatIon , using LEA developed inttrnments

External Evaluation Team using SEA developed Instruments

External Evaluation by an "expert" using neither SEA or LEA .developed

77:instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluation other

Evaluation by State Consultant

otheir

0 os;used in evaluation of disadvantaged programs

H Ns used in evaluation of handlcapped.programs

0/H 2, used in evaluation of both programs

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used alciatw the LEA determines-

that only such students are being served?

Written, Survey of - students

- parents

-administrators

- vocational facUlty

Pe011'sepOOtpersoneel

program adviSory comMIttee

Personal Interviews with - students

- parents

=administrators

-vocational' faculty '

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

'-other

Review of student -records

-test scores

,-drop gout ratios

=other

Review of LEA -1 and 5 year plant

-Grant Application (RFP)

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -Consultant's vititreports

-Compliance reports

Minimum program standards

-other

Disadvantaged Handicapi

X as YES ? UNCLEARi No Response*4s Not present in document

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used to verif the_effectiveniss of

LEA prdcedures for ensuring that only suc s.0 en s are e ng served?

Written survey. of =students

Parents

-administrators

-Vocational faculty

=pupil support personnel

=program advisory committee

-other

Personal interviews With -students
.

-parents

-administrators

.- vocational faculty

- pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

NVA of IWO! 10(Or S

- test 'scores

drop -out ratios

other

Review of LEA -1 andry

-Grant Application (RFP)

-End of year program report

=other

ReViewpf SEA -ConsultErTv7Feparti

7CoUpliance'reports

-Minimum program standards

-other

Disadvantaged Handicapped

gs YES es.
UNCLEAR - Ho Response Is Not present in Document

ONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:



S. Does the SEA evaluate whether the. LEA program assesses the unmet needs

ofeachindividual program participant prior to providing services?..i

YES NO

_ namia.c

IF YES; What: SEA evaluation strategy formats are used tedetermine whether

the LEA assesses the unmet needs of each individual participant

prior to providing services?

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used to verify the effectiveness of

LEA procedures for assessing individual participant's
unmet needs

prior to providing services?

:_. LEA Self - evaluation Wing LEA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team using SEA developed instruments

External Evaluation by an 'expert", using neither SEA or LEA developed

=7instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluation other

,Evaluation by State Consultant

other

.s,used in evaluation of disadvantaged programs

H s used in'evaluation'of handicapped programs

D1H .s'used in evaluation of both proprams

Written survey of 7-students

-parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory commit

-other

Persomal'interviews with -students

-parents

- administrators

vocational faculty'

-pupil support personnel

-progralltivisory committee

Review of student S'

-test scores

-drop-out ratios

-other

Review of LEA -1 and7FedFaiii-7

=Grant Application (REF)

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -Consultant's repoiti

-COMpliance reports

-Minimum program standards

-Other.

Disadvantaged Nandicaitq

IF YES: What evaluation stptegies are' used to verify_neW the LEA assesses

individual participant's: unmet needs prior to providing services?

)iritten survey of - students

-,parents

-administrators

- vocational' faculty

, : -pupil support personnel

, _=program advisory committee

-other

Personal Interviews with' =students

-parents

Administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

=program advisorY committee

=other

Review of student - records

-testf scores

-droptit ratios

-other .=.

Review of LEA =1 and-yearr

-Grant-Application OFF)

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -COnsuTtaia-Vitit reportS

-Compliance reports

-Minimum program standards

-other

Disadvanta d Hancmpsg.,

CC=

X Ns TES' , 7 Ns UNCLEAR No Response os Not present in document

X NS YES- 1 UNCLEAR No ReipOnSe NS Not present in DiuMent

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:



G. Does the SEA evaluate whether individuals.knowledgeable,about the student

(e.g. parents, teachers, special educators) are involved in assessment

activities that.seek to identify the student's unmet needs prior to the
prograarproVidingleriticest

YES NO-

IF YES What SEA evaluation strateutFormais are used to determine whether

such individuals araidIVed in-ifiessment activities prior to

the program providing services?

_

_
LEA.Self-evaluation using LEA developed Instruments

External Evaluation Team
: using SEA developed instruments

External Evaluation by an 'expert" using neither SEA or LEA developed

instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluation other

Evaluation by state consultant

other

0 Is used in evaluation of'disadvantaged programs

H .s used in evaluation of handicapped prograis

0/H 2s used in evaluation of both programs

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used to verif how the LEA involves

Such Individuals in assessment activ.ties pr tO providing services?

Written survey of . students':'

- parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil sUpPOrt Personnel'

, -program advisory committee,
1-1

-other

Disadvantaged handicapped

Personal Interviews with - students

-parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

.PuPillugoff personnel

. -program advisory committee

=other

Review of student -recor

-test scores

-drop -out ratios

-other

Review of LEA -1 andi.year p.ans

-Grant Application (RFP)

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -ConsuiiiitTiViiit reports

-Compliance reports

-Minimum program standards

-other

X 2s YES I as UNCLEAR NO Response I Not present in document

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used to verif the:effectiveness of
, LEA procedures for involving such In 1111-Ad Aew
activities prior to providing services?

.

Written survey of = students

-parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

PerSOnal interviews with -studenti

-parents

-administrator$

- vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other'

Review of student

!test scores

-drop-out ratios

-Other

ReView,of LEA -1 ands Plans-

-Grant Application (RFP)

.End of year program report

-other ,

Review of SEA -ConsurfiTrait70,'

-CoMpliance reports i

41thimum program standards

-other

Pisadvan.40. Handicapped

gs YES Fs UNCLEAR

COMMITS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

No Response 55 Not present in Document



DUei the SEA evaluate whether tb.unmet needs of an individual studen

influence the student's program foals and objectives as a participant

in the handicapped- (disadvantaged, prugrad

S NO

IF TES: What SEA evaluation ,s2aagyltrL,Hats are used to determine whether

the unmet needs of en individual student influence the student's program

goals and objectives?

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used toverif_ the effectiveness of

LEA procedures for allowing the unmet nof an n ua student

to influence the student's program and goals?

Disadvantaged liandicalle0:'

-parents

- administrators

LEA Self-evaluation _using LEA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team _,- using SEA developed instruments

Written survey of -students

=External Evaluation by an "expert" using neither SEA or LEA developed

instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluation other

Evaluation by State Consultant

other

-vocational faculty

.pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Personal interviews:with -students

-parents

-administraters

-vocational faculty

:PgiglrasmuritsoPreyr=ttee

-other

Review of student .recordS

-test scores

-drop -out ratios
.

-other

Review of LEA 71 and1797A-7'

.GrantlApplication (RFp)

-End of year program report

-other ,

Review of SEA -ConsUIT

- Compliance reports

.s used in evaluation o( disadvantaged programs

H is used in evaluation of handicapped programs

11lR
3s

used in evaluation of both programs

IF YES: What evaluation strategies aroused to v-rif how the unmet needs of an

individual student influence the student s program goals and objectives?

*Men survey of students

parehts

-administratort

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee
_other .

Personal Interviews with ..students

-parents

',.administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

'grogram advisory committee

-other

Review of student .recorii-

-test scores

.drop =out ratios

.other

Review of LEA 31 anryea

Arent Application (REP)

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA .ConsuliTt-iViiiiiwts

- Compliance reportS

=Minimum program standards

4Cner

Disadvantaged Handicapped

- Minimum program standards

-other'

X .s .YES ? is URCLEAR---

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

No Response- °s Not present' in Document-,

es YES UNCLEAR No Response ;!!, Not present in document



0 Does the SEA evaluate whether the unmet needsof individual students

influence the formation of the LEA program's goals-and objectives?

YES NO

YES:Wh't SEA evaluation trate formats are used to determine whether

the unmet needs of n v ua stu ants influence the formation of

the LEA program's goals and objectives?

LEA Self-evaluation

External Evaluation Team

External Evaluation by an 'expert'

_ using LEA developed instruments

using SEA developed instruments

using neither SEA or IR developed

--instruments

_independent ThA Party Evaluation other

Evaluation by State Consultant

other

---------7770WOgsusedinevaluetiorns
H Is used in evaluation of handicapped programs

0/H Is used in evaluation of both programs

IE YES:
What evaluation strategies are used to verify

how the unmet needs of.

individual students influence the formation of the LEA program's

'goals and objectives?

Written survey of students

= parents

-administrators

vocational facul ty t

-pupil .support.personnel

-program advisory committee

-other
with -studeti

-parents

-.administrators

:vocational faculty

=PRRilsupport personnel

- program adVisory coanittee,

-other

Review of student. -recorrlfT
-test scores

rdrop =out ratios

-other

Review of LEA .1 and 5 yeat plans

-Grant Application (RFP

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -Consultant't 0-4t reports

-Compliance reports

-Minimum program standards

-other

Personal intervi

0isockalagEl. 20E1

What evaluation strategies are usedto verif
the_effectiveness of

LEA procedures for enabling the unmet needs n_ stU ents

,to influence the `formation of the LEA,yuaLq
goals and objectives?

Disadvantaged Handicapad,
Written survey of - students

-parents

administrators

,-vocational faculty.

pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

lther

Personal interview with -students

- parents

-adminiStrators

-vocational faculty

Iupiliiipport personnel

-program advisory wait*

- other

Review of ud nt

-test scores

-drop-out ratios.

-other ,

Review of LEA -1 andiTerITir
Arent application (RFP)

end of year program:report

.Other

Review of SEAT Consulli

4000iidaccrePorta,
ilinimum program stanueroi

=other

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS=

IdResponse gs Not present in'Document

7s Not present in document



9, Does the SEA evaluate whether the student's vocational instructor is

_ _in .the,planning which develop: goals,eod objectives-for meeting-

' the student's unmet needs? 4

:IF YES: What SEA evaluation strategy formats are used to determine whether

the :vocational instructor is Involved in tuch'planning?

IF What evilUation strategies are used to ierif- the effectivenest of

LEA procedures for involving the vocat.ona nstructor In such planning?.

LEA Self-evaluation using LEA developed instruments,

EvaluationExternal Team using SEA developed instruments

Externalivaluation ban 'exPert" using her SEA r'LEA diVeloped

----"instruments

otherIndependent Third Party Evaluatien

ivaluation by'State Consultant

'Ober

Written survey of -students

-parents

administra ors

vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

program advisory committee

=other

Personal interviews with Atodens

-parents

-administrators.

Disadvantaged Handicapped

-vocational faculty

101 support personnel

-program advisery committee

-other

:Review of student =records

-test scores

-drop-Out ratios

-other

Review of LEA101 en , year

-Grant Application (REP)

-End of year program report

=other,

RevieWof:SEA4onsulfaielVisitrepotts

Compliance reports

-Minimum program standard$
.

-other

G's used in evaluation of disadvantaged programs.

A gs used frilValuation of handicapped.progra*

0/11 gs used inffialuation of ban' programs

What evaluation strategies are used to mit' ,how the vocational

inStOuctor'isinvolved in such planning

,,Written surveyo - students.

parents

,administrotori

vocational faculty
'.,

oupilsuppert'perSoOrg

-program advisory committee

-other

Personal Interviews with -studentS--7-

-parents,

-administrators'

-vocational faculty

.pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

- -other

udent -records

.test scores

drop-out ratios

-other

Review of LEA and 5.year plans

-Grant Application (RFP)

-End of yearprogram report:.

=other

Review of of SEA .Consu Unt.S vis t reports.

40moliance reports '

-NihimuM pro'gramstandards

-other

Disadvantaged Handicapped

? Is UNCLEAR.
.

No Response gs Not present in DoCument

ONENTS CONCERNING, CONTENT ANALYSII:

gOES ? Es UNCLEAR 7 No Response gs Notpresent in document



10, Does the SEkevaluate whether individuils knowledgeable about the needs of

1andicappedidisedvantaged,students(handicapped/diSadvantaged,workers, advisory_ -

committee members) are involved in, the planning which influencesthe formation

of the LOLPrOtram!s goals and ohJectives?

YES NO

IF YES: What. SEA valuation strategy are used to determine whither

such are involved in the planning of LEA program goals

and objectives?

LEA Selftivaluation using LEA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team using SEA developed instruments

External Evaluation by an "expert' using neither SEA or LEA developed

Instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluation Other

EvalUation by State Consultant

other

0 s used in evaluation of disadvantaged programs

H gs used in evaluation Of handicapped programs'

gs used in evaluation of both programs:.

If YES: What evaluation strategies are used Ly_overifhow such individuals

are involved, in the planning of glorli gQaT and objectives?

Written survey of = students

parents

administrators

vocational. faculty
, ,

.pupil sUpport personnel

-program advitory Committee

-other

interviews with -students

-parents

'- administrators

=vocational. faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee,

-other

Review of student = record

-test scores

- drop=out ratios

-other

Review of LEA -1 and 5year plans

-Grant Application 1RFP)

, And of year program report

=other,

Review of SEA = Consultant's visit reports

- Compliance reports

-Minimum program standards

-Other

Personal

Disadvantaged 1241Anil

°s °YES 7 gs UNCLEAR: No Responseos. Not preseht in document

,

1

,

IF YES: What,evaluation strategies are used to verif the effectiveness of

LEA procedures for involving such individuals Ji the planning of

the ILProvants goals end objectives?
p

Written survey of -students

-Parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

=pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-ether

Personal interviews with -students

=parents

administrators

-,'.-voCationaljaculty

:4011 support personnel

-program advisory committee

=other

Review of student 4ecor s

-test scores

=drop =out ratios

iother

Review of LEA -1 and year p its fl

-Grant Application (RFP)

-End of year program report,

-other

Review of SEA =CensolUitrrilift7HE '

- Compliance 'reports

:-Minimum program standards.

-other

Disadvantaged ;$40dica ed

es YES Is UNCLEAR No Response gS Not present in Document

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:



II. Does the SEA evaluate whether the.LEA.has established timelines

for completIng,major program goals and objectives?

YES NO

If YES: What !EA-evaluation strptegy used to determine whether'

the LEA has established timelines for Completing major program goals

and' objectives?

LEA Self-evaluation

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used to verif the effettiVenessof.

LEA procedures for establishing timelines to comp ete,ma or program

goals and objectives?

using HA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team - using SEA developed instruments

External EValtation by an 'expert" using neither SEA or LEA developed

instruments

Independent Third Party:Evaluation ' other

Evaluation by State Consultant

other

Written survey of -students

- parents

-adalinistrators

-vocational:faculty

-pupil support personnel

=program advisory committee

-other

with - students

-parentsf

- administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support, ersonnel

-progrim adVisory committee

. -other

Review of-stOdent -rear g' ,

-test scores'_ _

-drop-out ratios.

-other

Review of LEA -1 and year p ans

-Grant Application (REP)

=End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -Consuieports

=Compliance reports

-Minimum program standards

-other

Oisadvafgg Handicapped

0 IS:used: in evaluition of disadvantaged programs

H os used in'evaluation of hindicapped programs

0/H.n.used in evaluation of both programs

IF YES/ What evaluation strategies are used Lyverifhow the LEA 'established

timelines for completing major prog.objectiyes?

Disadvantaged Handica- ed

Written survey of students

- parents

-administrators

- vocational faculty

-pupil support persbonel

=program advisory committee,

'-other

Personal Interviews with -studen 5

-parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-prOgram advisory committee

-other

Review of student .rotorii-

-test scares

-drop-out ratios

. -other &_

Review of LEA -1 and 5 year plans

-Grant Application (REP)

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -Consultant's visit reports

-Compliance repOrts .

-Minimum program standards

-other

X gs YES

Os YES ? -s UNCLEAR No Response gs Not present in Document.

COMM CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS.

No Response gs Not present in document



2 Does the evaluate whether the LEA has a plan for implementing

program goals and objectives?

IF YES: What SEA evaluation strategy_ formats amused to determine whether

the LEA has a plan.* Implementing program goals, and objectives?

=LEA Self!evaluation

External Evaluation Team

External Evaluation by an ."expert

Independent Third Party Evaluation..

Evaluation by State ConsUltant.

other

using LEA developed instruments

using SEA.developed instruments

Using neither SEA or LEA developed

----instruments

other

D 's used in evaluation of disadvantaged programs

H gs used in evaluation of handicapped programs

p/H,gs used in evaluation of both; programs

IF YES! What evaluation strategies
are used .to verify that the LEA has

a

Plan for implementing program goals and objectives?
,

Written survey of - students

parents

!administrators

vocational faculty

support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other .

Personal interviews with studeit-s-

-parents

=administrators

Aocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program adVisory committee'

-ether

Review of student -recur

-test scores

-drop -out ratios

-other

Review of LEA -I and year-pin

,-Grant Application (RFP)

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -ConsuTIATilitit reports

-Compliance reports

-Minimum program standards

,other

Disadvantaged .Handicapped

=

X is YES #s UNCLEAR No Response gs Not present in document

1G4

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used to verify the effectiveness of

the LEA's plan fOt implementing
program goals and objectives?,

. Written survey of --Students

. -parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

program advisory committee.

-other

Personal interviews with -Itudefiti

-parents

administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil-support personnel

-program;advisory committee

-other

Review of student -recori7.71i--

-test scores

-drop-oUtratios

-other'

Review of LEA -I andTyilipliris-

-Grant.Application (RFP)

-End of year program repOrt

-other

Review of SEA'-Consulfint's visit r

-Compliance reports

-Hinimum,program standards

Disadvantaged Handicap

X -s YES #5 UNCLEAR No Response #5 Not present in Document.

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:
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Does-the-SEA evaluate whether'LEA
program goals and Objectives have been

Wanted as planned?

YES

IF YES: What SEA evaluation: strat$ev are used to determine whether

LEA program goals and objectives
have been implemented as planned?

LEA Self-evaluation :Using LEA developed instruments

External Evaluation .Team using SEA developed instruments

External Evaluation-by an'exp rt' using neither SEA or LEA developed

----instrumtets

Independent Third Party-Evaluatioe 'other

Evaluation by State Consultant
.

other

. .

D es used in evaluatiOn of disadvantaged programs

H ts used in evaluation of handicapped
Programs

DIM es used in evaluation of both programs

IF YES: What evaluation strategies
are used to verif how LEA

program goals

and objectives have been implemented as p.anned?

Written survey of - student$

. parents

-administrators

- vocational, faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Personal Interviews with -students

-parents

-administrator-

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory tommittee

other

Review of student records
7

-test scores

-drop-out ratios

-other

Revieti of LEA --I anirierlIW-
Grant Application (RIP)

-End of year program report

-other

*few of SEA .ContuTiiit'irWilTrIFTi

Compliance reports

=Minimum program standards

-other

Disadvantaged Ha'ndicap!ed,

No Response zs Not present in docunent

1

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used to verif the effettiVeneg of

LEA program implementatiOn of planned goo s and-ob ect yes?

Written survey.of -student$

parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil Support personnel

eprogram.advisory committee

-other

Personal interviews with -studeai

,patients

-administrators

-vocational faculty

=pupil support personnel

- program advisory committee

-ether .

Review of student -recor s .7-

-test scores'

-drePlut ratios

Attie'

Rftiew of LEA -I and

-Grant Application (REP)

-End of year program'report

-other ,

Review of SEA -Consultail

-Compliance reports

-Minimum program standards

-other

Disadvantaged Wandica ed

=s YE t s UNCLEAR
No Response gs Not present in Document

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

1 6



Does-theltA-tvaluiterWhether opllinvolved in and /or affected by the
program are hart ofOe'progr s porposeit)1

YES NO

LU
0

IE YES; What SEA evaluation itbtegt formats are us o determine whether

people: involved in aiWiffeWnY
the program are aware of the

program's purpose(sl? -

LEA Self-evaluation
-rising LEA developed instruments

External Evaluation Team
using SEA developed ins

_External Evaluation hy:.an expert i ing neither SEA erLEA developed

truments

Independent Third Party Evaluation ether

ivaluation by State Constltant

other

rants

D it used In evaluation of ditadvaotaged
programs

Es used in evaluation of :handicapped programs

DM FS used in evaluation of both programS

. . .

IF YES:. What
evaluation strategies are used to verif how people involed'in

and /or affected by the program areiaWare o the Purpose(i)?_

Written survey of - studentt

rents

m -IstrItors

at nal faculty .

-pupil upOort personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Personal Interviews with -students

'parents

.administrators

=vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

grogram advisory committee

-other

Review of student =records

Aest scores

Aroplut ratios,
,

-other

Review of LEA 4 and 5ear p ant-

-Grant Application (REP)

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -Coosa tad s visit7reports

-Compliance reports

-Minimum program standards

-other

Gisad_vantaged liandicaRped
.

=

YE is UNCLEAR

18

No Response =s Not present in document

_ .

to verify 1ptcpSa of the
e a oil e program's purpos

1E12 What evaluation strategies= are used

N 2s YES .2s UNCLEAR NO ResPons

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

=
ma-

5

'

Is Not present in Document



3. goes. the SEA evaluate Whether people involved in and/or affected by the program
are roof the services provided by the program?

_YES _NO

IF YES: What SEA evaluation straw
'formats are used to determine whether

people Involved In anUer a cc e y the program are aware of the services

provided by the program?.

LEA Self-eValuation

External Evaluation Team

External Evaluation by an'expertli=--

using LEA developed instruments

using SEA developed instruments

. 4

LEAWing neither SEA or LEA developed

Instruments

Independent Third Party Evaluation otha

Evaluation by State Consultant

other

0 Es used in evaluation of disadvantaged program;

=s used in evaluation of handicapped programs

P/H 's used in evaluation of both programs

!U: What evaluation strategies
ore used ILT_Ify_how people involved in and/or

affected by the program are awe
the services provided by the program?

Written survey of students

- parents

=administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil SUpport personnel

-program advisory committee

-Other

Per nal Interviews with -students

=parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-Mil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-Other

Review of student -records

-test scores

-drop-out ratios

-other

Review Of LEA -1 and7teTRis

4ran5t Application (REP)

=End of year program report

=other

Review of SEA -Consai4Ts visit reports

-Coop] iaoci reports

-Minimum orderers ttan ards

-other

Disadvantaged Handicapped

EYES: Oat evaluation strategies are used to verify the effectiveness of the

LEA program lo determine the awareness df people about the service's provided

by this program?

.,

, . Disadvantoled i!dicpke_a d

Written survey of -students ,

-parents

-administrators

-voca0Onai faculty I .

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Personal interviews with -students,

-parents

-advinistrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

'-pregram advisory committee

-other

Review of student -recordS-

-test scores

-drop-out ratios

-other

Review of LEA -1 and 5 yeaqiii

-grant Application (REP)

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -Consu

Complia-nce reports

-Minimum program standards

-other

gs UNCLEAR No Response m Not present in docammeti

Es YES gs, UNCLEAR No Response .s Not present in Document

CPMM6TE CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

4



4, Doel, the; SEA evaluate whether peepleinvOlved in and /or afficted by the program

are in agreement with the adequacy of instructional resources availablt,for use

by ,the,participatits?

YES .210 .

IF YES: What SEA evaluadon stratcg fy nrmats are used to determine Whether people
F

,

involVed in and/or affected by the 'program are in agreeMeet,Oith the adequacy

Of ifistructioilal resources available for use by the participants?

LEA Self-evaluation using LEA developed instruments
.

iff YES: What evaluation'strategies are, sed to verif. IheAffectiveness.Of

ILEA program Instructional resources ovallab.ejor use by the participantsj

\

..Extern9 Evaluation Team

1.1

thermal Evaluation by

,

an "expert" 4'

Oing
neither SEA or LEA developed

-77instruments

using'SEA developed instruments.

written survey of -stUdelitS

-parents

=administrators

=ea

vocational faculty

A -pupil support personnel

- program advisory committee

-other

Personal interviews with -students

=parents

-administrators

-vocational, fulty '

-pupil support personnel

Independent Third Party Evaluation

Evaluation by State Consultant

other

other

0 Es used in evaluation of disadvantaged programs

N Fs used in evaluation of!handicapped programs

0/H ts used in evaluation of bah programs

IF YES;
What evaluation strategies'are used to verify how the instructional

resources available for use by participants are adequate?

Disadvantaged wrirpysi

a

Written survey of - ftudents

- parents

=administrators

=vocational faculty

=pupil support personnel

I

-program advisory committee

-other

Personal Interviews with -students

-parents

-administrator)

=vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

=Other

s

Review of student -records

-test scores)

-dr4out ratios

-other

Review of LEA =1 and 5 year Plans

-Grant Applicatio6

And of year program report

-other

Review of SEA = Consultant's visit reports

-Compliance :reports

-Minimum program standards

-other

YES

is

Disadvontoned Handicapped

7 55 UNCLEAR No Re Reponse ," Not present in docunont

-program advisory committee

7

Review of student -recordS-

.test scores

-drop-out ratios

.other

Review of LEA .1 ind 5-year plans

Grant Application (REP)

-End of year program report

-other,

Review of S. = Consultant's visit reports

'-Cempllahte reports

-Minin40 program, standards

-other

#s YES ? =s UNCLEAR .

"""'

No ResponSei Es,Not present in UOCUment

',COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:



5. Res the SEA evaluate whether the goals and objectiVesiplaoned to help the

Student succeed in a vocational program have been Implemented by the program

as planned?

YE SO
. .

=45 YES What SEA evaluation It2ygy12121vrle used to determine whether

the goals and objectives plinnnid ttini the student succeed in a vocational

program have been implemented by the program as planned?

LEA ,Self-evaluation

External Evaluation Team

External Evaluation by an Uexpert"

Independent Third Party Evalpation,

Evaluation by State Consultant

Other

t

uSind LEA developed instruments

using SEA developed instruments

using neither SEA or LEA developed

instruments

other
.

0 ms used in evaluation of disadvantaged programs

=5 used in evaluation of handicapped programs

0/11,gs used in evaluation of both programs

4
IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used 4 how goals and objectives

planned to help the student succeed 'n IFal program have been

implemented by the program as plannec'

'51ritten survey of studeptS

parents

-administrators

-vocatibnal faculty

-pupil support personnel'

-program advisory committee

.other

interviews With -student

-Parents

.administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-Program advisory committee

.0ther -
Review of student -records

1 -test scores

\ -drop-out ratios

-Other

Review of LEA -1 and 5 year plans

=Grant Application (REP)

-End of year program report

Rivie,4 of SEA -ConsuWsvisit reports

.Compliance reports

-Minionm program standards

-Other

Personal

Disadvantaged Handicapped

X 1 YES =s No Response -s hint present in document

aft

A ,

What evaluation strategies are used: 11 the nfedte
LEA program's implementation of goals and objectives planned to

student succeed in a vocational prOgram?

Written survey of students

--Parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Personal ioterviews with -stude4ii

S -parents

4dministrators

-vocational faculty

.Pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Review of Student qtecori-
test scores

drop-out ratios

-other

peview of LEA -1 and173riplons

-Grant Application (RFA)

-End of year program report
;

Ather

Review of SEA -OrISU.tanTrriePOrtS
-CemOlienee reports

-Minimum program standards

-other

Disadvant% War

S gs YES ? gs UNCLEAR No Response =s Not present in Document

COMMENTS CORCERNING CONTENT ANALTSli:

kk

I
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.,,Does the SEA evaluate whether the vocational instructor has participated in the

implementation of program goals` and objectives Planned to help the,student

succeed in a Vocational .program?

YES ND ,

IE YES; :What SEA evaluation Strategy formats=are used to determine'whether the

vocational Instructor has participated in the implementation of progra

goals and objectives planned to help the student succeed in a vocational

using LEA developed instrumints

program?,

'LEA Self - evaluation

External Evaluation Team using SEA developed Instruments

:External Evaluation by an 'expert" using neither SEA or LEA developed

instruments

other

IF YES.: What evaluation strategies are used tOerifythe effectiveness of the

vocational instructor's participation-in theimplementation of program

goals and Objectives planned to help the student succeed in a vocational

program? e

Independent Third Party Evaluation

Evaluation by State Consultant

other_

Written survey of...students

parents

administrators

vocational faculty

lupiloupport personnel

-program advitory committee.

-othgr,

Persdnal interviews with'ltudents

-parents:,

- administrators

-vocational faculty

-puoil,suonort personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Review of student - records

-test scores

- dropout ratios

-other

Disadvantaged
L'1112221

D gs used In evaluation'' of disadvantaged programs

N =s iced In evaluation of handicapped programs

DM Es used in evaluation of both programs

IP YES: What evaluation strategies art used to ver the vocational instructor

has partio0ate in the implementation of program goals and objectives

planned,to help he student succeed in a vocational program?

Disadvantaged Handicapped

Pe

Written survey of . students

Parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personoel

- program advilpry committee

-other I

nal Interview with - student

-par-nts

-ad tratol's

- vocational faculty

upi l support personnel

-program advisory cOmmittee

-other

Revievrof student -r rds

=te scores

-drop-out ratiosl

-other

Review of LEA -1 and year p ens

-Grant Application (REP)

-Ond of year program report

-Other

Review of SEA -Consultant's visit reports

-ConiOlance reports

-Mini* program standards

-other

T

gs UNCLEAR No Response Not present in document

Es YES

Review o

Review

'

LEA-1,andW-11
-Grant Application (RFP)

-End of year program report

-other

SEA-Consul East. vtsi reports

-Compliance reports

- Minimum program standards

-other

? Es UNCLEAR No Responses Not present in Document a

COMMENTS CONCERNING CORTENT ANALYSIS:



. 7, Does the SEAroluate whether thelprogram is ha'ring en effect en the AqiePanVS
performance in his/her vocational education program?

YES ND

IF YES': What SEA evaluation strate 'rmats are used to determine whether

___EEC Self -evaluation
using LEA instruments

Externa) Evaluition Team
using SEA developed instruments

External Evaluation by an 'expert' using neither SEA or LEA developed

instruments

-A:Independent Third Party Evaluation other_

.

StateEvaluation by Stott Consultont t

other

D's used in.tvaivation of disadvantaged programs

N =s used in evaluation of handicapped programs

.s used in evaluation of both programs,

IF YES:
Nhat evoi`uatioo strategies are used to sorts

the program Is having

in effect on the participant's performance IN his /her vocational education

program?

Diddvanlaged Handicapped

Written survey of 'irtu'dents

- parents

=administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Persona) Interviews with -students

-parents

-administrators i

-vpcational faculty.

- pdpil support personnel

- program advisory committee

-other

.records--

- test scores

- drop =out ratios

-Other

Review of LEA -1 and'pa

-Grant Application (RFP)

-End of year p ram report

-other

Reviel of SEA =Consu tant s

-Compliance repot

*Ohm progr m inedards

-other

Review of student

191

nose °s Not present in document

IEnYES )ihat evaluation Strategies are used to verif the effectiyoness of the

LEA prOgram's efforts to effect the part.cipant s perfornance in his/her

vocational education program?

Written survey pf ...students

'parents

-administrator,

Lvocational faculty

support personnel

-*grim advisory committee

-other

Personal interviews with -studentS

- parents

-ohinistrators

!vocatiOnol faculty.

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory. cOmmittee

-other 4

Review of student -recorTi-77

-test stores

-drop -out ratios 4 0

-other

Reylew of LEA -l'IndThriiMns

.Grant Application (REP)

. -End of year plogram report

-other -

Review of SEA -Cobsull

Compliance reports

-Minimum program standards

-other t

piladviLtagti

=

=a.las

[X 9 YES I as UNCLEAR No Response's not present in Document

COMMENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

Q
Li

4



R. goes the SEA evaluate whether people involved in
andior"affected by the program

believe the instructional offerings avallablece apprOpriately matched with

identified student'unmetigteds7

IF IES: What SEA evaluation strategy formats
are used to determine whether people

involved in andNr effected by the program believe the instructional 6fferin s

available are appropriately matched with identified student unment needs?

LEA Selfevaluation

External Evaluation learn

External!Evoluation by an expert".

f--

Independent IOrd Party Evaluation

Evaluation by State Consultant

other

using LEA developed instruments

using SEA developed instruments
gmt

using neither SEA or LEA developed'

instruments

other

mume,g2..

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used to verify the effectiveness of the'

LEA program to appropriately match instructignal offerings available With

identified student unmet needs? .=

= Written survey of -students

larentl

-administrators

4ocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Personal interviews with *students

-parents

-administrators

- vocational faculty

-pupil support-personnel

-program advisory committee

-ether

Review of student -recor s

-test scores s

-drop-out ratios

-other

Review of LEA .1 and S year pans

-Grant Application (RFP)

-End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -ConiuTtant'S-atriOis

-Compliance reports

-Minipm program standards

-Other

Disadlantaged IMandicapped

D is used in evaluation of disadvantaged programs

H Es used in evaluation of handicapped programs

D/H #s used in evaluatiorlf both programs
_

IF YES: What evaluation strategies are used to verify, how the instructional

offerings available are appropriately matched with identified student

unmet needs?

Written suresurvey of - students

- parents

-administrators

*vocational faculty

=pupil support personnel

- program advisory committee

-other

Personal IntervfewAith -students

*parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

-other

Reylew of student -records ki

.test scores

-drop-out ratios

ether

Review of:LEA -1 and

-Grant Application (Rip)

g -End of year program report

-other

Review of SEA -Consultant iTslirat-s

-ComPloiance reports

=Minimum program standards

-other_

Disadvanta ed NtlagRET[i,

ts YES 7 !s UNCLEAR No Response =s Not present in document

kSyES ? UNCLEAR No Response =s Ndtpresent in Document

RENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:



9.04$1beDEA evaluate whether thelrogtam hat an appropriateteacherlpupil ratio?
.

,

.
.

1-1

LA>

::.YES
HO.

8
IFIES:Aat SEA eveluationflitrategy

formats are used to de emnini whether

the program has. an appropriate teacher/pupil ratio?

_ILEA Self-evaluation

External Evaluation Team

External Evaluation by an l'expert"

Independent Third Party Evaluation

Evaluation. by,State Consultant

Other

dr YES: What evaluationitrategres,arelse verif he effectiveness:of

the LEA program's teacher/pupil ratio's
.

causing LEA developed iOstruMegts

r::1

using diveloped.instruments

1

using ne the!. Skit or LEA deVeloped

instrum ts'

lithe.

7.---.--,

Written survey of students

-parents

%administrators.

-vocational faculty
.

support personnel

-program advisory. cute

-other

Personal interviews with -students

Airenq
-administrators

- vocational faculty

-Pupil'suppart personnel

program advisory coaoittee

-other
Review of student .record

-test scores
. -drop-odt ratios

-other
Review of LEA -'1.and1W--

-Grant Application (RFP)

-End of :year. report
-other

pllance reports,

-Minimal program standards

-other

=s used n evaluation of'disadvantaged programs

H Ts used in evaluatiO'handicapped Programs

D/H.5.used in evaluation of both programs

lF YES: What evaluation, strategies are wied.tmenjfy how Itprogram.has determined

,an aPpropriate teacher/pupil ratio?

Written survey of = students

paients

=administrators

-vocational .faculty

=pupil support oersennel

-program advisory committee

-Other

Personal Interview with -students

-parents

4dministrators

.vocational faculty

-pdpil supfortpersongel

=program advitory committee

1thpr

Review Of student records

test urn

=drop -out ratios

-other

Review of LEA and year plans .

-Grant Application (up).

-End of year,program report

-other , "

ReView Of SEA *nu tan t:s visit reports

.40mpiiance:reports'

-Minimum mg!! standarls

1ther

,:,. Review o

74s ,UNCLEAR . Response 5s Not present in Document

commENTSIONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS;

:s YES 5s UriCLEAR Ho Response is Not present in do6ument



11' Hoes the SEA:evaluate whether thilrogramis instructor(s) has" the teacher

qualifications` to work with handicappedidisadvantaged students?

YES' NO

IF YES: What SEA eValuation pltegy_forniets areusetIto
determinerwhetherithe'

teacher has the qualifications to work with handicappedidisadvantaged.studen s

LEA Self-evaluatloo using LEA developed instruments

Eiternal Evaluation Tear hsingiSEA developed instruments

.

External, Evaluation by an..%ipert8 using neither,SEA or LEA developed

instruments'

Independent Third Party Evaluation other

Evaluation by State Consultant

other

7s used in evaluation of disadvantaged programs

H..s used in evaluation of handicapped programs.

H =s used in evaluation of both programs

IF TES: What evacuation strategies are used to verif how the LEA determined that

teacher was qualified to work with ham capped/disadvantaged studenti?

Written survey of - students,

parents

''administrators

'- vocational faculty
,

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee

, -other

Personal .interviews with -students

-parents

-administrators

- vocational 'faculty

=pupil support personnel

-program advisory committee,

-other

Review of student -record's

-test scores

-drop-oet ratios

-other
. .

Review of LEA -1 snit year plans

-Grant Application (R EP)'

-End of year prograM report

-other

Reviw of SEA = Consultant's airriFoTti

-Compliance reports

program-standards

-other

Disadvantag0 Handicapped.

gs YES. 25 UNCLEAR 0 Response =slot present in document

.fi

IF YES:, What evaluation strategies are used to verify the effectiveness of the

LEA program in determining he qualifications of the teacher to work with

handicapped/disadvantaged students?..-

Written survey of -students.

-parentS

-administrators

-vocational faculty

pupil support personnel

-program 'advisory committee

-other

Personal interviews with-students,

parents

. -administrators

'-vocational faculty

-pupil support Personnel

-program advisory committee

.other

Review of student -recor s

-test scores.

-drop-out ratios

-other .

Review of LEA') andl-yearp.er{7_5

Arent Application (RFP)

-End of year program report

-other
.

Review of SEA - Consultant's

Compliance reports .

-Nininmm program standards

-other

Disadvantaged

4

Handicapped.

gs YES gs UNCLEAR No Response gs Not ptesent in Document.

CO VENTS CONCERNING CONTENT. HRLYSIS:
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I. Does the SEA evaluate u,hitl-itf LEA oiogram
goals andrOJectives have beek,

implz_te..id as 0.anned?

YES NO

. IF YES: What SEA evaluation.strattqyforLots are used to determine'' whether 7

LEA program ge.31s 'and' cbje,ptiveshave ken' i:ple:r.anted as planned?

'Mr.? LEA devehiped instrument

. using SEA developed instruments,.

LEA Self-evaluation

External Evaluation Team

External- Evaluation by an 'expert'
,

IF YE-5: 6.hat,evaloatiorritrategies ore used tO2,TityLa effectiveness of
LEA progro implementation of.planned goals and objectives?

Ind6pendent Third Party Evaluaticn
.

Evaluation by State Consultant

other

Written survey of students

parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program advisory tofmittee

-ether
Personal inteiviews with -students

-parent%

radminiStrators

-ncational fieuity
suppoit -personnel

-program advisory committee

- other

Roview of Steant -retori s

-testi.!cores_i,

TdraPlUtratfaS
of or _

Review of ti-4;

Grant Apply T rq.".. .

Encl,ofyea_PrOgram uport

Review of SEA c*iirWiNpOrts
1 -00-liance rePorts;=:-;---:;-=-

-Minimum program standards.

-other

using neither 59 or LEA yk,velcid
777ipstruments

other

1.

I .0 as used in evaluation of disadvantaged, pregrams

II gs used in evaluation Of handicapped programs
Dill gs used in evaluation or both program

pisadvantaged Hardicatped

ti YES; 'AA evaluationr striteOes, are -used to .verir how LEA:phsrai.goal.S
and objectives have barOmplemented as p anne_y

Written survey of students

- parents

-administrators

-vocational faculty

-pupil support personnel

-program odvisory connittee

-other
Personal Interviews with -students

-parents

-administratnr
-v;:cational 'f culty

-2411 support perscnnel

-rogram advisory committee

-other__
Review of student -recor s

-test scores

-drop-out ratios
-other

Ravizu Q1 LEA =1 andTFr'W-
- "rant Applicatinn (REP)

.7Erd of yeac'program report

-other .

Roilew of SEA - Consu,tat!t s :visit .ports
- Compliance reports;.

-Minimum program..standards-,

-other

7
Di sadianteeed Ifa!Agej.

ffE

mS.YES 1 ms UNCLEAR No Response gs Not present In DoctaiiirriCResponse present

(CTENTS CONCERNING CONTENT ANALYSIS:

X YES =s OMR N Response s Not present in document

yt



APPENDLC
(

CON:YEN-2 FYI I A R SI=
(-Example)

141



PLAIING PROCESSES -

OFIRATIONAL FM c8SES

1. Does the SEA evelniteryhether the LEA has made efforts

to Identify locallPavailable handicapped/disadvantaged .

resources aneor services?

IDENTIFY

:Litt itte I

2. _Dots the SEA evaluate efforts 'made by .the'LEA to utilize

locally available handicapped/disadvantaged resources

and or services?' ,

, Does the `SEA evaleate whether LEA:program loal and

'Objectives have been implemented as planned?

i,

J. Does the SEA evaluate efforts made by the LEA toldentify

these students in need of Special services or aromas

in Arder to succeed % thefr'vocationa8 education Olmgratil

4; Does the SEA ecalu:te whether the LEA handicapped/

disadvantaged progra Is serving -only use students who

are unable to succeed in their vocational education

prugrawl.

-

5 Ones tht SEA evaluate whether= the LEA Program, assesses
. ..=

the unmet needs of each individual progra participant

prior to providing. services?

6. Dui the. SEA evaluate:whether individuala knowledgeable

About the student (e4, parents, teachers, special'

1edecators)-are'involied in:assessment iactivitits'ther.
setklo identify the student's unmet needs prior to the

.Piogram providing services?

7. Does'thmSEA evaluate whether thelnoet.needs of an

individuAl student influence the student'? program'

goals and Objectsqlg illIrtICIpant in the handicapped /.

disadvantaged prograo?
_

4

Doti-the SEA evaluattwhether the mot heeds, of
. individual students. innuenee the formation:of. the

LEA program's geals ant bjectivesl.

9; the SEA evaluate .hether the student's. Vocational

instructor Is involve in the planning whichkselops

goals and objettivel or meeting the student's. unmet

needs? .

0 Does the SEA evaluate whether individualithoiledgeabl

about the needs of handicapped /disadvantaged students

(e.g. handicapped/disakantaged workers, advisory

coloittee venters) are %Dived in the planning that

influences the.formaticn of the glormIm's goals
and objectives?

II, Cues the SEA evaluate whether the LEA has established

tfaelloes for cmnpleting major program goals and

object' veil

12, .Etes the SEA evaluate whether the LEA'has'colan- for

. imletenting, the program's goals and objectives?

20J

mR

2. Does the SEA.evaluate whether people Involved in

and/orAffecterthy the program are aware of the program's

PurFuit(s)7,

. Does thelEkevaluale whether people-invorved in and /or
affected by the pro rare are aware of the services
provided by ,the program?, '

.
Does the SEA evaluate whether peojle involved in and/or
affected by theprogram.are 1n re with the
adequacy of Instructional resources oval for use
by the participaots?,.

S. Does the SEA evaluate whether the loali and Objectives
planned to help the:student succeed in I vocational
orciras have been itmlettented by thj program as planned?

/ 1

Dots the SEA evaluate whethem the vocational Instructor -

as participated 034 iwitmehtation grogram goals I
objectives, Named to' help.theltudent lucked in
incatfOrist,progran?

7; We a evaluate whether the program is tavtog 10
affect the participant's performance in his/her

vocational education program?
4.

8. Does the SEA evaluate whether, photo involved in and!or

affected by the program believe the instructional

offerings available are e-appropriately matched with

identified student milt needs?

L Does the SEA.eveluate whether the program has an

opropriate teacher/pupil ratio?

ID. Does the SEA evaluate whether the program's instr°uctor(s)

hit the teacher qualifications to work with handicapped/
disadvantaged students?

,a

U
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4..

Your sta e dbes rcpt have a- s_pecial needs evaluaition system: RIGHTI--

D'd you state ever have special needs .evalua

Are special needs projects and/or services evaluated within-
_

or as part of a larger evaluation system_in your state...like'

an evaluation system forFall-voCa lanai programs every 5 years.

4. Are _you planning to develop aspecia-L needs evaluation systet

or. are You in the pro6eSS of deveteping one?

. . %
IF YES: Who are you w kingrWith to develop the evaluation system ?`

IF YES. Can youAtve.me what you conside to be the purposes
.

for evaluating special needs projects in your-state?

program improvement

meeting Fdderal evaluation mandates-

improve program_planning

determine future funding

IF YES: WILL it be part of a larger .state evaluation system

or separate from it
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_Can -you please_ tell me what' are the purposes for evalgating ,special nee s projects

_`and services in your state?

program- improvement

meeting Federal evaluation _mandates-

improve programNlanning

determine future funding

-2. DO you think that your state- system fOr evaluating special needs projects and ervices-

is .able to determine the effectiveness of local project plenhing ,procestes .
A 7

an_you _give me same examples?)

Qn -.scale of 1 to 5 being -the highest. -- what number value would you give

to Your -state systems ability to determine the -tffeetivness of rocil project
planning processes?

1146



Do you think that your state System or' evaluat ng 5pecial.needs protects and

Servicks. is able.to:deterMine-the effectiVeneis Of:local project operational ,processes?:'

,(PrObean you give me :some exampleS?)-

a scale of 1 -to 5 --- 5 being the highest --- what number value would you

give to your state system's ability to _determine the .effectiveness of local projectt

operational processes?

4. Were therd haw any difficulties that you or our state ecountered in IDLnyi2a

your special needs evaluation system?

Have -you encountered any difficulties in implementing yoUr special needs evaluation

system?
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Aelw do you as -a state-Consultant use the results of speciel -nee evaluations?

how do you as a- state-.consultant think-the local

the results of special needs evaluations?

eve vocational eAucators use

.8. Based on your knowledge as -a stateconsul-tant, 'Nhat_has been the reaction of

local level personnel to your state evaluation system for special needs projects

and services?

In reviewing your, evaluation document, my judgement is that your special -needs

evaluation is is not integrated into your state's 5 year evaluation of

'all vocational-programs. Is that Correct?

2



10 C you pleAse give me some examples of the types _of

special needs projects you are evaluating with the

instruments you sent me?

WELL, DO YOU RAVE ANYTHING YOU WOULD LIKEF_TO ADD OR TALK ABOUT

THAT WAS NOT INCLUDED IN THE QUESTIONS.I HAVE ASKED YOU?

-WELL, THANK: YOU VERY -MUCH

OH, BT WAY-,'BOB:WATS_N SAID HE WILL BE SENDING YOU A COPY

OT THE EVALUATION .SySTEM WE DESIONED. 1.1- HAS JUST 'GONE TO'THEI

PRINTERS SO I WOULD THINK YOU WILL HAVE ONE'IN AUGUST SOMETIME.
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