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I.- INTRODUCTION

‘Background "

The Yocational Education Act’of 1963 (PL '88-210)
_en;agraged Statés'to dévelop vocational programs and
services for unemployed youth, the- socially disadvantéged,,
and thelﬁandi;apped (Barldw, 1976; Williams, 1971).  How

well local educatlon agen éE (LEA"3) lmplemented programs

e -
_ and serV£gés ta meet the vocational. training needs of these

populatlcns was to be determ1€ed by pEFlOdlE state=level
:evalustlcns and evaluatlmn f;ndlngs reporteﬁ tc angress by
the Natlanal Adv1sory Caunéil on Vccatlanal Educatlon in
1968 (PL 88-210). | i -
After reviewing findings of thé Advisory Council on
: Vscatiaﬁal Education's Report (Essex, 1968), which ’
qug;tlgned whethgr,V@caticna;vpfagrams had?sérved sﬁeclal-
needs épulatioﬁsf‘C@agresé required étates in the 1968
Vocational Eduaatlan Act Amendments to use speclfle
percentsges Df f%éeral funds for hsndlcapped and!

- disadvantaged programs and preser;ged new vocatlanal

education program evaluation requirements (PL 90-576).




Hoﬁefer as n@ted by‘%he General Accauntlng fo ice
C197§) Lee (1971) and’ Wentllng (195@) evaluatlcn

Fequlrements mandatéd 1n the 1968 Amendments were a Sgurce 

= 1=

AOf eonfus;ﬁn for many states. --areas’ af state evaluatlan

respcn51b;llty remslned uncleaﬁ* federal“evgluatlan

requirements remained vague; and a clear definition of
I - e L o T
evaluation and evaluation procedures was lacking ‘'in the

= e

legislation,.- : ‘ } \“guai‘ffa ..
.In preparation fof,the 1976 Hesrings @n' . ,é_
Reautherization éf the 1958 Amendeﬁts, the,uf%, Of fice of
‘Educatlcn Eontracteﬁ with the Dlympus 'Résearch Corparatlan

qio conduct- a nstlénaj assessment of v&catlénal education

!bﬁ@grams far the handlcapped and dlsaﬁvantsgedi

of ‘'Vvocational educatlon pragrams fcr the handlcapped ,» the

Dlympgs Research Corporation Report (1974) stated

£ )

Actual enrollment figures were not EVﬁ;lable,,Ehd
in most states there was little ‘informatijion on™
* completers, dropouts; and. placements. Follow-up

data ‘were not available in any state.- (p.206)

glhe Olympus Research Corporation's Report (1976) on

the status of vocati@nal education for disadvantaged

1]
¥
papulatlaﬂs also found actual enrallment flgures were -4
: st fh ey = " ) , .
unsvallable and abserved program evaluation at state
‘education agency (SEA) and LEA vaels wés‘unsystematic and

inadequate:



Considering the informality of the planning
‘process, it should come as no surprlsé that the-
monitoring and évaluatlaﬂ of programs for the,
disadvantaged was equglly a® informal. at both “the
state and local levels (p.161) .

7

]

In response to this continued iack of information

about the impact of vocational education fand the confusion
. ' [
of many states\oyer federslgeva;uatlcn requ1rem2ﬁ§§g

= =

Cengress prescribed at least 28 spec;f;e requ;rements oo

related to federal, state, and loecal programiev aluation
act1v1ty in the 1976 Vocatlonal Educatl@n Act Amendments

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

states, the 1976 Vocational Education Act Amendments (PL
.1

=

94-482) identified systematic program evaluation as a

responsibility of thé SEA (Eedétal Rules and Regulations,

- ] . 5 Y‘

) _ The State Board.shall, durlng ﬁﬁe flvezyear

e period of the State Plan evallate in '
quantitative terms ‘the effectlveness of each
formally organized. program or' project supported-
by Federal, state, and local funds. These
evaluations shall be in terms of:

October 3, iQT?i:

: . a). plaﬁning and operational processes; .

b, résults of student achievement;

e) results of student employment success; and,
d) . results.of additional services, as measured
by a, b, and. ¢ of this section that the state
= . prov;dés to special Q@pulatlcns.,(pp 53842-3)

o \ . -

[N ]




Although some states had evalustlan systems 1n
aperatlon that needed only minor changes tD gamply w1th the
1976 mandqtés, most states Efd-to fevelop>ent1rely new.

evaluation systems capable of %ystematigally evaluating all

" vocational programs (Smith & Holt, 1979,. 1980; Wentling &

Russo, 1978). Consequently mast SEA's were faced with the
\%%E e
seammon pr lem of develaplng, implementing and/or rev1%1ng

-

knaw}edgé base available from other states.

. "

=

Statement &f the Problem
i g -1 reo-e?
= iﬂ ’

f

Vermanty_liké many other states, did not have a Sys?em

i

for evaluating special needs programs and services as
‘mandated in the 1976 Amendments. In an effort to ;Qmply
with the ,evaluation mandates,. the Uermont Division of

e . , .

Vocational Education recently contrééged with the
; : ¢ ) .

%ﬁiversityfof Vermont to develop a ststewide system for’ the

One of the first antivities undertaken by the

University's project ='., f was to search for information
s ) ] - . " ot

about strategies used by other =states to evaluate H/D

= 3 !

programs and services. Perhaps, other states had-

successfully used a particular evaludtion strategy and/or .

had encountered pﬁ@blEES’wiﬁh an evaluation strategy that

F




could have prciidedéﬁaluabla;dsta for the project staff to

consider in designing a Vermont system.kﬁHOWévér} an_ERIC;&
search of literatyre and telephone céntEQES’with 5§vérai
indiwiduals knéwlédgébIe angt vocational ﬁr@graﬁ
;: ; i\;;" =

evaluation yieldéd;only limited information about other 2

states evaluation strategies.

e .

Confronted with this lack of data, the University's
project staff was presented with thé}prablem of how to

—"obtain information about the types of str%@egiés used by
other states to evaluate H/D .programs that could be useful ~

ﬁ
in designing a H/D préé{am evaluation for :the Vermont

Division of Vocational Education.
LY

]

ad

=

Purpose of the Study

- The overall purpose of the study was to identify
strategies used in sel®cted.states for evaluating the
effectiveness of H/D vocdational-edudation ﬁrégrams and
SEFV%QES asfréquired by=thé-1975 Voegtional Education Act
Amendments. 7 ’ .

More éﬁécgfieally,ithe two central objectives of the
Stgdy wereé L ; ) -

(1) To identify the types of evaluation Strétegiés

- - ‘presently belng-used by rural states in:

=




e

assessing- the planning and operational processes _,

—_ 1
of vogationél educatian programs and services

fgr hand;cappe% and d;sadvantaged persons- and,
. {.

2. . To make 1nfmrmatzan galned fram the Study

- £

¥

available for . use 1ﬁ d351gn1ng a sbatew1de !

o
"

S system far evalust;ng haﬂd;cappeé and

. ’d;sadvantaged VOCatanal educatlon programs in-
* . \ z
2 Vermanti : - ' S . e
Major Quest}pgg of ‘the Study
T

'The 1976 Amendments clearly -émphasized the role of the
individual states ;h the overall evaluation o% gfogramsj

In order to gain a more complete Qnderéﬁanding ofihcﬁ ‘each
staté had Féspéndéd to the evaluation mandates, the study -
sought to answer two major questlans o f

Q\R (1) What types of evaluation ‘strategies were being

used by. rural states to -assess the planning and

%

operational processes of programs and sérvices
designed for handicapped and disadvantaged

" .studenhts enrolled in vocational education
£ = - i

19

programs?
¥

(2) Were handicapped and disadvantaged programs and
r L SérviCéE evalpated as a pa}t of, or separate

boamy 1 = = - a = = m =

Ut frgm, rural states on-going systems for

\H
oo
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A=

févaluatlng all VQEEtanEl: ed uc t
- R

-wlthlﬂ the perlodiaf th91r % ear pisng? . '\:a

'p chéms-'

£ oy

\H* '

fprccesses results af Student ach&evement and résults of

Studént employment success as Fequ1red by thé 19?6

-fPrograms revealgd 1nfarmatlan w1th1n the QAS c¢ould be&

adapted for determln;ﬂg results of H/D student achlevement

’_f,

_'anduresultﬁ of student émplayment success (Fr

niAlbrlght— Noté 1), Based-on thlS'analy31S'9the Vermént

;’ Z

. .Div ,1on af Vacat;onal Educat;on and the Unlvep31ty 5 -

»,prajeet staff decldé; t@ emph351ze pragram plann;ng and o

B j - .
Zoperst;ana; processes lﬂ the d351gn af ‘a H/D program"'

éial at;an systeé for. Vermont Therggore,rto prov;de the  :'
. / =
prOJapt staff w1th 1nfcrmat10n f@r use’ durlng develoPment_*

and reflnemeﬂt of a Vermanﬁ H/D pragram evsluatlon system,
the study ‘was 11m1ted to ;deﬂtlfylng SEA evaluatlén
1]

£



.istratég;es far a333551ng pr@gram plgnnlng_anq apératlanal

pracesses. . B Ty fff.

;j : As thé pFDjéGt staffdwas c@ncerned w;th develcpmént Df

SEA le vel H/D prﬂgram evaluatlan System; anly SEA 1;;; :

i

- persannel were 1nterv1EWéd by telephane. Due-ta budgetarf
Gﬁnstralnts and time 11neg 1mpased by an 1mmedlate ﬁeed fars

1nfarmatlcn dur;ng d231gn Gf a - Vermont H/D pragram'

5

.evalgatlgnrsystem ecntact w1th persqns kn@wledgible*abaut ;

'ssmple States evaluatlcn practhes was llmited ta a’ 31nglé

telephone 1ntérv;ew wlth each SEA'S cansultant far H/D

E?@EramS; No - attempt was msde ta 1nclude LEA persannel-ifé

R




Handicapped - "A person ﬁh@'ig‘mehtaily-fEtsrded hard of

Ahééring, deaf, spééeh imbaired v1sually handlgapped

VSEFlDUSlY emctlﬁnally dlsturbed orthopedlgally 1mpslred
: . [

or DthEF health 1m@a; ed; @r a pé Séﬂ=w1ﬁh learnlng?
, P ,

dlsabllltles, and whc by reason of thlS handlcap requ1res:

p,"'l éd,éatlcn and related servlces'ln or der to SUGEéed 

in a regulaﬁ VDCEEIDnal p Qg” m and/ar requires a‘madlflgd

,vocatlonal éducatlaﬂ prcgram“ (Federal;éégiéte},x@éﬁébérﬁ3gt

‘ 1927 B386H) . - Lo ST
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' Disatvantaged -
_who Have ggadémlc or ecgngm;c dlsadvantages and requ1re
Spééisl'séﬁvigés aé51§tance or programs in. order ta,

;(Federal Reglstér, Dctober 3, 1977)

gggqemié‘DiSEQVEntaggq ...means that a person: lacks

A,ireadlng’énd’writlng skills; lacks mathematical skills;
- or perfarms below grade level. (p 53864)

,Econcm;c Dlsadvantaged .. .means: family 1ncome 15 at
or below national poverty level; parﬁgclpaﬁt or :
parent(s) or guardian of the partlclp nt ‘is
‘unemployed; participant or parent of- partlclpant is:
.. recipient of publie asslstance, or participant is
- - institutionalized or under Staté guardlsnshlp" (p.
53864) :

i
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Evalﬁatiéﬁ-i’"Evalua¥1on LS the prccess @frd SE eétln

'thalnlng, and E@plylng descr1pt1Ve and Judgemental
?1nformatlan- cancernlng same Dbjects érif :agurevealed by

"its goals de51gn 1mplémentat10n,Aand results* and f@f
'purposes Gf declslﬁﬂ maklng and agcountablllty "
' (St.ufflebéam, 1976) o e ‘

Rural States - Strates that, accérdlng ta the 19?& Cengus, -

have more than 50 percent of th21r populatlon llVlng

nEItherg;n-central~;;tles nor in suburban areas (Bryan,

1981w L L L

. T : - . - S ] =

"Elaﬂﬂiﬁg énd-Dﬁératiédfirﬁrggesséés- These terms hillt‘

in ude questlons devel@ped to 1dent1fy pr@gram plannlng
: and. Dpératlcnsl pracesses ln H/D evaluatlan daguments (asx

,3;15ted—1n Agpendlx-G};VAN§,~pragram~glann1ng~andhwfw*~>

eratiénai‘praeessesfsuch gs:

Qusllty and avallablllty of 1nstructlcmal offerings;
+Guidance, CGUHEElng, and’ placement and f@llcw-up
serv1ces-

Capacity and candltlcn of facllltles and equ1pment-
~Employer participation in codperative prggrsms
“vocational education;

} Teacher/plupil rat1@S* and, - S .
-Teacher quallfleatians (Federal Reglster, October 3,
1977 53842) I
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gl N%eﬁs Pbpulatlcns -

. " ?? ~
ci Speez.al needs papulatlcns-sarea
1) Women; - ' T LT, e
1) . Members of mlnar‘l\tjy gr‘a‘ups-" ' B o me v

'Harfdicdpped- persons; , e
{ Disadvantaged persons; and ; L ’ - ,
"Persons of-limited’ Eﬁgl;sh—speaklng Eblllty. o
ST (Feder‘al Reglster, Dctcber‘ 3, 1977 53843)" I
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rch Df llterature in August 1981

IC
‘spec 1f;,,11y related to-SEA evaluation of H/D vacétioﬁgl~ﬁ ‘

feducatlaﬂ programs Slnge the 1976 Amendments, snd an

expanded ERIG search cf l ature 1n January 1982 related :
J .

to SEA evaluatlon of V@EEthﬂEl speclal needs’ pﬁagrams,‘A
~dlsalosed Dnly one relatéd art;cle by WEntl;ng and... Russg

(1978)_ Th;srscare;ty of ;nfarmat;@n about vocational. .

special needs program evaluation was also noted in a recent

iz




F élgs (1986)

'evalgstlan Qf Qéaaﬁiéna

Smlth (19823 ldentlfled s'

xal 11terature Qn the evalua

o , . ;
»,ES used\byJSEA's to conduct genersl edueatlon’;

A general survey of llterature Pelated tD SEA

efaluatlon Df vecatlonal educstlan progrsms §1nee thE\1975

Amendments ldentlfléd a serles Df three studles canﬁracted’

by, thé Nat;@nalilnstltute FDF Edugatlgn t@ determlne the

,;péggigss;_,i;;;;i,“n ;mplementlng the evaluatlon

-AFéqulreménts of the 1975 Améndments* %he Contragt RES%EF&hV
C rporation natléﬁal Survey an'the Eéatus Qf evaluatlonjg;
act;v1ty across the States (Smlth &.Holt 1979,v1980) théf%
;Abt A55321ates Study cf the exﬁent ta which the states_ﬁéq;
{1mplementeé varlmus pravlslans of. the 1975 Amendménts o
(Beuke, Lukgs, Brlgham, Gllek & Eréen, 1980) and ;hé  o
VWEntllng natlonai survey af State Dlrecta?s F@r Vécatlaﬁ 1

:Educstlén to détermlne the extent to wh;ch program f,

révaldatlon requ;reménts had béén_lmglémeﬁtédtlg their




”’respéctlve states (wgntllng, 1981j Went;lng‘& Earngrd

&+

Kl .- - - : - o \.5"— - ~:~; Lo Toet [

ﬁ

19 Ba)

= : - : N B
R . e ) L - .

= . ) -

nghllghts of the Abt and Wéntllng Stud ies . '-"jff

.\’7

The Abt Study.; Thé majar EmphESlS af the Abt Study

(Eeuke et al., 1980) was to. determ;ngs%he exteﬁt to whlgh
15 sample states had 1mplemented prov131on5 Df thé 197§

Améndments rélated ta' pr@gram-lmpravement- educat;énal

i;égq1ty; and the dlstrlbutlon af fedérsl funds‘, Statés ‘were

il§éleétéd'ﬁé’é§5ure; geagraphleal repregentatl@n based on -

.

2

the'four'ééﬁSus rééiéﬁs;fp' ent cf the t@tal thEﬁtlal
t

vocatlcnal student populatic

_governance st?ueturerusedaf~f?

51975'Améﬂﬂmeﬁtsil Data. fram state~and 1@ca1 1evels wer2~

collected durlng the 1979 SD Sehaal year by comblnlngxgase

:Study and survey method@lagles . Interv1ew data were

:sugpleméntéd by an analysls of, doguments cclleated in“each

of. the 18 states surveyed..'x !

Flndlngs of the Abt Study (Beuke et al., 193D) relsted

t@ the evaluatlon .of. speclal ﬂeeds pragﬁams and serv1ces

dlsclased . S

-~
h 3
]



- S “q. ] —— Sy . .
rf@. Ver¥ 11ttie attentlan had;béen glven ta evaiuatlng

.

i the results of addltlonal pragrams and\serv1eésf

S far speclal néeds pcpulﬁtlcns..{: ;3fi'i';f':-%L

Y

“.:;?B; All sample Staté% ﬁhigh; ad ‘a férmal prcgram L

rev1ew proaess 1ncluded some 1tems Dﬁ 3peclal

L »!-,—h.

r"“Ee‘is—E"'f-‘13"-3-'l3t1¢:>1:’15—==but thE extént cf attent1cn=hﬁ’

8 . . iy

gl en. by states tg the eyaluat;on of sp*

lal needsr

p Vulaﬁhon‘_prcgrams and serv;cés varled }

- cans;derably.

"mpbaSis af 'A evaluatlans related tak

voaaﬁ;ahal programs and_serv1¢es!

;-

f"' - 0. Evéigati@n-of"sgégial“popglatiéﬂsP“aéhiéveméﬁtfan:4f’
"Wemplaymentﬂsuecess;had not beenfgandﬁeted by SEA's

- - “in the;iSQgtstes}Surveyad!

* -

0 There:ééﬁeéred to be, among those states that gave

" a more: exten51ve evaluatlan, é-Widely used

evaluatlﬂn strategy ﬂcrmat Df sequenced selffstudY‘
v
e

o

by the 1Bcal schoal dlstr;ct external rev;rw

y a
;ff - tegm_af 1ndlv1dgals, and’ dévelopment'@f a local




1mprovement plan bssed on the results Df the

o extérnsl team reyiéw_ —_

The WEntllng Study - Thé major purpr @f'the Wentllﬂg‘

-fStudy (Wéﬂtllng, 1981- WEntllng & Barnsrd, 1982) was tc"

,,detérmlne tge oglnlon Df Staté DlFEEtGF F r Vaeatlcnal

- a;- .
Edueatlon GQHC&FHlng.,1) ﬁhe extent to whlch the evaluatlgn .

}equlreméntstﬂf the 19?6 Amendments had been,lmplemented in

th ir fe pectlve gﬁates and terrltarleS"and 2) how theym_

percélved thE=&fféEt1VEHESS and utillty @f vocstlonal

prcgram evaluat;@ﬁ. A survay quest;onnalre mslled to the

:state leEGtOFS wlth a. cover lettér s;ghed by the Executlve-

2

Director of the Nat;onal Association of State Directors of
Vocational Education, was the data collection method used ,

iﬁ:this Study. 'Tﬁé'?éspaﬁse'ratévwss 88%; _
. =

A,rev;éw of_ findings ln the WEntllng Study (WEﬂtllmg,—~fl

; 1981 Wentl;ng & Barnard, 1982) Felated tD evalyatlan of

p221al|§eeds populatlcns pragrsms gnd services revealed--”r

/

® By the spring of 1981, the evaluation Qf programs

fand SEFV1GES f@r spea;al papulat;cns was not. yet

i

fully 1mplemented in 29 ststesi S F i

[N
-

. ® Very little had been done to évalgatébthé results -

of programs and services téwspéaialAPOPEIationsi,7

16
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contlnue ta evsluate pr@grams and serv1cés for

— 5§€21al populatlons even 1f federal evaluat;on
Trequlreqents ‘were 1; ated.
HGHEVEF, a magnr llmltatlcn of the Abt and Wentllng

t dles Was the:aggregatlon cf data under the generlcr.

zéétegory of "Special needs populatlcns"r N21ther study
dellneated state evaiuatlcn SthVitléS forseaeh speclal
‘need p@pulatlan graup_ CcnseqUEntly, speclfle lprrmatloﬁ
;related to: how ststes evaluatéd haﬁdlgapped and |

d;sadvantageg_pragrams was 1ac£1ng 1n bath stud;es,




L4
[

i = . . . .
o L r Y dae . - _
- % " - "ILI. METHODS AND PRDG’:_EDL)({ESL - s
. T . IR : : B -

Y Tne analyses in the.study were baséd on ha“dlcap92d

’and dxsadvaﬁtaged ‘program . aluatlon materlals FEQEéyed

- S )
from Eample states and from telephane 1nte,£r ews éanduetéd

w1th H/D cgnsuiﬁants follow1ng a review of éach state s

evaluatlan dccuments.? Methads and prcéedures f@r selectlng

L =

sample Statés, collectlng and analyzlng SEA evaluatlan

documentsi'and gonduct;ng telephone 1nterv;ews are

dééafibed';ﬂ th1§ Sé@tl@ﬁi:

-7¥Fneteéﬁ ruralastates-(as identified“byrBEyan§ 1981)-

forméd the target p@pul§tlon of the. study;m A!étfétifiéd:

‘31ng1e-stagéssampllﬁg methad adapted from Mcser & Kalﬁan

(19?2) Was used ta assure an even geograph Sﬁread of

5elected states,

_Target ststes were alphabétically ordered .ﬁumbered.i

thraugh 19, aﬂdnd1v1ded “into four groups acecrdlng to the

'faur census reglaHS' Northeast, North Central, South and

@

West (U.s. Bureau-af the Cenéus)— The reglonal gr@uplng of .

‘these target states is hown in Appendlx A

=

18
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" As the Northéast Réglén had only three States and'
Vérmant ‘Wwas excluded frcm the: EEléEthH pracess, twa States'
,were selectéd fram thlS group. A table of randcm numbers
‘was used to Ldentlfy fou;’states 1n each graup uﬁt;l a .ﬁ._'
‘vbﬁtal of 14 states were selected ‘as the sample."

,91;§¢t1 on- of H/D Evaluatlon anuments

A telephone request to individuals iniSEA's

-rgépénsible for H/D vacatianél_educatign\pfégrsms (/D
éaﬁsultaﬁtsj‘was the primary method.gééd téeobté}n SR
Evaluatian dDéuients.* A pérééﬁél letter Cshéwn iﬁ

Appendlx B). was sent to each state H/D consu}tént Wlthlﬂ

v

3Etwa days lelQHlﬂg thé first telephéne éontact. rThes
:letter sdapted frcm Erdés C197Q), re;terated\thé purposesrv
&k the study, 1deﬂt1f1€d thé H/D documents requested andmm;
expressed"agpnealatlan,for”the,;nd;11dualjs:ant;alpated”m;

£

.cooperation.

kY

¥Note: Two U.S. Office of Education Directbries wepe used
. to identify H/D consultants of sample stafies: (1) Thé 1981
. Directory of State Officials with Responslbllltles for ’
Vocational Education of Disadvantaged Youth; and, (2) The
1981 Directory of State Personnel. R35p3n31ble far : _
Vocational Educat;on of Handlcapped Ferscns,_ '

19




 ‘§Ef’state'éVa1uat;£§ documents " were ndi FEEElV?ﬁ Hlthln
th '

' -15 worklng déﬁé f k;? e 1nltlal helephcné‘fequest

’fclloW=up télep%cne contagt was mada to 1nqulre wheﬁher thé

requested dqgumenta had be%ﬂﬁsent A thlrd and flnal ;f -
. - LT = ‘; = 4 - - S
) télephone 1HQU1ry_ as made when the d@éumeﬂts ware nct

a

'he 1n1tlal telephone :

B récelved w1th1n BD workiﬂg days a§ter

- .request. ':"! A ';5

R L
" Design. of Instruments

. A P . . . N e L - - =
s - - - - .- . -

=

Two eateg ies of Qantent analy51s the evaluatlan GfA

1
s

programvplannlng and the éVElUEtlDﬂ Qf prqgram Dperatlcﬁsl

proeésses, were used in the study. Conceptually, the ﬁ;

eategcrles dlre&tly correspanded ta twg typés of €valu ation’

A w;thln the CIFP Evaluatlon Model. (Stufflebeam, F@ley,A'£“

Eephart “Gubs, Hamm@nd Merrinan & Pravus,r1971);

évaluatlan of prégram plann;ng pracesses with c- Context
Evaluat;on' and evaluatlon of program operatlonal procegges ‘

withfi = Process Evalﬁﬁ%icn._ S *a'l

Y
N . . . Y
- e

Ev ation prov1des 1nformst1bn for - . R
planning decisions by describing actuszl EOHdltanSv
-determlnlﬂg unmet needs and unused opportunltles,ﬁ
and provides géneral information for determlnatlon
of pr@gram goals. (p. 218). A -

o . ,
Ccntext Evalp

=%
# - .
. al =
v, CA S s o - .

varccess Evaluatlon prov1des 1nformat1cn for
implementing features of the program, potentlsl
sources of program failure, and provides general
information for determination’ @f prﬁgram
1mpfavement (p_ 229) '




Queetlene fer 1§eﬁt1fy1ng the eveluetlon of H/D ) R

progrem plannlng end aperet;onel preeeeeee were formulet diw

by a’ twe Step preeeee edepted from Stuffl

'beem 5 (1976)

—fremework_for dee;gg;ng evaluetlen studle,

and pregram operetle 1 pr xeseee (Proeeee

- Eveluet;on);

. L Ll e :-; DT o .':_ g?
Etep 2. Speelfle queet ns f r 1dent1fy1ng the v
eveluet;en of H/D progrem piennlng pﬁeeesees,end

'program p ratlenel preeeseee were fermuleted from
D S o : ' .
’.,thergenerel eetlons developed 1ﬂ Step #1.

A elmller two=etep proeeee was elee euggeeted by .

Wentllng (198@) fof uee in developlng queetlene te eveluete_'
the effeet;venees of- oeeupetlonel edueetlen end trelnlng

’ pregreme.":m;"7775?“5?f'7

. The formet ef "IF YES then" questlone ‘wWas edepted from
-Stufflebeem's et al (1971) eentl
eveluetlon.’ Theee queetlons; wrltten to reflect the

meaning of eeeh program- plannlng end operatienel proeees

- formuleted to prebe for typee of*_ e) evaluetlen de51gne T
, : : IR /.

L



 7ueed te»iﬁplemenﬁ H/D.beogfem eQaieetiéﬁsg»bj etreteéieei¢
ueede£e “verlfy hew“ a progrem -] plenﬂlng and eperetlenal
proeeeeee were. belngrevelueted-rend e) stret egi r:,eed teie
- "verlfy the effeetlvenessﬁ‘of a progrem'e plen ”g epei'>
(‘Qeeret;onel preeeesee; o ' V

',FQSELElE stretegy typee eommenly used‘in eveluetlen,
' were 115ted under each’ “IF YES-then"iqueetien to feellitage‘
ease ‘of reeordlng 1nfermetlon and to me;nteln eentlnu ty!’

withln eeeh eetegory ef enelyele. The formet;ng of

,,etrategy typee under eeeh“queetlen is. ehewn An Appendix C.,v

&

'Ieiiﬂetionief Insgbu@ente

einﬁeéﬁel end>ex£erﬁei fegieﬁ efeeeéureeredeetee;ffem;
Sendere end Cunnlnghem (1973) were used 1ﬁ ‘the development y
of the eontent enely31e ;netrumente to maximize the.’~”:
potentlal of questiene fer 1dent1fy1ng H/D pregrem plennlng
and operetionel proeeeeee.

Iwo 1nter '1 rev1ewe Qf”theiedﬁteﬁtrenei§eieT
instruments were eondueted by eeleeted feeulty membere at
the Unlvers;ty of Verment. The flrst lnternel rev1ew wes’
dene by three 1nd1v1duele who were. eeleeted fer thelr prior -
work w;tn hendleepped end-dleedventeged programe eﬂd/or E
experlenee w1th rural edueet;enel progreme. . The second

internal reylew was eerrled'out by another two' individuals

F

o
. N



1sé1ééiéd for' their expertise in evaluation of educational

programs. ka

* - - B co

An- external rev;ew was canductgg by an 1ndependent
,panel of three gxperts. Experts weré selected whe had,

.prev1ausly adapted the CIPP Madel .5 (Stufflebeam et al.

1971) canceptual framework far de$1gn1ng vccatl@n l
edueat;an:evaluat;on Systemsr and/or who had sgeclallzed in
deslgnlng evaluatlan systéms f@r vacatlanal spéelsl néeds

programs . .

'ThfcughQQE‘thé interﬁal:and'eitgrnal‘:é?iew:pf;gess;fwj

each person was givén.the'éame seﬁquiinstrugtians for .
réviewing the content énalysis instruments. Ind1v1dﬁ§is
"

were requested té ertlcally review and comment on the
'apprgprlatenesszof: 'a) éaﬂh'ééﬂﬁéht analy51s questlén féﬁ
"1deﬂt1fy1ng H/D program plannlng aﬁd operatlanal proeesses

and t@ foer add;tlcnal questlong\thst could be- used to
¥

—Tldentlfy such processes* and b) the "IF YES - then"';

L]

“ questlan farmat far 1dent;fy1ngttypes of SEA evaluatlon

[

7”strategles. A sequentlal recordrof 1ntern21 snd externai
"reviewer suggest;ansiénd the aetlon taken in response tD
eadh rev1ew§r 5 rgmments,ls_presented in Append;x D;

The cpntent aﬁélysis:ipstrumeﬁts used in the sﬁudy are
lshdwn'in Appendii.E,(plénﬁingfﬁfoeésseé)faﬁd iﬁ Apéendix F
.,(6pe§at%gnai p%beesses); L, | | |
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.éﬁgiysi$L§§PE[D EvalggﬁiQngggéumentsJ

States H/D evéluafiéﬁ'dqeuments were analyzed using a

method of qualitative énalisis for détérmihingithe presengé

" of partiaulafigontent (E?reiéon, 1971). _ The pracedures
employed are described in sequence belaw;  - L

. 1. Before starting'?ﬁé_agalysisvgf a state's
Vdocuméhts, thE'évéiuétién Eétééials Wéré read by'

-3
,thg_lnvestlgator 1n order t@ galﬁ an- pp” 1at1@n

for the arganlzatlon content and 1mplement§t;§n

'pracedures of the state‘s evaluat;an system.:J

2. Each state's documents weré f;rst analyzed for '_f
'éVgluatlve questions (hereafter reférred to as‘;‘
1nd1¢atcrs) 1ndlcat1ng SEA efforts to evaluate,j i

program planniﬁg pFGEéSSeS'Eﬁd then, for SEA

' ;:_effartﬁ to evaluate pragram aperat;anal prace ses.

s

3. TQ slmpllfy use of the Flannlng and Dperatlonal
A Cantent Analy31s Instruments, the presence/absence ;
gf eaghaéateggry'sulndlgatgrs.(as suggestéd by
wEntling; Nate 2) wére’récdrdéd'on GodegShéétS as.

>J ;shawn 1j Appendix G. o ﬁ'? B  7 . ' y




After eomplétlan Df the content anslyses} thé;l
marked ecde Sheet 1ndieaﬁars trigger d*the*‘i;if? 
Eglect;on Df ‘appr prlate*Content Analys;s'; __V
E_f- Instrument Indlcator Sheets (Appendlx H) w1th1n

!l
the content analys;s 1nstﬁuménts,

5. E”’luatlon strategy types ware 1dent1f1ed f chf
: categary of analy31§ 1nd1eatar and rec@rded on. thE»

appr@pr;ate Content Analys;s Iﬁd;;gtor Sheets.'

- B Y
i

When the c@ntent analys;s of all states were’ -

.eompleted a- two=§tep analy51s f dats was écndueted

-l N =

.LFirst-'State Categafy of Analy is IﬂdlaatﬁF'SHéétE were

'Sérteé by number.v Séecﬂé iihé-}yp s Gf evaluatlan

;§Pat251?5 used by gaéh stateg as marked under “IE YES -

"then" ‘questions; were compiled in deseriptiﬁeerFm-

shing Inter-rateghﬁellabrl  Y”“

kY

a0 oL s !

Intererater Fellabiilty was establlshed through
:adaptatlon of a m%%hod suggested by Thamas (Note 3) for
daterm;n}ngAagrgement between 1nd;yldgals u51ng content
éﬁélysis.iﬁstruments. o | |

o 7
&




uo

FK Eefare a sample state's dﬂcuments were analyzéd

nonéanQ; ed: State s H/D evaluatlan documents were 301ntly
- analyged by an 1ndependent ratar-anthhé 1ﬂvgstlgator_

i*Thr@ughout thls ga;nt analys;s each rater helped to traiﬁ

\m\ .

the .other by- Qpenly sharlﬂg 1nfarmat;cn*'dlscuss;ng us “of

the ;nstruments- clsr;fiing the 1ntent of quest;cns-;

dlscu$51ng and resolv;ng dlfférenEES‘,and natlng reasans

for s;mllar Judgements._ ;

o hf Fallow1ng the, J@lnt analy51s, th% 1nvestlgator workedg

alane to canduct a state—by state ééntent analys;s of H/D .

évaluatlon documents. After the 1nvest1gator had campleted
the ansly51s of dacuments fram all sample states the -

51ndépeﬁdent rater randﬂmly selected and analyzed ﬁwc -

fstate's avaluatlon dﬂeumen 3 number Qf agreéments
- ’
between PEtEPS leldéd by the numbern of agreements plus the .

number of d;sagreements wer§\c ale ulated tc glve thé
‘Vperceﬁtage score of inter-= rater rellabllity for esch

content. ana1y31s lnstrument o

=

‘ N
'éléph@ne Interviews.

3

H

H/D c0psultants of. sample states were interviewed by
phane after the content analysis of documents had. been .
~completed. . Ind1v1duglf:1ntérﬁiewed were those who-had been

 prev1aus1y cantacted far 1nformatlan about their . re peetiie



-*etete'e eveluetieﬁ foﬂfﬁivocetienei-prégreme; :Eefere:eeeh‘
1nterv1ew begén, the purpoeee of the-etudy:wefe geifefe;ed;

: questlune releted te the study eﬂewered end verbal .

aeeurenee wae g;ven to the pereon 1nterv1ewed thet

1nd;v1duel end etete ﬁemee wopdd “not be 1dent1f1ed lﬂ.:

reportlng of the study. -‘,

.

The telephune 1nterv1ewe W1ﬁh 1nﬂiv1duele whcse eteteeﬁ
did not have furmelly etruetured "H/D prcgrem eveluetlan |

1netrumeﬁte er proceduree were ﬁery llmlted (Appendlx I).

L *
i

lThe queetlcns esked wete merely ;ntended toi (1) verlfy the

‘etete -8 1eek ef a. fermelly structured H/D prcgrem'

: -
;:eveluetlun eyetem- (2) 1ﬂqulre whether H/D progreme Were

evelueted ee ‘part of or eeperete fram the etate'e-

_eﬂ gulng eyetem fur eveluetlng ell veeeﬁlunel educetlun

progreme w;thln the perled ef the flve yeer plen ~and, (3)

&

7 evel' ion of H/D pregrems and ‘services. _ ’ : . :

A more exteﬂelve telephcne ;nterv;ew 1netrument wae;

wdeveloped for stetesfﬁiig formelly structured- H/D progrem
eveluetlun 1nstrumente and procedures. The first pert 5?s£

the interview was 1ntended ED' (1) verlfy haw the documente’
.reeeivedgwefe eurreﬂtly belng used (e. g. under rev1elon y no
longer in use) CE) inquire whether H/D programs were

-evaluated as pert of, or separate from, the etete‘e-

on-going system for evaluating all vocational Edueetien

27




pragrams wlthlﬂ the pEI‘lGd éf‘ the flVé year plan, and CSA')‘

flf‘ necessar‘y, elarify 1t;ems abgut the state s H/D

#

iy

B evaluatlon systém that had . r‘esulted f‘r*f;sm the- eonteﬁt

‘énal,ys:is of EA evaluatlc:::n dacuments.x The second part
'-ir’ivéiv,éd a set of‘ quest:.::ns (Appendlx J) that was lntendedt

_-té probe for the aplnmn c::f‘ H/D éansultants c:cmcernlng a_)'

pdrp@sés f‘m‘ evaluavtlng spéclal needs pragrams* b) utlllt;y

‘of their r:speatrivé state's évaluatlaﬁ 1n5truments and

pr@cedurés for determln Erg the effectlvenes_% c:f H/D pr‘agram
__E;a:?nAin;g; ﬁd Qperatlanal -pr esses- t:) "use" of E;,,él,atl ..

results by the SEA and loeal ,dueat;gn-'agengles; and d) _
dif‘f‘lgultles encaunteréd in deieioping,énd in implementing
their EESPEQ’EIVE state's H/D evaluétién_v instruments and

¥

procedures.

El

b

Télép}‘i@ﬁé‘ interview dété.wérﬁe‘tab:uléted in descriptive
form, stié;te by state, and  used to éuépigment each state's

. 'document analysis,

- g,x,, L - 5
¢ R 4
+
‘. - .
- . i i
g
B
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4V, RESULTS = —

o8

The télephéﬂe r-ec;uestta samplé St%tés f‘c:r- H/D prngram '
évaluatlon documents res‘:ulted in. the r3231pt of maﬁerlals
from 13 _of 14§ststesi .

' Four categories of prograni*évéluaticﬁ aéti?if.y were

1 -from’ ssmpl

hsﬁééééﬁr;t%)méﬁééééjéigﬁ é@féfé; fcrmgzally strﬁcturéd Hm
pr‘iégi-'r%arﬁ valuatlén 1ns;cr*uments and proce=dures; (2) states
*w:.th f‘armally structured H/D pr‘ogr‘am évgluat;@ﬁ lnstruments
and pr@cedures ;ntegr‘ated into- their tot=al vocational
educatgon program evaluatin LSystem; (32> states conducting
H/D program- évélué_ti::ﬁ; b.ut ﬁithcut"i‘térn:;alﬂly strudtured ~
instruméntéar"ér’-aéedur‘és!and u). stsai:es not evaluating
S‘JH/D vo\:atlanal educatlan programs . H@w&ver a flf‘th
- eategary ::f SEA program- évaluat;@n aet:.\r’ ity was added as a-
result of telephane :Lnter*views w;th the state H/D
Qoﬂsultants. This f:lfth categcr‘y consis-ted af‘ states in
the progess of develﬂplﬂg 4 H/D pragram ev_aluat;ml Syst‘em{
- These flv_g catégories of Si evaluation activity are i;ist—e’d

a

in Table 1..



CMable 1.l -

7 gmple Sta=tes H/D
- Progravaluat=ion Activity”

o - Category - Number of States .

I A — e

. States with separate, formlized, - \ C
H/D “program evaluation Syitns - )

States with formalized H/Drogran - . ' .
evaluat¥on integrated intothe 5 N 1
year state evaluation systm . o L e LT

States conducting H/D progm
evaluation but without 2 XL ,
" formalized system === L _—

States in the process of deloplrgs . S D
a H/D program. evaluation  sslem - : N '3
States not conducting H/D pgram

evaluatlon S

‘Total states . 14"

0 .

w
<
‘i




Ic fac;litate alarlty in the repértiﬁg cf data

Vanaly51s flndlngs the four states w1th separate f@rmally'>

-structured HfD prcgram evaluatlan 1nstruménts snd

procedures and the one state w1th H/D pregram evaluatlan

wzlnstruments and’ procedures “1ntegratéd" 1nta the tatal SEA_ '

’_vcgatlanal pragram evaluatlon system were Ecmblned 1nto ‘a’

s;ngle categcry entltled '“SEA'S w;th formally structured

H/D prc gram evaluation systems, In. ﬂrder to malntaiﬂ\the

o

»anonymlty of thése flve States and sustain Ecntlnulty in

vrepar;;ng results ef the §budy,1each -State- was arbltrarily

3551gned a number frgm 1 ta 5. -

Flﬂdlngs reported in this SéEtlDﬂ have been orderéd to
lect: (1) thé results of document analyses for states
with formally. structuréd Hﬁﬁ program evaluation systems*sl
'(E) the'results of H/D consultant telephane 1ntérv1ews far

fstates with ermally struetured ‘H/D program evaluatlon s

syétems; and, (3) the ‘results of ‘H/D c@nsultant téléphane

1ntérv1ews f@r states conductlng evaluatlan, but w1theut

—formally structured H/D - program ‘evaluation 1nstruments or

pr@cedures_ ' o o - S P
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1. ;R ults af the Cantent AﬁElySESH

‘A Fgéglgmf?laﬁhiﬁg;agq;é;g"tlanal Processesv-

A céntent analysié of ma£é%iéis:ﬁécéiVééfffém;fifé
sample states with. formally strueturéd HiD pragram
evaluatlgn systems rev aled ach state's décumentS”ﬁad
evaluatlve questlcns fgr assess;ng program plaﬂﬂLﬂg andr

pé”at naltpracesses.r Thls flndlng was. afflrmed by

trf fater rellablllty sgores of 88 pereent uslng ther;ﬁ

{'GontEnt.ggaly$1S lnst?umeﬁtsvforvIdentify;ng Prcgram C
Planﬁing'Prcgésses,‘énd 5f‘§§ pé?égﬁ?? usiﬁgithe>§§ntéﬁt*;>'
Analysis Instrumegts]f@f IdEﬁtifying'Prégram ngratiaﬂéif“?

_Processes.

_ Thé'presenegjaf_stétes,eﬁaluétivé questions fqr

4

. assessing program planning and bperational processes are
- - - - . B ) . o . - ot

iientifiéd by:éabegary Qf;snaljsis indicéﬁaré,in Tabi§§2.>

VIn;térms of program planning processes;. theitﬁfééthSt - e

!-egmméﬁiy used indigatggs identifi

0 Tﬁhétﬁéf:thé uhﬁ%t:ﬁéeds of_an,individual‘studénﬁ‘
iﬁfluepced tﬁe étudent5s pqﬁgéam.géé;g and

objectives; . = L . ¥

13

B.’whgthér the individuals kncwleagéble-éboﬁt the needs

of H/D students were invoived in planning that
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1inflﬁénééé féﬁmﬁiétiﬁﬁ of the LEA”pﬂcgfém'srggéls ,f
..a and abgéctlves,'aﬂd,'l % 7 : ‘v, 4 7 -
xﬁ‘;whether the 1&&31 H/D;:grégram was serv;ng cnly thase
i Lst dents wha were unah;:lé t@ sugceed in th81r ragular‘

‘;TVﬂgatlanal edueat;an p::?cgram. S T T .

Y
.

In terms af program. épé?atléﬂ;%il prc sses, the two most
'cammcnly used lndlcatﬂrs 1deng341fled*

G' whéther people 1nvalveczi in- and/cr affeeted by H/D

,;iipragram?were 1ﬂuagreemézant w;th thewadequaa=-ci>rmf ;i‘

1nstruct1cﬁal resourcess avallable for use by the
pa?t;clpants- andf |

i whethar a program lnsﬁr—-uctchs) had the neeessaﬁy
-teacher quéllfiESt1DH§: ta wark w1th handlcapped

' and/cr dlsadvantaged st:;udents.

oo - e

T

B. Program Bwaluation De= signs -

e Thrcugh thE’gantent aﬁslr351s Qf H/D evaluatlonj’*‘i? T
*documents, two gr@ups of HXD p lﬁcgram evaluatlan designs
Were identified: - centrallzed and decéntrallzed. States

vith central;zed evaluatlan de—signs had- dlrect an—sité‘

“ 7

SEA uwclvement during evaluatzlan scﬁiv1tles and the final

‘ﬁr@gran evaluatlcﬂyreport was —written by the SEA

Canversely, statés w1th’d§§gnttgja;i;§d é@aluatign design3= o

. B = K N N N &

. . . . : 5




mlnlmlzed diréct SEA 1nvglvemént durlng évaluatlcn

act1v1tles and the SEA dld not write the flnal pragram

Thé evaluatloﬁ dealgns of states #1 and #3 were

centrallzed In bath states the program téacher was

spons;ble for conductlng a selfaevaluatlgn u51ng ‘SEA’

presgrlbed 1nstruménts.; F;ndlngs from thé self—evaluatlon
were then VEFlfléd.by the H/D cansultant durlng an o n-<site
verlfleatlon team visit held to ccnflrm all vaeational_l
teacher self—evaluaticns. The f;nal pragram evaluatlan‘
repart was wrlﬁten by the H/D consultant u31ng flndlngs afi
the an—s;te verlficatlgn visit., {1 ' N “;: |

States #E and #Q hadggecentrallzed evalustloﬂ d231gnsi»
In ea ch af these States a Ioeal évaluatlon téam (lts

eompqs;tiqn;based GH‘SEALgyldéllnéS) was respons;ﬁle for

é’ﬁdugtiﬁgfaﬁ'evaluétian of the program using SEA .
S ) o - - . .
pFESEPled lnstruments : %glioﬁing the evaluation, a member

e
:§r" =

'w

of 1Qcal team wrate the - flﬁal program evaluatlan repart

and submltted 1t tg,the H/D c@nsultant. ,A{{f,”;ﬂ,,-l; o
T . © . .
The evaluatlon d251gn of state #5 was centraljf’di but
“a mlxture of SEA and LEA d;rected program evaluatlon
act1v1tlési In thls staté, an inter- d;sclplinary,-

selfﬁstudy evaluatlcn commlttee Selécted by the LEA (its

camp@51tlon based on’ SEA guldel;n%sg,w§s respa sible for*‘A

conductlng a EEhDDl w1de evaluatlgn of- all ~su ipportive

=

S )



« 1

bserv1ces pPOVldéd to vogaﬁlonal épeclal needs students

7 AftEF eampletlcn af this study,,an SEA appclnted external

B evaluat;on team, us;ng the same - type of SEA evaluatlan,
1nstrument ‘as used by the LEA eandueted-an evaluatléniaf
the sch@el's suppartlve ser éésgta‘spééial naeds students.
Hawever thé flnal evaluatiaﬁ FEPOFt was written by thé

’state cansultant farvvocatlanal sgeclal needs u31ng. (a)

-

‘the results cf the LEA self—study, (b) .the vaﬂatla l
\speclal needs external evaluat;anltéamrs flﬁdlngs* and - (c)

the reports of twc‘ather éxtérnal evaluatian teams that had-

=

' és'é sed- regular vocational programs and” ‘thé “school's T
c@mp;lance'w1th_stat2'and‘fedéral'veeational édugaticn

Alaws.' h

The analy51s of- state s H/D pregram eva%uatlan d251gnsi
revealed each f the five samplé States Hlth farmally
strugturéd H/D pregram évalust;an systems- :

;) Aut,l,"d SEA déElgﬂatéﬂ Likert type s sles to--

:quantlt 'vely recard the extent cf praéram plannlng

and cperatl@nal pracesses* L -

® used the same evaluatlan design-fé, egsiqgrthef»

AEffEEthEﬂéSS,Qf program?planning.pf gsgés‘as;itJ*
used for assessing the effectiveness of program

operational processes; and,




B xemplayed the same évaluatlan d351gn to evsluate H/D.

pragrams aéﬁit used tD evaluate other. VOEEthﬂSl
_educatlon.programs.

Qg Program Evaluatlan Strategles

=

Evaluatlan strateg;és in faur of - flVE states 1nvc1ved
;the use af an éxternai 1nd1v1dual(s) 1n the. evaluatlve
praeess.. In the onéa?tate not. 1nvolv1ng an external

evaluater(s), the evaluat;fé.strategy was to survey ,
i
”lnd1VlﬂUSlS 1nva1ved in- snd/ar affeated by all vacatlgnal

=.

p?ograma 7
‘Tﬁe‘fdur éxtérﬁ’i 1uation-s£fa§egies ideﬁﬁified to
assess the efféetlveness of E}D pF;gfagié;gnning and
 §§ératiéna1 prgeesses were: - |

L=

1. .The H/b consultant (state #1). The consultant -

éonducted an on- 31t%-v131t to v1ew the prcgram ‘in
@pgratlon, talk w;th the program s studénts and
'}_; instrueﬁor and rev1ew pr@gram and stud%nt records.
Baﬁéd on th;s v151t the nsultant verlfléd the
pr@gram 1nstructor 8 self—evaluat;on af proé\g

\‘ effectiveness.
= i -g
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2.

A Spéclal needs "expert“ appa;ntéd by thé'H/D

"eonsultsﬂt (ﬁtate #3) The expert was appa;nted

from a EFDBP Qf ‘individuals selécted ‘and tra;ned by 
h" - R e e

’thé HfD eansultant ‘The - eonsultant or expért

. -
ccnducted an on- s;te v131t to view thé program in

@peraﬁ;on talk Wlth the 1nstruetor, and review

fprogram ‘and. student recafds. Based on this vislt

the evalustor verlfied the prcgram lnstructor s

[ -

"'lself—evaluatlgn af the prcgram'skeffeetiveness.

'*LAn LEA appglnted team of lndlv;duals ité.:“iﬁ”m

'fcémpDSltlan prescr;bed by the SEA emplayed 1n

fvoestlcns nat dlreetly related Lo edueaﬁlan (State

‘ #4). Usuaily, this team has been compased Qf loaal-

EHH/D program adV1sary ccmmlttée members. An evenlng‘

meet;ng of team members was held to dlSGUSS SEA i;e

formulated guestlons about the program and t@ rate

the program s éffect;venéss-

o

AAn SEA app01nted team of sgeclal needs experts from

outside the LEA (state’ #5)7 .-Experts from Dther

School distriets-a pgrsans emplcyed as vacatlonal .

‘ 5peclsl needs 1nstruct@rs or in oagupstléns related_'

1ﬁd1v1dugls.- chducted an on 51te v151t

=

Mo
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-
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"ihterviewéd'Studentsvand the program staff, viewed
the prégrsm ‘in épératian, and ?éviewéﬁ'pbagraﬁ'éﬂd,

'studéﬁt records. A:Based on this v131t the”téém -

'vmembers evaluated the pragram'r_effectlven s us;ng

a SEAvdéveloped 1nstrumént_

o
In the one - state not 1nvalv1ng an external, evaluator

(Staté #2), the LEA eondugted an opinion survey (;ts
aecmpcsitian determined by the SEA) of 1nd1v;duals involved
1ﬁ ané/arfgffected by VDEEtlDﬂSl educatlgn pq@grams Four
i~grDUps of ‘individuals Crsndcmly se gted by SEA prescribed
'péreentages) were surveyed:' parents, stuéfﬂts, sehoal
-,prsf3531anal staff and.advisory eammlttée members
Instruments were 1nd1v1dual12ed far each survey group and

'ccntalned questlons related to the effectlvenéss of all

. vocational educatlon pr@grams. 'Ind1v1dusl responses vere

u

i%a@glétéd; reccrded as gr'Up mean seoreé and reported on an

xk a 7{£;: 'A |
S r~z§mf ? fi,, | i}ﬁ

2w

' & . .

'13,_?;Tgieéhcne'inﬁérvi’ Results For States With FDrmally

N . : o
< The H/D ecnsultant télephane 1nterv1ews for statés

_WLthﬁfarmallg_structured“H/D pregram evaluatlan .systems _

revealed a generalLy pc31t1ve Oplnlﬂn abaut the purp ses,

’



i z =

éffecﬁlveness,-utlllty,rand value of the;r respeet1v%
t te‘s H/D prcgram evaluatucn system.' 7 7
»When.askéd HhéthéF H/D pragrams were evaluaﬁéﬂréé éért
" of, or separate frcm, th31r state's anegclng 5ystem for a
évsluatlng all vocati nal educatlcn-prcgrams~w1th1n the“'
perlcd of thelr SEA's F;ve Year Plan, ccnsultants in faurr

states (statés #1, #3, #4, and #5) answered they evaluatéd

‘fH/D pfograms as a Separate act1v1ty and Hlth separate,

:_1nstruments.; Thexgcnsultant of state #2 responded H/D
prcgram evaluatlon was ;ncluded w1th1ﬂ - was part of ;'the:
"SEA'S evaluatlcn lnsfiument uéed “for evalust;ng all 7
voeatiqnal edueatignrpragramsi All consuliants indicated
H/D program evaluation was aénd@étéd at'the-éame:timg as
rthé'SEA was évaluating all othéf'Vccéﬁi@nal:edugation.
prégrams asfrequlred in the 1976 Ameadmeﬂts.v A

Ih'respcnse to the quéstlcn:~“What are the purposes.

fcr evs 1 ing H/D programs and Serviées in‘yaurzstaﬁe?"—

-all eonsultants stated lt was to pr§v1de 1nf@rmatlon for

prcgram 1mpraf§ment.  Thirteen ‘additional purposes relatedaw
Vta pregram planning and @para!%mnal pr@eeSSés weré also

ldentlfled by gansultsnts.f These purpéses are llsted in.

Table 3. .

On-a scale of 1 to 5,;With 5 beihg the highest,

H




'IE.ble 3

H/D Cansultants @pinions About the
Pm-p:ses for Evalusting H/D Pﬁég‘ams

2

~ Consultant opinions by state

SHL . s#2

s#3

s#h

. S#5

E S 7- . ﬁ -
To détermj;ie whether the LEA pmgt‘am
is ser'ving H/D stucjents

'Ib determine whether the IEA j,s daj:;g
what it said 1t would do to meet the
needs of H/D students (e.g. meeting
objeetives stated in the fu:ﬂj:lg pr«:pt:sal

- To provide infamaticsn f@r program

imp:mvemezit Ao o _ .

x\

- To évaluate prcgam plarm@g processes
To identify student pr@gess :
To iﬂéﬁtify teaching management problems

. idéntif‘y :I.nservice needs of H/D -
mstructs::rs -

To @in information of what is actually
happening in H/D programs’ for informing
"~ the state .legislatm‘e and parent groups

To be acccuntable fc:r use c:f federal furds

To determine whethér ‘the program is
- providing-quality level serviees ta” H/D
students -

i

Tb deter'nﬂ_né whether services are being
provided to H/D students ina
non-tireatening env:[rcrmerit

- To' 'meet federal evaluati@n requjrements

- To help- the IEAﬁetémme local-H/D -
program needs : .

To determine what the H/D fprggram is dﬁ,jﬂg

b

Note. S = state

4

l

L



_ _ . _ - . A
Idetermlné ﬁhé Effeetlveness of laéal pragram plannlng o~

5;processes-' When asked ta rate thélr system ] SbllltY to

=

determine the éffegtLVénESS:@f 1@231 pfcgram DpEFEtlQ :

A

-

;'iprccessesi:eonsultants of states-with an -on-site, SI

- &

appéinbéé) evaluat;an team companent assxgned a:numerical

vaiue of 4.5 and 5, whlle co rultsnts af states w1thaut an

oné—sitéi SEA appo;nted evslustl on. team campanent rated

=3
their stem s EffEEt1VEﬂEES as 1 and 2.5.. Gansultant

or

:ratings are~graphlcally-lllustrsted in Table 4.

" When asked whéther the Staté ‘had enccuntéred an;
dlfflcultles durlng developmént ‘of 1ts H/D pﬁﬁg%amrrmw
ievaluatlén system, all Qansultants respanded they were .

,unsware of. any" partlcular problems QF were not empleyéd by

the. SEA at the time the system was déVélopéd ; However,xtwé

 con$u1taﬂts mentlened they had enc@untered dlfflgultles

rﬂdurlng the 1mplementat1én of thé;r staters H/D program

{ - -

evalu uat Lion system,' Thé éonsultaﬁt of state #1 dlSElOSEd o,

F

‘the Stat 's H/D program evaluation systém d;d n@t readlly

ﬁ,iapply'té;all H/D programs and that more. than ane system “was

B R

needed for evaluatlaﬂ of . H/D prcgrams and Serv1cés. ‘The

cohisultant of state #2 outlined three difflcultlés L .

encountered by the SEA in u51ﬁg 1ts survey lﬁstruments.-ii)

ﬁthe LEA's f@und lt time EOﬁsumlng to admlnistér, gollegt

A”Sﬂd“tébulatémﬁhEWQEEEtlonﬁa;FES; {E)fthé LEA's needed morg




I “‘I‘ablé y o e .

, - Consultant Ratings of How Well. Thgt' Systa’n Can
Assess H/D Pr@g*am Plarm;ﬁg and Dperatit:\nal Procegses . :

o . D .;_ _r‘» - - » i C‘Dnsulﬁg_]jﬁ Iﬁtjﬂgs by Staté )

Type of Process
| U = .* S#E

ing processes -4

Program planr

operational processes . 4.5 , 2.f 5 ,
. _ * ‘i )

Note. 8= Sta‘l:e :

| Ratings are on a scale of l to 5 with -
5 belng the highést. : . =



> : . e L 'iiﬁ, L
help fram the cansultanﬁ*ta 1nterpret survey results than

SEA tlme -and travel funds eauld praV1de, and (3) the i
VQUestlans in the Surveys Wéré tag eamplex or t@a téehnleal
for some- respondents.,

Wlth the exceptlan'gf ané state s dlfflculty in us;ng

a bellef

that ?eaé
evaluatlon Df H/D prggrams had been gu@d to exeellent

When askéd the questlon- "Haw .do you as a state a@ﬁsultant

ﬁhlnk the lacal 1eve1 VQEEthﬂEl educators use results of

= =

“H/D™ program evaluat;ens?""~tbe fallowlng respon325~wer359m

received: . : o ' L

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

"They take the évaluatlon seriously. It has
resulted-.in people from the community beeomlng
involved in planning processes and using program
adv1smry committee members. It gives a FEE% purpose
'to adV1sory cammlttee meetlngs.“ (state #2 .

"Yes and No. If they 11ke the evaluatlon they seem
to keep the program. If not, they drop 1t and make
.a new-application for anathe? handicapped or.
disadvsntaged program.. They don't seem to like
1mprav1ng on what they have." (state #3) -




'“They attempt to: 1mplement régcmmendatlons beeause
it is their own local’ people maklng reeammendatlans
not the statei" (state #4) , .

K"Ihe LEA'S 1mplement ﬁhem. If they dan't we dcn‘t
efund the -program agaln " (staté #5) » -
- ) - ? P e

In response tD the questlan. “Haw do you.as a state

Lc@ﬂsultant use .results of H/D prcgram eféluatlans?" ,-all

eansultants répérted u51ng results for monitoring whether T

'pragramrevaluatlon reeammendatlons had beeLx;mplemented by

&

the LEA._ C@nsultants of states w1th eentral;zed evaluabian
&

rd§$1gns 1ndlcated,u31ngapragram evaluat;on,flgd;ggsrtg make .

i

}reccmmendatlans for program lmprcvement and Whén-visiting{
H/D pragrams to determine wbethér.thése;reccmmendatiOns
had been 1mplemented— Slmllarly, the cansultants of States
 w1th deéentrallzed evaluaﬁlaﬁ des;gns when v131t1ng H/D'Vf

'~programsr’mentloned u51ng results for determlnlng whether“

the LEA had ;mplemented recgmmendatlons made by the 1ogally

appalnted program evaluatlon team._ The spee;fle PesPQnses

“of eaasdlpa&t are listed . 1n Table 5.




o+ ' mable 5 .
" Reported Use of =~ = =
Program Evaluation Results

Results Reported t
by Consultants
¥ Consultants S#L S#2. S#3

N .progFam improvement - X

To see if' recommendations for
g Program improvement have been
} lemented when visitiﬂg the
H; pmg‘sm

by
b

Tr:: see if laca_‘]. reecmmendatiéns
made by the. 1&253.17; appolinted -
evaluation team have been - .. - . X
Implemented when visitir;g the
H/D pmg‘arn - .-

~ T@ develﬂp -a State plan of ai:tiénrm L :
for wc:rchng with the LEA - L X

T(:o detemjﬁe whet.he::i the prag*am . :
will be refmﬂed . . X -

To- desigrmsewice =pm§ﬁans~fgr‘~—:—-a U
H/D instructors - , , - X

Note.. S = State




3. >Télephane Intérv1ew Results For Statés Canduatlng .
Evaluations But Without Formally Struetured Eva;uatlan
lnstruménts or Pracedures . . -

5
‘The H/D eonsultant telephané 1nterV1ewE far states

‘gandugtlng H/D pr@gram évaluatlons but w1thout formally

afstructured évaluatlan 1n3truments ar pracedures, dlSElDSéd

each af these states évaluated H/D pr grams: (1) at the -
same tamé as- 211 other vaeab&onal educatlon -pPrograms; and
(E),w1th ;nstruments and/or prccedurés dlfferen@ than those
used 1n the State 5. on-~ galng systém for evaluatlng all 7
MV@QEtlﬂﬂal educatlcn programs.;' o :iﬁ“ N T
Durlng teléphane 1nterv;ews c@néﬁlﬁantsfin;éhese
'ététes réves;ed they eontro;léd thé'evaluation désign by :
aétéﬁg‘as thé,exté{nal evéluétbr; The consultaﬁt':'a) made“?
'an ﬂn 51te v131t--b) détermlned whethef the program was 'jj:

:'meet;ngs ;ts g@als and objegtlves as stated in. 1ts fundlng

E
S

'proga;al' and; o). wrote thé flnal prcgram evaluatlon

TEPQI’"E

Co 'é 1tant5 in thls gr@upAexpréssed they knew their
';HfD?P é I ell and thus,;sjd not negdrtc condugt;an o
evaluatlon us;ng fcrmally structured instruménfs and/af 7
pracédures; S@mé é@nsultants referred’ ta u51ng H/D prog::m y
standards “1f neeessary“ ta aid 1n the, évaluatlén of a .
é;"mafglnal“ pragram. Dthers 1nd£cated they evaluated ,“M;f_gf

'prégrams thr@ugh informal VlSltS_and obsérvations of the
L7.

3
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- pregrem over an 1ndef1n1te perled of t:.me.= Three'
eeneultente expreesed a pereonel de51re to heve e formelly

etruetured H/D pregrem eveluetlon eyetem but eeeh we.e==

[

deubtful whether federel endfer etete funds would be mede

" avail, '1 t6 develop end 1mplement eueh a system.:
.Te 1 phene 1ﬂterv1ews 1dent1f1ed three states-in the,
f,éreeeEéeef develep;ngAthele;H/D pregrem=eveluetlon‘eyeteme,:

The consultants of two states dieeioseé ‘their eEAVe were in

the process of developingAeﬁtiv ely. new SEA eveluet;en o
eyeteme based onhreeulfe of Federal menlterlng rev;ewe byr

the U S Department of Edueetlen.rrThe ether et

eeneqltent_dlee;oeed a. new SEA eveluetlen;eyetem was being

developed to meet eva lu etlon gu1de11ne reeently mendeted

%by the State. Dlreetor of Veeetlonel;Edueetlen-‘e,,

- -

Gne etete dld not eveluet HZD voc t10ne1 edueetlen :

, pregreme.A Th;s etete'e eeneulfe;t eteted the.EEA hed never,

eendueted eveluetlone ef H/D progreme 1n the peet nor- was

the eoneultent ewere ef plene to eenduet eueh eveluetlene-

Line the future,,m,ﬁ,,mAﬂ:;;};eﬂ e ,,,,'hew,”";”” I I
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>+ V. CONGLUSIONS =

HIﬁe valuatlan of han ﬁcapped and dlsad—antsged e

eared to be an @rganlzéd agtiv;ty'

=1

vccatlonal educatlon ap

“in most rural States Mcre than -Lwo~ thlrds @f the sample

states _1D @f 14 states, évaluatéd H/D programs

vogatloﬁal educatli:”ﬁ*ograms were belng

t;me as all cthe'*

’evaluatéd only one'state evaluated H/D- programs as part of
_';ts total SEA vogatlcnal educatlon pr@gram evaluatlon
;system | In thé other nlne states' H/D programs weré
?evaluatéd separately, apart f?cm, other vocatlanal
Aedggaplcn,pragramsir' s ; L - . 4y
T iﬁe ﬁrédoﬁinate‘evaiﬁétiéﬁ'stnatégy’used forléSSéééiﬁg,
"H/D programs was to have- an external evaluatcr(s) v151t -
eagh pragram to talk w;th the lnstrugtor(s), 1ntervL§w
”students v1ew program chllltles and records obserVé the;
rprog;émaln operatlonb and report f;ndlngs tg thé SEA In.
fthe one state w1thaut an external evaluator cémponent the .-
lstrategy was to 1nclude H/D program assessmeﬂt questlgns
within the SEA'S Oplﬂlon survey ad stered to 1nd1V1duals

.1

Jdnvolved ln and/@r affected by all vocatlonal educatlﬂn

=

programs.

© -




véﬁased on thé analy51s Gf dceuments prov1ded by states
"wlth formally structured evaluat;on 1n5truments and N
jprééédﬂ?és, the types of séfstegies used for asse551ng H/Dr
_prcgram plsnnlng and operatlonal proeesses WEPE determlned
by each state's” preferenee for e;ther a SEA eontro;léd
j(central;zed) or a LEA éantralled (decentrallzed;

evaluatlon des;gn.' States with a centrallzéd evaluatlon

T§§§§gh ut;l;zed eontrol stratéglés for caﬂductlng

. ev il,at;ons wh;ch Dvertly 1nvalved the H/D gcnsultant 1n

:iall phases of each program. evaluat;on,:llmll

 d2the extent 
‘Df LEA 1nvolvemént in program evaluatlon act1v1t1és, and
placed responslblllty fcr wr;tlng the flnal prcgram
evaluatlon report on the H/D gonsultant. In contrast

states w;th a deceﬁtrallzed évaluatlan déSlgn utlllzed

cantrol strategles g&r conductlng evaluatlans whlch
vmlnlmlzed 1nvglvement of the H/D ccnsultant in program
evaluatlcn EEt;VltIES, engcuraged LEA involvemént durlng':
prbgrgm evaluation activities, andvexcludéd ﬁhé H/D

,—consultaﬂt from pEFtlleEE}Dn in preparation of the ‘final

- = -
_ program evaluation report.

Hawever— Fegardless of ‘whether. the SEA preferred a

central;zed or a decentﬁ alized evaluatlon design, sll SEA'S

with formally struetured eialuatich instruments and

ptbcedures-g&ed tne,samegﬁhtgiggigsﬁ?éf Eﬁﬂffﬁiiﬁﬂgj£hé%=%%m
content of evaluative questions and the recording of
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evaluator's assessments; “In each state, ‘this gantrol was

' effedted thrasghfth oint: strategles of requlrlng an

j
evafuator(s) to use SEA pr ésgrlbed. (1) questlans for
ras 331ng the efféet;vene s of~ program piann;ng and

éperational.processes; and (2 leért-type scales-fcr

récordlng their op;nlons abOut the ex enﬁlgf H/D program

i

iplannlng and oPeratlanal proaesse

3 2

All states égndugtlng H/D pragfam evslustion but

::Ew1thcut fcrmally strugtured 1nstruments or ppccedurés had
Lcentﬁsllzed evaluaticnwde51gnsiu Among these_ststes~—£h;Mx=
sole evaluatlgn strategy was: to have the H/D'cansultant aét
- as an external evaluatér, but w;thout formal SEA strateg;es'
.far 3552331ng the efféct;veness of program plannlng and e
operatlenal pra:esses -In essence, the H/D consultant :

détermlned the conduct, content and recordlng of program

ti%valustltgxé on a progfam by pr&gram b831s.




a.

VI. "DISCUSSION AND REC GMMENDAflans,

- The number of operatiohal prncess lndlgaters reearded

p
by the réseaﬁeher spp red to. have 11ttle FélathﬂShlp w1th

'eonsuitant ratlngs of haw effectlvely the1r evaluatlan

rsystems were able to .assess H/D pragram epératlanal

' EN
praeessés- Far Examp;e: State # 3 had six 1ndleators and

- .state # 5 had Dﬂé indicator ﬂf pragram cper atio élj_f&'

pr02355337(see Table 2 on page 33) But,rcnga §§§la,é% T
to 5, 5 being the,hlghestf each of these state's o
‘consultants rated th31r evaluatlon System's éffec‘
! é ngn (sge Table 4 on pige 43) Apparéntly,eﬁgg

how many'indieatcrs were present.in- the SEA's ‘eyalu

'documents, some other faetdr(s).must have influéncedfﬁﬁefg"”

:1ratings of GOﬁéultants sbéut'tﬁe'éfféctivehesé of their

SEA involvement in aet1v1tles during - assessmént Df LEA L -

program Gperatlénal progesses. In states wi h_an cn-s;te,

. 3EA appointed, evaluat;@n team campanent (sta ’”#j; #3 and
“effectlve far 3532551ng program cperatlanal prOQESSes,
But, in states without an on-site, SEA appointed, 1 .




.= S :'=*-—

evaluatlan team c@mpanént Cstates #2 and- #4), consultsnts o
ratéd thELr system as less than effective for a555531ng

: program aperatignal pracesses.'f'r

~This ab@afVEt;pn suggests the n

}ffESESFEh‘ﬁévdétéfﬁiﬂévwﬁéthér.ﬁhé L:Ai of “sample_states

;’wcuid agree wlth rePorted consultan

evsluaﬁlﬁn systém s EffécthE ness. " example, LEA's

[

-or states w;th éehtrallzed evaluati

= states with decéntrallzed evaluatlon des;gna Cstates #2 and

1nvalVement decreasedv

#4) ldent;fied the lack of direet SEA

f the Effect1VénESSle pf g 'evaluatlgns, then the. degree

h of SEA lnv'l nt may’ propartlanately 1ncrease program -

;Fggvalgat;on éffeetlvenegsg Ferhaps,Alf SEA nvolvement-

WH»

evaluatlons, then

l

“e?gas&srﬁhé effectiveness of p?ogféﬁ

EA pariicigatién'ihrg i evaluatlan a t1v1t1es shoild be

F

_canduatlng evaluatlans were compsred w1th their OplnanS
_ @bout how’they as consultants "used"firpgramievgluatlon
results.' Df the 14 purpases for eval sting’HKDﬁprogrgms

o = - - J -

;_repcrted?by consultaﬁté (see Tabie 3 ‘of . page 41), only the




: pr@gfém‘iméravEmEht"~was meﬁti@néd'by ail écnsdltahtsi
Hawever, ‘as can be seen in Table 5 on .page #5 gcnsultants-
'uséd program evaluatlcn results fDr maklng pf&gram : |
imprGVément recammendstlans and for, dstérm;nlng_W'ethér
*prégram lmprQVément reccmmendatlons had baép impié@énteéjby;:
_.the LEA'si_:Ev1dently, althoug h not mEﬁticnéd by
consulténts, ancther purpo e of program ‘evaluation was to
¥prov1de crlter;a far determlﬂlng whether LEA's' had
-1mplemented prcgram 1mprovément réeammendatlons.
| Eased cn ﬁhls analys;s of data, 1t -was unglegr to- the,A;
researcher whether cﬁnsultants were prov1d1ng technlcal
_3531stance when they vi Slféd programs (e. g. 'afferlng
equlpment madlflcatlan suggestlaﬁs and. éurrlculum evisiOﬁsai

to meet the'léarning'heeds of a handleapped student),

and/or, whether ecnsuitants were maglng compllance checks
when they v131ted pragrsms (e. g; mnnltarlng the extenﬁ of
‘program improvement in arder to determlné if the progfam

should be Féfundéd) Ferhaps as reflected in the

’LEA'S used program evaluatlon results, SEA'S mastly "used"
results t@ pTOVldE ;nformatlan for cémpllanée éhecks:

"LEA'S 1mplement them (reeommendatlons for. program
improvement). If they don't, we don't refund the
program again" (p. 44);”§g§47~:7 _ B

“If the’ LEA likes the evaluatlén, they Seem ta keep
‘the progranm. If not, thgy_@ropf;tmgpﬁ make a new.. . ...

54
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- - dapplication for aﬁcthe: H/D prégrsm. Tﬁéy—dan't'
- seem to like improving on what they had". (p.HE)

Hawéveﬁ, if SEA's usefprcgram evaluat;cn results for

the predamlnate purpase o nrgv1d1ng 1nformat;cn to makertr
program ccmpllaneé Qheeks LEA'S may s;mply be maklng -
prégrém ;mprévements in crdér to segure refund;ng cr
terminati g prcgrams to avoid SEA m@nltoring praetlees- A
study focu31ng an LEA prcgram 1mplemEﬂtat1§n pragtlces
:cDuld be helpful in deflﬁlng the state‘s rale in wcrk;ng
with LEA'S ab@ut _pProgram. 1mprcvemént matters. . thwa;“_kf,
To developérs of state systéms for evaluatlng H/D " 7
_1ro§pams and serwgges thé fol W1ng general |

recommendations sre affered*

e Identifyithe SEA's Spégifié purposes fcf e&alﬁating
H/D programs and services.

F

S-ADetermlne the extent to which the .SEA will be

dlreétly 1nvolved in evaluatlaﬁ act1v1tles (e g.

tdurlﬂg LEA orlentatlon meetlngs, durlng the actualri

* =

. _coﬁduct of the evaluatlan— durlng preparatlon of the

final prcgrsm evaluatlaﬂxrep@rt)

1) -Establish - w1th the SEA whc 'will be- respaﬁ31ble for

‘the actual conduct of thé pragram evaluations (e.g.

the H/D consultant, évkEAvpr SEA gpgé;ﬁ@gﬂ
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evaluatlan team, an lndepéndent third party
. ‘ N . g

‘evaluatar)

EWZHave the SEA define snd enumerate haw prcgram
: evaluatlan results w111 be used - after prﬂgrams have,

been evaluated

Qi'Euild'iﬁta tﬁe state’s H/D prégrém evéluétién SySteﬁ )
Va meehanlsm fcr aasess;ng the 1mpagt Df pragram)
Levaluatlgn on. the SEA - LEA's, .and. prcgrams and
services far,handlgapped_gnd d Sad antaged

L=

?6Qatiaﬁal>§dh§a§iDn]StﬁdéﬁtS;

Ji,ggg;,.. mg.
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o APPENDIX.A- <
. GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS OF THE UNITED STATES .
~ AND RURAL STATES WITHIN_EACH DIVISION ..

=

!
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- | FDUR -GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIDNS OF THE UNITED STATES'
/. 1‘5’J;jfv AND 'RURAL, STATES H;QEINTEAGH DIVISION*

;. R N L Percent of .
L N PR ~ Population’
ol . S e rs 70 Qutside centra;
' ' ' T : g T Cities. and -~ -
.Geographic Division L .. Suburbs .. .

I‘brt.heast Ll L

Maine ... - - 79 ..
.. New Hz ;" sh;re ' Y £ T
**Vermnt S e 200 -

i N@ri;h C‘entra; S

. North Dakota =~ -- - ' B8 T
" South Dakota o 86

| ©Souith:. =~ ° D
Lo semn T g
" . brkansds © . 69
0 '~ Mssissippi - - . - - 82
-~ - 'Kentucky - % . 60
North Carolina o 62 _ Lo
..+ " South Carolima- - . =~ = 61 . L
.0 West Virginda - . 68 .

‘Maska - - ¢ . ‘g0 L e
~Montana - : . 75 R
. New Mexico - - . = oo - 69

, o Wyoming . . 100 - .

. ¥The four gecsg;*aplﬁc ﬁlVlSiC)ﬂS are. tsl{eri ‘from the U.S - Bureau %f th
County-and City Data Book, 1977 and the 1déﬂtiflcation of rural stat
. their respect' ve percent (;!:E' populations outside of central cities
. from Polities lin the Eurai States: Peaple Partiess 5;:1«:‘3. E?QGESSES by

**Vermont ted ftmm the stratified r-andcm selectian of st:ates. _ e
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The Ur_;. 1vaf~r51ty of Vermant —

Des ﬂTMENTcE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION & TECHNOLOGY

COLLEGE OF - LRICULTURE, AGRICULTURAL ENGINEERING BUILDING

: : o ) - BUALINGTON, VERMONT 05405
R L : . ﬂj (802) 6562001 .

- February 3, 1982

SPEC131 Programs Uﬂ?t ‘ . : . L
Department of Public Iﬁstrugtiun o - ' o
Division of Vacational Educat1gn

.quzat1an Building," :

Dgaf

: Thank you for Favarab]y FEEETVinﬁ my phone inquiry yesterday .
~about_information.concerning . . . L .evaluation.of . e i
secondary. hand1capped and d1sauvantaged vacatianai educs ticn ' .

programs.

As I indicated: to ygu in our conversatTan the Umiversity of
Vermont is under contract with the Vermont D1v1s1nn bf Vogational
Education to develop an evaluation system for secondary ha~;1*fe~v

. and disadvantaged programs. . Our effort is to develdp a two level,
. SEA-adm1n1Stered evaiuat1on system that can. be*
1) 1ntegrated into Vermcnt 5 regu1ar 5 year cycle for
’ -~ evaluation of all programs as per the 1976 evaluation

mandates, and,

,2)‘ used as_an 1hdépéndent instrument im fhé evaiuation er'
an.individual handicapped or disadvantaged program at ,
the dTSEPEt]Dﬂ of the Vermont Special Needs Ccnsu1tant."

. When we- have cnmp]eted ‘the eva?uatian 'system our project deveinps L
- for the Vermont Division of Vccatianal Educat1an, I wiTT sand you a
'ﬁcpy of the dacument., _ v

I look forward to receiving ] handi¢éppéd and
disadvantaged evaluation. mater1a15. Thank you faor you help and
zogperat1an. S

dim Frasier o
‘Evaluation Project Coorcinator

"An 'Ejgui]'@ppgrtunity Emp!ﬂyé?
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A'_E_; Hhat SEA evalumgn s:t.rate fwafs e used 0. d!termine nhether |

' lE?A Se’lfééva:iﬁ:itiﬁn S o using LEA n‘mlaped instruments

Emrnal Evﬂuatinn Tean o using SEA dereluped 1nstnments |
using nefther SEA or LEA develuged

E:tzrna’l Eu’luaﬂuu by L e:n’ert' e
”- Wnstmments .

T T T R

lndepgndeat Third Pgrty Emuatinn __thher . !

| _Enlathon hy‘State Ennsﬂtant [
__other 5 - ; "1
T L L

‘ | D5 used 1n evaluatiun of disadvantaggd pmgrams
4| Mo used tnevalustion of handtcapped prograns
* | O g ysed mlumun of both pragrams -

L

G e enluEien strateges are used 10 verly ow

' _Di_sadzfanlﬁge;d'

ntiapet |

Hritten survey of » students . —

4 parents ! . .

L =idnnistraters o .
A I ocatlona! fagelty -~ % —
- =pupll support persoonel - - e
rogran advisory comittee . 0 o

: «ather -
Fersanﬂ lnterviens with =students | f:i"i -
qarents __ _
- -adnfnlstrators . i
yocation] faculty” o e
~ - =upt] support persnnnel RS -
«progran advisory cﬁﬁnittee S _
spther S N
Revlew of student -records S —
Toamtsers o R —
drop-out ratias‘ ‘ i —
sother .. < i S —
Revieu of LEK =1 and 5 yea R e
Lrant App’lli;atian (RFF) S o
-End of yedr progren repnrt i o
: ther o — —
" Revlew of SEA <Consultan svs,trepqr,s I
: <Conpl{ance reparts ‘ i .
Hininun progran standards - —
‘ uther - E .
-s \'ES L 7.-5 UHELEAR Nu Respanse 5¢ fiot présent in document

7 IF YES Hhat evaluatinﬂ strategiz; arg used tn verlfy the !ffgctlvmess o

A “other____~

Hinimun progean stendards

ERRRRREN

Disg_dv;n;_ag_ed Handlcapped
, Hritten survey of =tud5nfs -
o Copirents — v
L -dainistrators — L
T ~vocational fatulty - —
o =pupf support personnel il
o Jeogran advisory comittes .
‘ I other -
-‘ .\Fersnna’l fnterviews Wlth «5udents - _
;_ . T -par'nts : :
8 nth3r o -
Revien of student -recrTs R -
. hest seores - -
=drop-gut ratios o .
sfther - -
Rl — e
Srant Applicatinn (RFP} -
«End of year progrin rport .
«other S
Revie of SEA -ConsuTEaRE'S VISIE reporls.
<Lonplfance: reports S

N

: _?!_s_U_H;C_LE_AT "_ﬁa_ﬁésﬁansg_is ot ﬁresen_t_ fn Docuent

COMEAT COEBUN COTENT AWAYSE: \ :
,-

. "

(5




APPENDIX.D
RECORD OF REVIEWER CRITIQUES

AND
ACTION TAKEN
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Prﬂcéclures -
&
‘ITE f@llcwing th:ee criteria were éstabliSIEd by the
:Esearckxer for detemm:;g the utility of I‘EViEWéI" s cmnts

- 1. Only thase reviewer cmnts andhr sug,%stims whit:h
- clearly expanded the focus of the study were not added
to the instruments. These were rec@rded as "BsTsS" -
(Beyarﬁ the Scope of the Study) o .

2. All additions andfcar mdif‘ic:atic:ns su%ested by . ear;:h
reviewer would be added to the ct:ntént ana:l.ysia _
B Lnstnm‘ents.; R S , R
.3.  Only those deletians suggsted by the F;{teﬂ')al Review
’ Panel would be excluded from the content analysis
instruments.

This appendix has been divided into thiee secticns: (a)
First Internal Review; (b) Second Internal Review; amd (c) External
Review Panel, E‘ach section has ‘a summary of Lntjividuél I"éViEWEI‘ s
Iespcnse to the. reviewer s cmnts. The content analysis
instruments used by each grouping of reviewers are presented at .
- the end of eacn sectic:n.
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. FIRSY INTERMAL HEVIBN

Camrentsafﬁeviewer#l "

* ction Tken |

o Coments

N

Comments of Heviewer #2° | f

* Aetion Taken

C /r.gintent- of questions wag unclear and wording of quéstic:ns seened auloard

 |ALL questlons vere

el |

. ’ . - /
L - i ____E. R N

== i = e i g

= Aotdon Taken

T :.Uncerta;Ln abaut the :mtent of differences betw&en second and third
'y;-,"JFYES ! questicms o :

| Coment; roted by |

. researchep




~ . MAJOR QUESTION:.

What types'gf évaTGafian stréEEQTEs are being used

by the SEA to evaluate the Planning Processes of
programs and services designed by LEAs for the .
d1sadvantaged and handicapped. students -enrolled in

,vacat19na1 educat1on pragrams?

,z;;Statéﬁtbde;#;




ssn- saaaunrmn DDEUHEHT FRDFILE '

HhaﬂL the najdr avaiuatidn atraiegy formats: used by the SEA an evaiuaiidn tlia

- -Pranning Processes of LEA Programs and Services fnr disadvantaged and handidapped
Vdcatinnal dducatidn studentsi B ‘

s adnasaaaad Tig srndgnas as Aot ST uzsraa

L ‘Are disadvantaged M handi;appad nrdg _ns:and sarvi;as evaiuated i,
part of, or separate fron, the state's ongolng -Systen for gyaiudting fill
vdcatidnai edu;atidn prdgrans \aithin Lha par-fdd of tha fiva year state pian'i

. Disa_ddan"t,angd Handi;!upgd .

-’:"'LEA Sdif-evaiuatidn -
- Ustng SEA deveidped Instruments

using LEA dnveldped {nstruments

ﬂparate Frdn

' | L S e bdemal Eelugti N e
,If Ll araid frun. hdd dften are disadvantage and/dr handidappgd prdgrans L B ug:; SEHadginiggezgiaTstauncnts :
Tk - .nd services avaiualed by-the SEAT . i o extornal Evaluatlon Team = —
=l o . L R 1 ) EEA develofed Instruments N X o
Ry i’dr handinappdé prngrans.a ﬂricas C e Edternal evaluation by an g;pgri B .
- . CE L using SEA dovelaped fns ST >
____ e s e ity =
o A o i i!using LEA develoed Indlruments =~ . - IR
(P fre disadvnntaged and handi:appzd prograns and SEFViEE'S dvaiuated uitna S nﬂililsgd;gitggri'rgziﬂ;yéxﬂ}:aimn ‘t. L e
S comen insirun-ent, or with indididuai’lydaaigned instruments? - * Baluation by Sute Cdnsuitané UM e _
T, ke + Asing SEA-devbloped nstruments AERIE S
H“h & COMmaR 1“5“”@“: ] .. "_ . EVaﬂlﬂHDH by State Consu) tant C | o —
= P . using LEA developed Instrunents , S
iaith indiv duai sepdrdte instrunents Ty inidrndi Evaluatlon by Stite Conltant . = =
IR - gin neith SEA T co
with an {nter-agency evaiuatidn fnstrunent desfoned ~~ * 7 oghgrq e sthor L0k insarunnnta e P
T cddparatinn with adaatidnaiaspeciai educatidn - o T L == e

3 R C e Hhahrg the evaluatidn strategtes used by ihn SEA; to verlfy pida‘ming pnn:aaaes and
TI1, What s the present 'USE’ status of thE SEA's E\Iél'udtid.r’i docunents wtlfed .t detemine the affeativeness of prdcadures used {n-plamning processes?
“for evaluation of handicapped and/or disadvantagdd prograns and serviees? - 1 o \ . . ; L
_ . Lo o s '-Disadvantaged Handir:appad
currentiy belng used Hithdut revliidn - T Hritteh suriey nf studEnts |

= parents
. % s adninisteators - - ,
- e e e vocatlonal faealty L.
currEntly being used but under rei'isidn ‘ . . C ﬁpup” support persnnngi
o . CORR L [ advisory- EﬂmnittEE :
L = gther ,
| Pdrsdnai intdrvidns with - students
o = parepts -

wlﬂﬁ_‘evaiudtian dowment wrintly belg ety e 1 E sty
" does the SEA have plans far ddve’loding ong ? S - atiol fualy
S - = pupll support personnal

0 evalugtion docunert(s) vere furnished hy the B . T " prodrin misw mmim" .

: : , = gther
. SEA fﬂr e In ths study ' L . Revlew nf student_ = records 7 =T

o : T S DT S =.test scores
: P ' ‘ - o = drop-out ratios
| - - sother o .
: Revlew of LEA% ) and § year Plans
' < Grant Application (RFP)
= End of Yedr progran repnrt ‘
: .= pther .. R
Review of SEA - - Consultant’s visit reports :
-= Compliance roports -
: = Hininum program standards ™
[ . W nEhEr '

- EurrEntly baing used but With- reﬂsidns or nddificatinns

CEL

nd 'evaluation document currentiy being used, but
C tha SR s deweinping tne for use iiil‘.hin 0re yaar

LT

ey
o



e |
"1, [Does the SEA evaluate the need for the pragram o serwité by assessing Lo R o o !
the LEA's.efforts to- identify and utilize resources and sorvices o 3 - ‘ : ‘é\
mi]sbl?tn the: sthanl and comunity for hanﬂisappsstdistdvanttged students? : : Coow '
T R _._Yés b | SR

1F ¥ES ﬁhst evaluation strategies are used. by the SEA to vs:rH‘y the

F Es: Wit gvalgatlﬂn strateqy fomats are usef by thE SEA i de "tnt }
S effettivensss nf procedures used to Idestlfy sich résolrces

* the LEA's-efforts to fdentify and uffHze such resources 4 servhaeg),

EEEE PR | u and sevl;es?
S T SRR m“d“"ta;':d, : ©* - Disadvantaged  Handdcapped
LEA Stlf evaluatinn e e ! . ' .
. - usingfSEA develuped 1nstrument$ T ¢ Hrtttgn survey of - . ;gggsgs — —_—
. LA Selfenluation -.‘% ' ~ adninfstrators — -
using ‘LEA. developed 1nstrumgnts e : Lo E = vacationa] faculty — —
. ExtErnal Evaluat fon Tean, ' T R BT - pupil support p-ermnﬂ — —
Coo Entem] Evaluattﬂn Tean. hf = S = pther . .
- using LEA developet {nstrurents Persunat 1ntervigws with = students s T
S Eaternalievaluation By’ o - 4 parents - =
using SEA developed. & . = adninfstrators e
Euternak:eygluation by an T S Ca s = vacatlonl faculty S —
us ng EERdeveloped fnstruents . -+ el C T pupl suppert persomnel L -
*Independent Tht!‘dFﬂﬂt’,E‘@]umﬂﬂ .7 . S e advisory com 1ttee i T
. using redther SEA o LEA’j‘fins__trjtmtntSﬂ AT e . Gther o T L
. Evaluation by State Consultémt s Co ! REU‘Eﬂ ﬂf Studéﬁt = rgggrds B ij’ A _
- using SEAﬁ.tlevelupEd 1nstru'nents - S S o - tost gcargg o -
. Evafuation by State Consiltant=" = oL T s 8o < dropenut rates | R S
~ - ushng LEA developed frstruncats R i . Cegther LT R
" Infornal Evaluation by State. Consultant P co U Revtew m, IEA - ) and=—=—=-=—%=5 T — —_
-~ usiag nedgher SER or LEA {nstrunent B B S Lu = Grant Application (RFp) - — —
i ﬂ!ht’l’ SN — s el v ey < End:of Y pragram report : ‘. : ‘=7
R LT other - s -
IF s Hhat evalusttsrr strategtes sre used by the EEA tu ugﬂfi_LEA sffsrts Rssteu ﬂf SEA cg;ﬁi::z; :E;t‘ég ff-"P“."E?___ | — —_—
_ ; . ‘ ~ = Kinimum progran standapds. : : S
i Y S —— ¥ _=other” .. — .
L 5“"&3’ gf ft"d"!"ts‘.“”l R o The SEA-does nat seek to verity the _ :
) E;;?\E:trstn rs‘ e e e : effgttiv&néss of procedures used to° L ‘
3« vorational faculty - i *5% i 1dent1fy & utiTize such resnurtes i senrises ;s_ —
Lo = pdnd1 support perSomne] e el L g -
Eltgg?m ihlor snrm'lt T R i . EDtHENTS CGHCEHHIHE EQNTEHT ANALYSIS
FerSnnst tnterstews wlth - stulenls . ST . ‘ : ‘
; U oLparents. . v L :
o e aninistrites ¢ o — o 3
A T o -'-vntstmnsl fstultg S - . . J
. < puptl support persannel _w e - . I
e program advidory csmittes L . oo
, . o -Dﬂlt‘l’ s . - . _— e ‘.»,_ . ,
cu Revirw of student - récords . ‘ faos o ¥ = : :
: B stﬂres e . ‘ - o
ot Lo« drdgeout- ratlos . - |
' et o T T e . SR A
Review of LER = 1"and § yeaf Plans - ""*‘;"}"éfi“"" JEEEE ‘ R : i R
: R rant Application (RFe) FEE S - T R o
T - fnd- ur ye.tr prngrsm repnrt b R SR . -
Hevteu Df SER CEHSu t.mt S AISIL rePﬂFES e - .
v Cunxphsnu: FEports dd Yo . v . : IS
: ;-Hmlnu'n prnqmm standards - L _
‘ | "o I‘JUIN} . ﬂ. -7 “'5 LFT i ?3_- ! . .
! ot seek toverlfy LEA efforts. . v o L
L m.! Sggsﬁ;ss tize sueh resourees pservicts - o e e S we G
, ' o g L ! . : Lo




E Dnd= th: SEA evaiuale hnw the handicapped or disddvantaged student is T
{dentified as needing services 1n order to succeed in & vocational
edu nlidn prdgram? : ‘

.E;JgiA:‘ B

IF. YES Hhat evninntidn strategy furnnli are used by the SEA td deternine

ERRTI |

hwﬂﬂﬁshmﬁﬁﬂMmunMMﬁM?

LEA Self-valuation _
using SEA develaped Instruments

. LEA Self-gvaluation

- ustng LEA developed {nstruments

- External Evaluation Team

using -SEA developed instrungnis
External Evalyation Tean
using LEA developed Instruments

 External evaluation by an "expert”

ustng SEA developed fnstrunents

‘Entdrndi Evaiudtidn by i dxpert"

‘ Independent Third: Pdrty Evaiudtidn
- uslng neither SEA or LEA instrunenis

Dthdr S

s ¥

- Infornal Fva

Evaluation by State Consultant

- ysing SEA develaped insiruments .

Evaluation by State Consul tant
wsing LEA ?EVEiDPEd {nstrunents

uation by State Consultart

using nelther SEA or LEA instruments

il
=

What ewaiuatinn strategies are used by the SEA to verif’ that students
ire EEFFEEEiy Identified L1 needing servicest - o

s fWHEHMNﬂuf-ﬂMmE

o e ou PAPEALS: -

ddninistra;drs 7 |

= vocational faculty

- pupil -support persanne]
= progran advisnry EdmniEtEE i

= other

Fersnnai {nterviews with = students

F

' Revlew of student . records 7

= parents
~ ddministratars

= vocatfonal faculty =
= pupl1 suppart- personnel
= progran advisnry comi ttee

= gther

- = test scores .

-dmdmtmﬁﬁ

= piher_

Revien of LEi <1ands year Plans
-, "= Grant Application (RFP) -
&dniyﬁrﬁmgﬁmrﬂdﬁ

* s pther

Eevidn of SEA =+ ConsuTtant"s visTt reports

- Edmpiidn:e reports

e = Hinimum progran standdrds

"= pther
The SEA does not seek to verify

that “students
- are coreectTy TdentiFled as needing servlees

ﬁisadvantdged

| I

Disadvdnid Ed

—

Handitapped

SRRRRRRNRRH!

11 i i i.i.f

4,

iﬂ | i P

IR

IERRRRERRRRANANRE i'@

——
w

. effectivcne;s of rddedunes lised t0 ideniiiy siuddnts in_nnéd
D snec_a_ 5erv1ces.

Hritten survey of = students -
S = parénts
= adninistratars’
"= yocationa] faculty -
= pupi1 suppcrt personnel
= program advlsory :dmnittee
) : = pther
Persona] nteryfens with - studenfs ™
- = parents
= adninistratofs
= vocatomal faculty
= pupl] support personng] -
= progran advisory ddnnittee
. =qther -
Review nf student - Feeords
- test scdres '“
. = dropeout rates - :
cepther. o
Review of LEA < 1 and 5 year Plans
= Grant Application (RFP) -
= End of ‘year prodarin repdrt .
\ - gther
REviEw of SEA ConsuTTant's visit reparts e
= CompHance reports "
= Hinimum progran standards i
: - gther Fe i
The SEA dnes riak seek to verify the i
 effectiveness of procedures used- to' identify .
- students in need- of speciai services U

I

s

ES ol
L .
e
U
=

e

,CDHHEHTS EOHEERHIHE CDHTEHT AHALYSIS

. Hsadvantaged

:Handicdppgd

SRREAN

-~ |

IRREERRARARERRE



.g:MmemwmmwmmmMMMmmm
tnable 1o sueceed 1n 4 vocations) zdufaliun program dre served by the .
- progran o servica? : _ P
- S,‘ - i Vﬁﬂb-

JHE%HWMmmwhmnmmwwmmmmu'
that enly such students are sewgdr : T

1sadvantage andicaggc

LEA Self-cvaluation _
~stng SCA developed fnstrunents
(LEA Self-evaluation.
: ~ using LOA develaped {nstrunents
A - -Daternal Evaluation Taam
. uslng SEA develaped instrunants
" External Evaluation Tear. .
W using LEA developed 1nstruments
.+ External evaluation by an "axpert®
“ﬂj,= © % yging SEA developed instfuments
_ External evaluation by an “eape* - N
Lo using LEA doveloped frstmmonyy R
(1o Independent ThiRd Party Evalustion .
T, using mefther. SEA. ge LEA nstrunents -
‘g:=¢mmmnﬁmummm
- wsing SEA doveloped Instruments
- Ewaluation by State Cansulrant
"o uging LEA developed fnsLruments
= Informa) Evaluation by State Consultant
ﬂumumMEMHRWMME
mm s

A
1l

_I_F_iE_E. What evaluation itrategles are used by. the SEA to verify that un]y

studEnts reading §ervite; dre served] L
| g : . Disadvantaced . Handleapped -

Hritten survey of = iludents
= farents _
-adminlstﬁt@rs,' '
-« vocational faculty
. = pupil support personnel
. o = [rogran advisory Enmittee='_,
. ' = glther
Personal 1ntervieus with = studeals
: i ‘ « parents
' ) = dministratars
= vocatienal fagulty
= pupil support personnel .
= progean advisory comnittee
= pther- | =
Review 5f student - recura ]

ERRRRERRNAREY w

a0 _:sdrﬁpautratur
' ' = other

e Revieu of LEA = 1.and § year Plans - T

: = Grant Application (RFR) - o . K
*Mﬂmwmmmm S
L = pther - .
Review of SEA « Consultant's visit reports

.= Conpliance reports
. =-Hinioun program 5 tandar
. = oLher .
S The A dags not seek tofverify that gnhf
: ~-Students needing- :emm ars ferved

RN RRRARNRNRNER I*?f

| ] |;'-|.

L SSRIIEE S,

. 1 ¥g5:

Hhat evoluauan stratcg;es are uszd by the SR tn \mrit‘y the

. effectiveness of prncgdures used ta ensure that anly such students

o Fersanal 1nterv1eus Mith » studenls T

. Review of studen! = records =

MTWMMMmmmﬁm”%f”'“Tfm

are serued?

Hrit:en- survey nf students
<= pargats.
= adninistratars
-~ vocational faculty ST
= punil-support personnel f
= program advisory :nrrmittea '
= nther '

s parents
= adﬂinlstraturs
: pupil 5uppar£ persnnnei

= progran advisary cnmittée
= pther..

. = Lest scores
= drop-0ut rates |
= other
Review of LEA - 1 and 5 year Plans
© = brant Appiication (RFP)
= End of year progran repnrt
' = gthir
Revieu of SEA = ConsuTEan's VisTt eports
‘ -\Cﬁmp]iam:é reparts.
= Kinimim program standaeds
« Bther - : :

‘- effectivencss of procedures used to ensure -

© that enly handicapped & Disadvantagnd
$tudents are szrved

COEATS COMERNING CONTENT AALYSS:

L

co
‘m‘:} .

Cae L Qisgdvgn,taged HandicaEEe




4 Danf thr ,FA Evaluﬂlﬁ hnw the profrin o servlce ds5e5508 the unmct needs af

Indivlquul progran or scrvi:e partlcipants?f

oo =§!;jns iﬁéﬂn‘z

Eﬁﬁ%nHMHm;mmwhmmamuﬁ@
hwashﬁﬂsuwﬂnﬁﬁaﬁiﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂ

+, LEA Self-avaluation
. uslng SEA developed instrumeﬁts
LEA Self-evaluation -
. using LEA developed instrgmenti
i - External Evaluation Team ’
: - Using SEA developed Instruments
Exlurnal [valustion Tem -
sing LEA develaped |nstrumcnls
External evaluation by an "exgert”
ustng SEA develaped instruments
- Extornal svalustion by an "expert?
- ustag LEA developed Tnstrumants
Independent Third Party Evaluatiop -
using nefther SEA or LEA {nétrnents
hmmMMMmMMmtl'
using SCA developed instruments
Evalustion by Slate Consulfant’
using LEA develaped instruments
7 , hMmﬂEnmnhnwsmﬁcmmHmt
v using nefther SEA or LER Instruments
v Dther

If ¥Es:

—"

student § unnet nesds are correctly fdentifled?

_ Wuknﬂﬂﬂuf-nwmﬁ
- e fAPEALE -
= aduinistratars .
-+ vocatfonal faculty
= pupil support persomne].
~ = progran advisory cunmittee
= gthor 2
students
= parcnts
= adninistrators
= yacationa] faculty
= pupil support persannel

Personal intervlews wlhth -
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B

. Lk;Ea the SEA evaluate efl‘arts made by the LEA progran to ddentfy # : ‘ . . ‘
stirdents needing this program "In order to sueceed in L‘hr.-ir e e ' IR
vocatianal gdeation progran'? : S P : '

3. Doea the SEA Evaluate whether the 1EA program 1z sming mly t;hnsg C
hand1espped/disadvantaged students uruble to succeed In thelr S _ ,
"vmatignal edusatim frogran?” o Dy o o

. I, Does the SEA evaluate whather the LEA pmgr-am azzenees the LmEl: DEEdS
& - afeach Andividusl progran partlelpant? . R
o

5, Toug the, A evaluste bher fndfvidual mlea‘gzaﬂe'amuﬁ e o
skudent ie g: parents, teacters, counsalora, special edueators) are R o

. invlved 1n nsesaent actiﬁtieﬁ thgt stk o 1ﬂ:nt1fy the student's
- umet meds?

6, e the SEH evalate vether e umEtrnesds,csf pdtvidal stutents
=it luenge-the-formatian. of thelr respective proram. oals and chjectlies?

« 1. L the 3FA evaluate wimther the umet needs of individus] students -
. Anfluence the fomation of the LEA progran's poals ad dbectives? «. . |.

E ,boes the 354 evaluate \-dtthér the atuc}snt‘s vnca'timal ina'tmﬂtnr 15 T . : a {
rreeting the st.udEnt's m’n’Et rgeds"
9, Dees the SEA evaluate vhether tndividuals lnovledgable dout the eeds

- of handieapped/disadvantged students are Involved In thesplaming which ! L e i
Influences the (ormtien of the LEA prosran's poals and dbjactiwes? S : L T

} | 4’“ -!
| | . ..iA. ¥ : L



=

h Dées the SEA evaluate the need for the prugram o seryice by assessing R
" the LEA's efforts to Tdentify and utilize vesources and services, : :
. waflible in the s:hnui and E&‘rﬁunity fur handi;appzd, ] dlsadvan;nged students?

'_'Yes‘ "'Hﬂ

y lF VES: Hhat eva]ua;ion strategy farmats are used by the SEA t5 dgtemlnc

o . Extcrnai Evaluatlun Ieam

s

" the LEA's effurts to Identify and utllize sur:h resources & seryiges]

T 4

Disadvantagnd Handifagped

o I.EASelf-mluatlan ~ o U i

", using SEA deve’loped Instruments : L
LEA Self-avaluation .. ¢ == R L
using LEA develnped InstnmEnts’ N '

- Extorna) Evaluitian Tam ) Doy
", ustg LEA developed Instruments =
External evaluation by an "expert®
using SEA developed {nstrunents o R
External evaluation by an “eapert® T ok
uiing LEA-developed fnstruments . S
Independent Third Party Evaluation R
using nefther SEA or. LEA Instﬂ_nfgnts o
- Evaluation by State Consultant -,

|ﬂ
m

ustng SEA developed Instrunents L : o

Evaluatfon by State Consultant N - o
using LEA doveloped tnstrunents )
Infornal Evalustion by State Consultant

- using nefther SEA or. LEA {nstrunents
Dther o ¥

|
P

#

: _LF__E What evalustlon strategles‘m used by the SEA fo wifLLEA effarts

to Iduntify and ut{Hze such resources and services?

¢ . glsad_vané_aged H_aiidl:apﬂ

= adninigtratars
& -, = vncational faculty -
« pupf support pers&nnﬂ
= program advisﬁry t:pnmltte;
' o =pther
Personal int:rvleus With = stugenls -
'-pan:nts R o
- afalstratars
-+« yocational fagulty. -
= pupt Suppart personne] -
= pronein advisary committes
©u pther e
R&vi:w of student - recorls
= lost seores L
= dropgut ratlos .~ . s
‘= gher A
Review of LEA = 1 and 5 year Plans
'+ a Grant Application (RFP) -
L sEqd of yedr program report T
* Revlew gf SEA Eun;ultdntgvmtrgparts s
E « Conplfance reparts
« Hinimum program standards
: = ﬂLhJ ey .
The ST dos- ot 'seek to verlfy Ty LER ﬁffm‘ts T :
aldmtify&umlge SuEh ro,suurceslsewlces ' -

o Hrittmiurvzy of = students” S ~
. . = pareals - Q:f

11T

SEEAREES

|

1 11
FL]

\‘l

L E

I it evlution scmegles i used by th SEX to.verlfy the
‘ - effectlveness of procedures usedmidentlfy sueh Tesoees L

“. ind sevicas? .
: Dls,a,dvantaged

Hritten survey ﬂi -*students
) " = pareats
-admlnistralnrs e
, = vocatlonal facultx .
i = pup] suppart personnel
» progran advisory :arrmltm o
=gther . .
Persﬂnﬂ interviens with = studenls
: = parents
= dninlstratars
= voratlonal fagulty -
= pupl] § #ppart personne] -
= progrd aﬂwlsury tmiml
Cegther

Reviga of stud_ent - Tecords

-testscares . L

IERRR! H SRR

REN ls' |‘ l TRERERE

szle*d of LEA 1 and g year Plans
‘ = Grint Applicatlon (RFP)
.= End of yesr pﬂ)gram rEpart
S S other
. Review of SEA - ConsulTant', vislt repnrts
' = Compliance reports ',
= Rininum progran standards N
: = gther :
The SEA does not seek to verify the
- ¢ffectiveness of procedures used fo

iy B uefltae Such vesources b seces

o NS COMERNING CONTNT ATSIS;

I

o+ Fo

SERNE}
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EXTERNAL REVIEW PANEL




sotT

ECEAUL VIR PNEL -

Hetlon Taken

B R pr———

| Delete n Cperational Process Tnstrument Qestion 9.

Add to Dparatianal Pzpcaaa Liatnnant a quaatian abaut whether tna gnaia and
objectives planned to help tl'a student Succeed in a vaaatinnai prng'an nava
baan inplananted by tha pnpgnan a5 planned | |

'Q_ﬁaatipn 5

o cadded

Add to Dperatianal Pracaaa Inatnnant a quaatinn abaut wkathan the paranta -
and appropriate staff participated in inrpianantatinn ai‘ tha atudent'
individualiaad pragram , o

e

 Qestim#

Hanand in Planning Pracaaa Inatnnient Quaatian #3 to i'pcua on tha effnrta
. ade b by LEAs to- dentify. thoaa individuala in. aaad of apacial aarvipaa or .

prngpana o

 Question B3

éuaatian "

C deleted

deleted

o Qestln |

]}alata in Oparational Pr'pcaaa Inatnnant Quaatipn #12 “Daaa tl‘a SEA avaluata

- Wrether the progean's instrictor(s) has the necessary qualificatiana to wark
with 0} vacatianai sbudents et needs?" -

<

1 W action taken |

question formilated |-

from P, 94-462
- Pequiremenss

1




HOT T

| CaﬂlTEﬂtE of Reviewer #I (cdntinued) ' 3\ ‘ Adtlm 'l‘aken E

kN indicatdr Was. ndt addnessed by tl‘E SEA

hxpaxd fdmdt to iddntify reasons fDP why a partidular CDI'ltEHt analysis

| b atton
. (BSmS)

| -Iddnti.t‘y bire intewal fDI‘ hdw df‘tdn tl'e SEA addressed 4 content analydis A

. indidatdr :

Mo _adtidn' |

—l Establdsh the e:d:ent to which SEA evallztion pradtices have been | 4o action
=estab]ished for trpldmntir;g ddntent arlalvsis indeators - | _’ - (BSTS)

|4 0 (peretonal. Process Tt uestins skt focus an et te

_eﬂ'

Ol Nomttn

. S had evaluated the appropriateness and ef eotiveress.of IEA's e  (BsIS)
| pI‘GEEEE procedures: - I

Add td CJperatldnal Process lnstmdt questidns which focus on iﬂ-SEI‘ViCE _

,_ HEECE adtivitied pI‘LWidEd to teachers

No adtidn | |

. had to Planning Process Instmument 2 qLEEtiDﬂ which focuses on the plaming * Noaetion

L .I'p'f'DCESSES used by LEA td establish individual IEP'd for studdnts |

(sms)

Hegr'd@‘qdddtidns in Planning Prdcess lnstmmfnt to iddntify evaluatidn
. practices used by SEA'E with students, parents teachers or Vdcatidnal
instmdtdrs s :

Noatlon |

_th‘e: (dSTS) =5 Bejord Sope of The Study

Q

!

EC




{Siﬂ".l':' -

Questign 1 in Opezfational Process Inst ; ':::1nt; "Dces the SEA evaluate WYEthEI‘
 the program has been implemented ag originally plamed?” is the same as

* | Question #6: "Does the SEA evaluate whether the progvam has been able-to meet
| stated program @als‘?" if you can assure thaf the arignal plan mcludés

ot

{

E == — it — L
© Coments of Reviewer 2 hetion Token

 Questlon 6
- deleted

] Md to QLIES'CiDﬂ flin Operatiﬂnal Erjocess Instrwren
DVEP that which vas planned oo |

0T an inproverent;

Deleted the -
WDI'd “DP@.na_lly"‘ : " ‘

Al ﬂleﬁstiﬂn#l N .’_{f_

L}dicated thE phrase “pecple involved 1n and/ar affected by" in Dperaticmal
Process Estrgmnts Was "taa vague" S |

No aetlon taken-
s | Tesearcher:
intended to be
| q?nacategarieal’

IElete Q].xesticsn #7 In Openatinnal Prcqess Instﬂment "Daes the SEA evaluate
'whether the progrant staff identifies and IEGDI‘dS what actually fakes place -
- Quring the dally. Dperaticn Gf the prc;gfam‘?" Ihis wuuld require an mter-actign
analysis | o

,,:,,,ii\ - .__.
ﬂag L] et ) !
1]

-

" Question #7

- delefted

Qestton 1§

deleted

1




gotr

- -CQHiIEntE of Peviewar#E (Contmued)

Actlon Takeﬂ ',

—

* Question the slgnificance of Operatinnal Process Question 49 - . Questdon 49
Quest oned what would be an acceptable indicatar that g beacher had the o No action faken
| necessary qualifications to work with KD students (Operaticml Pmcess o question: formulated
| Instrument Questic:n #12) ‘ | o -~ from PL o462
. | - requirements
) ' Reword (uestion #ll in Planrﬂng Pracess Instﬂment "Dces tI‘E SEA evaluate 2 |
| whether the LEA program 15 serving only those H/D students unable t@'succeed Questian #LI
| - 1n thelr voeational-education program?”-to enmphasize- aiprﬂg'am specifically réwanied
designed to meet the needs of H/D students , o -

Reword ngstlm #7 in Plaming Process T.nstﬂmEnt "Dnes the SEA evaluate
whether the ummet needs of individual students InfTuence the formation of thelr

Qustion #]

reworded -
I;‘ESpECtiVE FPogren goals and objectlves'?" to élearly identify mearﬂng of "tlEiI‘" B
Operationa;llv define “Plamﬁﬂgl?racesses“and -“Operatiqnai Processes” Yo aetion takén -
o ' o - | - Insfrument Indieators
St aperatianaily define
{ these pmeesses
o action talcén |

Add questinn( ) related to.assire the unique re%Fl uments of HfD stuﬁents havee
struments. 'f’,

()

o 145



o lomntsof Revler 5 | Aetion Taken i

Ler




o TN B OPERATIONL PROCESSES

'jmmﬂﬁwmﬁmmmf“”'

,e" o

fTh15 1nstrument w111 be used for cenducting a gue]1tat1ve euntent analyele ef decuments used

'-'wngeMﬁﬂma@mheG%ﬂt&@ﬂnﬁtﬁeﬁahwmsefhﬁ]Mmﬂmnmww f{{
| (LEA) vecet1ene1 educat1nneeregeame fer the handicepped and d1sadvanteged student

- The actial content analysTs of SEA documents will be done by Jin Fraser, This instrunent

- 80T

L feva1uat1on decuments ue1ng th1e 1nstrument

Wil net be ma11ed to a SEA nor w111 3 SEA be requested to conduet a eontent ana1y51e ef

"ﬁg",’- C e
R TS i)

D

“w&wmeMWmmemgf

Prepared by " -
. ©lames Frasier -
© Mgricultural Engineering Bldg.
R ) e | - Degé of Voc. Ed, & Teehne1egy
e oo University of Vermont
Sl e e hrTington, VT 05405 fﬁf“”




i

1 have deveiuped the questians Hsted below to ldenlzify whether SEA :
evaluation docunents aﬂdress the evaluatlnn of program D_FERATIDHAL_ PROCESSES.

. _»;_ _
As you read the&g questinns uiﬂ yﬂu p]ease ‘

o, :ritltally revien and coment. o the apprnpriateness of each -

- Questlon,s value. In idEntifyling program OPERATICHAL PROCESSES; and,

"2, offer additignal quéstiuns you think coild be uged to |
. progran OPERATIONAL PROCESSES,

b Does the SEA evaluite whether the progrim has been impIEmEntEd i
triginally p]anned? |

2, Toes the SEA Evaluate whether peuple invalved in and/ar affét;ted by
the progran are awdre of the pragran’s. purpnse(s)? _

3, loes Lhe SEA Evaluate whether pEﬂp]E invn]vEd fi and/ar affEttEd by
the program. are auare of the services pruvided by the progran?

4, Does the SEA eva]uate whether pgnple invnlved irf andfor affected by -
the program are | agreement with the adequacy of instructional
resurces available fDr uSE by participants?

5 Daas the SEA evahmte ‘uhether the prugram 15 having i effect o the
particlpants perfﬂmam:e in their respective yocatfonal EduEatiﬁn
_ prugrams? e

E:'U"If - - T

6, Do the SEA evaluate whether the program has been able to neet
~ stated progrim guals?

1 Dues the SEA evaluate Whether the progrim staff {dentifies and records
what actually takes place during the daHy aperation of the prugram?

g, Dﬁes the SEA evaluiate whether the pragrai 5taFf roniters on a
= continuaus basts the potential of participants.to succeed fn thelr
respective vocational prograns without the progran? :

oo 8 Do thé $EA evaluate whether people involved In and/or- affected by
© the progran belfeve the instrictional afferings are avallable ‘to those
disadvantaged and handicapped students mst I nEEﬂ of ‘the prngram‘?

" lﬂ Joes the SEA evaluite whether pn?le {nvelved fn andlnr affected by
the program believe the instructional offerings available are
apprapriately natched with 1dentiﬂed student unmet nezds?

" pupll ratiu to service the unmgt nEEds of studeit parti;ipants? ,

12, Does the SEA evaluate whether the progran's inStrUEtfjﬁ‘S) has the
neceszary teacher qualiffcations to work successfully uith hﬂﬂdlEﬂPDEdl
. disadvantaged vntatiﬁnalftudénts ‘liAmat: needs? o

1

The same "If Yes, ... then“ fornat sed. in the planning inslrument will be

developed to identify the types of evaluation slfmdies befng used by SEAs |

. to Eva_luate prngram (PERATIONAL PRQEESSES

ks you revieu the quéstians o the uppasite side of lhls e, wm you

plegse

'l) sybsti Eute questions within the instrunent format;-

'2) critically review and coment on the appropriateness of ushng
the "It yes..... then” format to ideatify OPERATIONAL PROCESSES; and,

1) if appropriate, offer an alternstive format, for use in dentifying
" types of evaluation strategles using SEA evaluation docunents,

CONHENTS AND SUGGESTI0NS: ; o /
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2t

OTT .

I, Durs the 5EA evaluatg whett]er LEA prngram gua]s nd abje;tives have been |

=} implemented I pldnnﬂd?

s Erm

|

: ' _

IF YES: What SEA evaluation strategy farmats — dnteﬁnme Whether -
‘LEA program quals and ohjectives have been implémsnted 35 planned?

i llealatin-

__ Extern Evaluation Tean ___Uslng SEA deve]aned instrume{_

__External Evaluation by an “Expért“ ___Usng nefther StA or LEA develaped
: c E instruents .

____Independent Third Party Eva'luétiﬂn Fsﬁthgr
—Fvaluation by State Consultant

_other .

l] & usgd in evaluatiun of disadvantagfzd prngrans
M55 wsed fn-evaluation of handieapped programs = | .
Ol =5 uscd fn eva’luaLinn of bnth prngrams S

%

__Using LA developed instruments S
T ' Y o Hritten survey of -students

o  =proqean advisory cogiitco.
S sather
Tersonal Intervicas with «students
- -parents”
CL ~adifnistrators

lj’fj hat gvaluatinn strategles are usEd to verif' i
and abjectives have begn implemented %D annad?

icational faeulty
-pupi] support personng]
=progran advisory comi ttee
sother
Fersanal IHIEFV|Eh§ with -students
. ‘ =parents
. =ydninistrators
.. =vocatlonal faculty
~-pupdl Supgﬂrt persannel
‘ . pmmmavmmymmﬂme
- . -other .
Review of student -records S
' =test scores
- <drop-out ratios
‘ glher
Revie of LEA =1 and & year plans
: Grant Application (RFP)
~End ‘of year progran report
DthEl’ -
Revinw of SEA -ConsuTEant's vigte e " S
Lomliance reports N
mnmmmpmmamsm S
=gther

EERRRERERRERERRERE I

]1 RN RO

. uucma

H [E_A_prngrém qoals R

Disadvantaned ~ Nandieappoy
Hrit,tﬂn dirvay of - students '
el 11| 1 g
- : fadminlstraturs

xr ‘F5 Hhat Eualuatiun stratemes are used ta verify the Eff"‘EtIVEneS‘ uf
LEA program inplenentation of plamned goals and chjectives?
N Q ’ " ) .

- Disadyantaged

ot «pareats .

-, <adwiistrators
- -vocational faculty
“pupil support persomne]

. ~vocatlona] faculty.
~ -pupil support personre]
-pragrin dvisary r.munitlee o
~piher. .
Review nf student stecords o
obpst scores
_ drop-out ratios
. . «other .y
Reviey of LEA landTTETﬁaus
‘ Grant Application J(RFP}
=nd of year progran report
-other
Feview nf SEA Cunsuﬁm .
-=LonpTiance reports: -
Hininum progran’ standards €
uthm‘== R .

! u SRR R RN RN RN

RERRN RSN ER RO RS A RN RN

Il_a__lidic;;apped‘ 1-

-

_? 5 uﬂcLEAn B

‘ Hﬂ Rez;pnnse sﬂut plesent in ﬂGElu nt

CﬂMQEHTS EGHEERHIHG EDHTENT AHALYSIS*

Nn RESpDIIEF -5 Ilnt pl‘t"SFllt m z! u;mr‘nl I
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INSTRUMENTA PLANNINGPF&DCESSES

PRDPDSED USE DF THIS INSTRUMENT

by stete educet1en agencies (SEAe) to eva1ufte the eFfett1veness of 1oce1 educat1nn egeney
(LEA) vecetlena1 edueat1gn prngrame farit”' hand1eepped end d1eedventeged student L

The actual cantent ana]ye1e of SEA documents wiJl be dnne by Jim Frae1er This tﬁetrﬂmeﬁt
will not be mailed to a SEA. nor w111 a SEA. be requested to eenduet a tentent ena1ye1e of -
evaluat1on dneumente using th1e 1n5trument | %5\_: | ’

o Saui o e

Nhet typee nf evaluet1gn etrateg1es are be1ng used by SEAS tn evaluate DPERATIONAL PRDCESSES
of LEA vocational educat1an prugreme for the hand1eapped and d1sedvanteged etudent?

Prepared by
James Frae1er

£

Agricultural Engineering Bu11d1ng

- Dept. of Voc. Ed. arnd Tethno1egy
SRR, “University of Vermont - -
o burlingtons VT 05405
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[}

-V have developed the questions Tisted below to- fdntify whether SEA .~ - | <[ have developed an "IF yes.....then" instrunent fomat to identify the -~
* - evaluation docunents address the evaluation of progray PLAWNING PROCESSES, - - - types of evaluation strategfes belng used by SEAs to evaluate program’
L . _ : S SR T ‘ - PLANNING PROCESSES, o : . :
© o s you read these questions, will jou please : : Co S ‘
S T . . As you review the content analysis instrument's fommat, w11 you plesse
1 eritically review and coment on the appropriateness of each v e o
© Question's value in {dentifying program PLANNING PROCESSES: and, ] 0. critleally review and coment on the apprapriateness of
: K ST o o S ' the “If yes.....then" format; and, -
v 2,  offer additional questions you think could be used ko Identify - - L A Lt
L program BLAING PROCESSES, . * .2 if appropriate, offer an alternative fomat for use In identifying
: I _ types of evaluation strategies using SEA evaluation docunents.

1. oes the SERevluate vheter the LEA b waddeffors t flemify oeally | COMENT AID SIGGSTIONS:
- avaflable handicapped/disadvantageq resources and/or services? = - T T

© "1 Does the SER evaluate efforts made by the LEA to utilfze Tocally avaflable - .
handicapped/dlsadvantaged resources and/or services? : : ' S

3. Does the SEA evlaluateréf:fﬁrtsj_made by the LEA progran to fdentify students
- needing this pragram *fn Brder to succeed In thelr vocational education
'pragramf:‘ B . '

. Does. the SEA ealiate whether the LEA progran 15 serving unly those -
handicapped/disadvantaged students unable to succeed In thelr
7, Vocationa] education progran?_ s

T

5, oes the SEA evaliate whether the LER program assesses the un_m_etlneeds of
- each Individual program particloant prior .t providing services?

+ 6 Does the SEA evaluate whether individuals knowledgeable about the student
7 (e, parents, testhers, special educators) are invlved fn assessment
activitles that seek to 1dentify the student's umet needs prier to the
program providing services? ot

S, Does the SEA evaluate whether the ynet needs of Individual students _
nfluence the fornation of thelr respective program goals and objectives? . |-

- 8 oo the SEA evalte whether the unaet neds of fndividual students
influence the fornation of the LEA progran's goals and'objectives?

“ 9. Does the SEA-evaluate whether the student’s vocational fnstructor is
Involved fn the planning which develops goals and objectives for meeting

v, the student's umet needs?

10, Does the SEA evaluate shether individuals knowledgeable about the nesds of
* handicapped/disadvantaged students (handicapped/disadvantaged workers, |
advisory comittes nenbers) are fnvolved fn the plamning which nfluences : :

the fomation of the LEA progran's goals and objectives? '

1, Does the SEA evaluate whether the LA has established tinelies for |
copleting major program goals and obfectives? . - | e R e
- ‘Toes the SEA evaluate whether the LEA has & plan fnr%;ﬁiementing the progran's S o i 156

qoals and objectives]




- ETT

|§MHMmﬂmmmmﬁmunﬁmnmmmmmﬂ
Tocally avaflable handfcepped/disadvantaged resqurces and/ar services?

MW

I

LA L x_ig?é R—— ___ ‘i 55- UNI-:LEAR* S

i W Strd ﬁ@uﬂﬂhﬁﬁﬁﬁ%
-~ the LEK has made efforts to Tdentily locally avaflable resources
and/or services?- IR

'EE&%GH&@mMﬁ@

___LiA Selt-evluition o

- uslhg LEA developed ingtruments

- External Evaluation Tean ___Usig SEA developed Instrusents

- External Evaluation by an “expert”
' : - instruments T -

using nefther S0 or LEA developed

;JmmMHmMmﬁmmm-;gmi_

___ Fvaluation by State Comsultant
0% used fn evaluation of diSadvantaged prug;_aﬁ{'s ,

-+ Hss used in evaluation of handicaped progring
v | /W =5 used. in evaluation of bath progrms

—_Other 7;

IF YES: bhat ev;iuatiﬂnistrétegiés aFe used tg yeri 'haﬁrthg LEA has
‘swmtﬁﬁmﬁﬂﬂhmHﬂﬂ@gmﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂ&ﬂ='

Disadvantaged  Handlcapped

. Written survey of - students
= parents
* =adulnistratars
-vocationl faculty ~
-pupl | Suppart personsel
. =program advisary comittee
«other -
-sludents
=parents
-~gdnfndstrators °
-vocational faculty
- opupll. suppﬂ_'i’t pérsomne] -
-progran advisory comittee
_ <other -
Review of -student -records
o «bast seores
=drap-out ratios
iher .
«| and 3 year plans
Grant App!ication (RFP)
<End of year pragran rapart
spther =~ i
-Lonsultant's Visit.reports
+Lonpliance reports
Hintaum progran standards
=0ther B

Rersonal Interviews with

Review of LEA

. Review of SEA

NRRE NN RN RN RNt

o Respanse 35 lot present in docusent

If iESE it eviluation sifategiésfafé'uséﬁrg

. sefvices]

0 verlfy the' ef foctivenss

g of

i MPmmﬁﬂﬁ@mﬁﬂﬁhﬁfﬂﬁiéﬁmnﬁﬂﬂr_

Written survey of -students
‘ -parents -
 <pdninistrators
© . =votationa] faculty
~pupt] suppart persannel
 =progran advisory com ttes
e -ther - - . ¢
Personal Interviews with -Students -~
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=End of year progrin report
oo o=Other
Review of SEA -ConsuTEant's visit reports
=Conpliance reports
- <Hinimm progran stanﬂards

Révi&s of studert

;n»- EARERRARNNRC RN RN RNaN

Digggxgntaggg

P

HIFEERERR AR EREN

bt

-nther R
ARSI _?755 UNC;EAﬁ ] Nn Respunse s Hut DFESEHE 1n dncument

pre iy

A lEA prugram to deternine the auaréness ] peap LRI

) f:vPersunai interviews wnth sstudents .

lF YES Hhat eva]uatian strategie; STE used tn verif, the effEEt1VEnEss uf thz o
e prugram § purposes?

P R . : : "ﬁisadvantaqed K

Hndicapped |
;HWMQmmﬁﬁm*'

-va:atinna] faculty
-<pupt) suppart personel
 =program advisory cummittee }
-uthL‘T N T
-parents
- «idninfsteators
- =vocationa] faculty -
=pupil support personnel
~program advisory comittes
=other '
Review of student =fetords
=test seores
<drop-gut Fatios
«ither =
EEYIEH of LEA -1 and year plans -~ .
 <rant Appication (RFP). -
;‘. -<End of ‘year program report
sother
<Consultant's visit reports
-Lompliance reports
-+ =Minfmim progean standards
__-uther

EERRERERREE]

[T [
I i
\ ‘ |

RERRERERRNARRNRAR

“ Review QFKSEA

[AERRERA

, 1 ERURER

' X & %ES-

L LGN

Nu stpansé 35 Nﬁt PfESEﬂt in DacumEnt

'-. r.mmgnrs CDHCERNIHG CONTENT ANALYSIS

.§3§i;25 ;j

5

—
s
Py




© 3, Does the SEA evaluate whethir peogle nvolved 1n'and/ar affected Ey the progran
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