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Preface

The Education for All Handicapped €hildren Act; Public Law

934-142, was enacted in 1975. The statute reguires that a "free
appropriate public education" be available to all handicapped
cnildren (age 3 through 21) in the United States, regardless of

the severity of their handicap unless services to children aged
35 or 18=-21 would bé inconsistént with state legislaticn. The
law also mandates that. State Education Agencies (SEARs) and
Local Education Agencies (LEAs) develop special education and
retated services to meet thése children's unigue needs. In
tandem with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended,
this law has had, and continues to have, a profound impact on;
not only handicapped children and their families, but also the

entire public education systenm.

Implementation of P.L. 94-142 has proven difficult in many
respects. While the law mandated major new responsibilities to

state and local education agencies; it did not provide detailed
federal guidance nor full financing to carry cut these
responsibilities. As a result, state and local educationn
agencies have had to develop a wide range of new policies to

implement the law: In so doing, they have confronted problems
and controversies ranging from the consequences of shrinking
human Service resources and the debate over the rights of
Handicapped persons, to professicnal disagreements about the
most effective settings in which to educate handicapped
children;

. Recognizing the importance of providing states with
technical assistance to implement P.L. 94-142, Special
Education Programs (SEP) of the U.S. becpartment of Educaticn

(forinerly the Office of Special Education) awarded a contract

to the Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP) to (1)
identify effective policies used by state and local education
agencies that serve handicapped children; and (2) disseminate
information about these strategies to federal, state; and locat
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e Provision of services to handicapped students in

out-of-district placements;

Implé@gntggiéh;éf the least restrtctive environment
mandate: and .

State monitoring and compliance activities.
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The project design proceeded from a broad overview of po]1c1es
and implementacion strategies developed by states and local
districts, through successive stages of data collection: . A
telephone survey was conducted in all 50 states; follow-up site

visits weére made to 18 states: and over 400 LEEAs recommended as

having effective policies were surveyed, with approximately 60

ftollow-up telephone interviews and field visits to some 35
LEAs.

From these data collection efforts, the project has
produced four reportS'

.~ Volume 1: Effective State Policies to Promote Interagency
Collaboration. _The first volume sets forth a perspective on
interagency collaboration which ‘applies not only to this volume
of the répoft, but to the other three volumes as well. This
volume also reviews the use of state ihtérégéhcy,eommittees,
interagency agreements, and other collaborative efforts

designed to (1) define rPSpOnolbllltleS for services to

children in residential facilities; (2) promote local inter-

agency collaboration; (3) assign service delivery and financial
responsibilities among state agencies; and (4) share

1hformat10n across agenc ies;

Volume 2: Effective Policies in the Provision of Related
Services. This report documents etffective state and local

policies in providing related services to handicapped children.

The areas reviewed here Inciude those state policies which

clarify education agencies' responsibilities, and those which

“increase the resources avallable for retated services by

securing other state agencies' cooperatlon. This volume also

examines local pollc1es which (1) obtain resources from other

human service agencies, (2) pool resources to increase the

availability of services, and (3) seek to develop new programs

for specific population groups such as emotionally disturbed
students.

Voiume 3'_7P011C1es Whlch Address Qut oﬁ D;sLL;cL

Ehv1ronment. ThlS volume examines two important policy areae'
the provision of services to chlld:enrlnfout of- dlstrlct
placements and the implementation of the least restrictive
environment mandate. State policies are analyzed which help

SEAs influence tocai ‘placement decisions; as well as others
which transfer sponsibiltity back to the LEAs for

institutionalized handlcapped students. This volume also

examines localigoi;gtes yhtch utilize the resources of other
human service agencies .to implement the LRE mandate. These

policies include those through which LEAs develop new programs

to enable stucdents to remain in local public schools; others

that reflect LEA procedures to allow greater control over

placement decisions; and still others that seek to change

attitudes abodt integrating handicapped and non- handlcapped

students.



Volume examines two pOllCY areas.

policies that seek to evaluate program qualrty as well as

perform compliance mon1tor1ng The sécond eggm;hes alterna—

tive strategies used by SEAs to effectively monltor education

programs administered by &ther state human service agencies.

Support for this work was provided by Special Educat}og

Programs; .the U.S. Department of Education, under Contract

$300-80-0829. Full respon51b111ty for the accuracy of its

findings and conclusions rests with the Center for the Study of
Social Policy. However,; many thanks are due to the officials

of state and local education agencies and other human service

agencies who gave their time to discuss their programs and pro-
vide the Igformatton upon which the projects' reports are
based. In addition,; staff of the Center would like to extend;

particular thanks to several people whose efforts contributed

to these reports. Ray Smiches, the study's initial contract

.officer at the U.S. Department of Education; helped define the

scope of,the study and contributed to its work throughout.

David Rostetter and Jaddis Franklrn,ithe subsequent contract

officers,; made numerous improvements in the style and content

of the reports. ‘Dr. Kenneth Olsen and Ethel Bright from the

Mid-South Regional Resource Center,rthe Unlversxty of . Kentucky,

generouslv shared their own work; assisted -in the Center's data
collecti efforts, and worked collaboratxveiy in the prepara-

tion of the related services vclume. Dick Galloway and Beverly

Osteen of the National Association of State Directors of

Special Education also assisted Center staff in all phases of*
the project's work. :
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" VOLUME 4 ,
EFFECTIVE STATR MONITORING POLICIES

(Ouallty Monltorlng and Monitoring of State Operated Programs)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

All Héﬁaiééﬁﬁéa Cﬁiiaféﬁ Act (P.L. 94-142) is the requirement
that state education agencies (SEAs) monitor all education

compliance with federal law. This provision broadened SEAs'
responsibilities substantially, and while SEAs have made great

progress in carrying out this mandate, they have encountered
major difficulties as well. This report summarizes some of
the lessons learned from SEAS' éxpériénCé with mOhitorihg; and

as needing further work:

@ The need to monitor or evaluate the qualltj of

spec1ai education programs; and

The need to monitor more effectively the education

programs administered by other state agenc;es.

I. THE MANDATE FOR STATE MONITORING UNDER P.L. 94-142

The intent of the monitoring pfééisxons in PiL: 94-142 is
the education of all handicapped children. To this end, the
federal statute required that SEAS monitor local education

agencies (LEAs) more extensively; consequently, SEAS have

iv



initiated three year monitoring cycles to determine the extent
to which LEAs comply with the policies and procedures
estaplished by federal and state law. In addition, P.L.
94-142 required that SPAs monitor educational programs Serving
handicapped childrén that were aamiﬁigtéréa by other state
agencies. This provision meant that SEAs.had tc reéview .the
educational programs of state-operated facilities and
institutional programs -- in many states; for the first time.
The mandate thus put SEAs into a.ﬁew; more difficult

relationship with other state adeﬁéieé;

have generated both a number of lessons and several areas of

concern. These include the following:

Compliance monitoring is one of the SEAs' most legiti-

®
mate, and perhaps their most powerful, vehicle to
influence LEA programningj;

® However, SEAS have discovered that not all LEAS réequire
the same level of monitoring. Once an LEA 1§ in com-
pliance; it may be more efficient to concentrate
monitoring elsewhere. : ;

e An increasing number of SEAS have concluded that most

EEAs now need technical assistance as much as, or in
addition to, compltance monitoring;

e Officials in several SEAs argue that comp11ance

monltdrtng efforts, at least as conducted 1n the past,:

e Progress in mon1tor1ng LEAs has not been accompaqxed by

comparable success in monitoring programs in state-
operated facilities.
The knowledge that SEAs have gained from their monitoring

experiernces sgems to be le adlng toward a concensus that (1)

N




Ex « , ;
compliance monitoring remains an essential tool to ensure the
adequacy of local programs; (2) the time has come to consider

building on, or revising, basic compliance monitoring systems

to reflect more qualitative dimensions of special education

programming; and (3) the techniques which have proven success-

More effective monitoring of other state programs.
IT. SEA POLICIES TO MONITOR THE QUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAMS ' :

The new and growing interest in measuring the quality of

prove that their programs are effective. Rudget constraints
at all levels of government; in combination with mounting

LEA administrators to seek documentation of program quality.
ﬁrogress in measuring quality has been slowed; however,
by conceptual and operational difficulties. For instance;
little concénsus exists as to what constitutes gquality, how to
assess it, and how to measure program outcomes. Further dif-
ficulties resdlt from the ambiguous relationship existing
betwesen quality and compliance monitoring. Sihould these twe
types of efforts be integrated into one Sysieém, or can they.

materials designed to measure educational quality; thus, most
*states undertaking this task must develop their own materials.
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Despite these difficulties, a njumber of SEAs have -

committed themseiyes to monifo;;ng the qoqlity of special

education programs.‘*fﬁé;éx§“r'"‘é”bf“f U T sucﬁ SEAS, along

with the experience of a state Mental Health Division, reveal
somie of the potential advantages as well as the problems in
evaluating program quality: .

-..

e Thé Nebraska Department of Education's (NDE's)
.System for Program Effectiveness Evaiuatxon.
Nebraska's system for evaluatlng program effec-

J tiveness grew from NDE officials' belief that it

was time to move beyond compllance monitoring to

assess the quality of special education programs

statewide. A commlttee of educators -convened by
NDE developed a set of "service goals" 7wh1ch were
basmd on commlttee members perceptlons of the

evalqgtlon system which w111 be field-tested’ by
NDE in the fall of 1983 in 25 LEAs. /
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Evaluation: With the help of LEAs, the wlssourl
Department of Eleméntary and Secondary Education
{DESE) is developing a model to evaluate local
"special education programs and Services in order
to provide state policymakers and local
administrators with information on the impacts of
LEA programs. This evaluation sSystem basically
consisis of a series of questions that probe the
nature of an LEA's identification practices; IEP

development; placement procedures; and other
program characteristics. The system is self-

administered. by LEAs and will be field-tested

during the 1983-84 school year.

Instruction s Use of Program OualLL¥4EﬂaiuaL4on
The Division-of Exceptional Children (DEC) of this
state's Department of Public Instruction developed
a system of Program Ouallty Evaluation (POE)} to
assist 1ocal districts in asseéessing the effep;}ve—
ness of their special education programs. _POE is
a goal- based evaluatloﬂ,methodology which esta-
blishes program goals and objectives, as well as
detailed evaluation questions that will be used to

vii
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determlnp

the SEA, i.e.,

local program gquality

program development.

1ntegrate POE with-

system because of the
. monitoring system
s éfféétivé.

—— e e e e e — e

if objectlves have been met:
system has been designed to be of use to EkEAs and
contributing

is both cost efficient and

.‘ -

[T

This
information: about

and state plannlng and
DEC 'eventually hopes to

its compliance monitoring

bellef that one consolidated

-
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The Callfornia Degartment of éducationrs

e e e T e e e

Integration of Quality Assessment and Compliance

Monitoring:
is one of the few

California's Department of Education

SEAS to have admlnxstered a

monitoring system that was designed to combine

compliance monitoring
quallty

and measurement of program

_ = car

Thls unitary system was built around a

series of criteria statements against which school

performance was messured.

While implementation of -

the system was reported to be-satisfactory; it is

under revision as part of a gereral restructuring

of the SEA's monltorlng procedures. .

The Oregon Mental Hedlth Division's_Student-

Progress _Record gys tem:

Oregon's Mental Health

Division (MHD)

is evaluating ‘the quallty of

programmlng for Tralnab]e Mentally Retarded (TMR)

(Under Oregon.:law,

MFD is responsible for public school programming

for tnese c¢hildren.)

input from its consumers =-

After obtaining extensive
teaciiers -~ this

division developed a system to measure Student

achievement;

the Student Rfogress Record:{SPR),

that focusses on individual children's progress.

The SPR has bheen incorporated

is used to ensure progr accountability,
bolstered political anéa%}&anIai support.

As Eﬁééérékaﬁﬁiéé

4

toward measuring program quality

Mors ggd more SEAS are expressing
I

as a way of documenting the value

and local public Sfficials. —Most

monitoring of

strate that SEAS'

most effective

-

illustrate;

ust one

into IEP programs;
and has ;

e . ~

However, Eﬁé movement .

seems to be galnlng force.
ihterest in it, particularly
of their program for state
of thess approaches demon-
state-operated programs is
aspect of i WHES
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entompassing paftpership Petween SEAS and other state

agéNcies, This rebort documents three of these approaches:

° TheeﬂiﬂgesotarDe;apgment_gﬁ—ﬁduggtlon SAUSE _of

of EdUCation entered into written an cements with
the DéDartments of Publxc Welfarp and Correctlons

with federat and State iaw. BOth agencies also
agreed ¢o corréCt deficiencles cited by the
monltOr;ng team: Since the 2greements Were

signed, the DPePartment of Puplijc Welfare
- fac1i1t1es have PS®en hrought iNto compliance by

]

 improVing .their dY® process; privacy protection,
and SUryogate P3rent proceéllres; Greater
diffiCulties wer€ ®©ncountered in ponitoring the
correCtignazl facilltijes, but substantial program

1mprOVEMent has been made.

r tme i
The A I2ona Qgg§£,‘ent of Educatlon's S—Mon££9£iﬂg

of YoutN Correctiflal FacilitieS* As a result Of
severdl years Of monitoring the educatsonal

prograts for handlCapped childref in this state's
correCtional facilities, improVements have been.
made in ghe kind °f education ifNCaypcerated youth’

have :egelved This improvement resylted from a
strongd ‘Working relatlonshlp between Department Of
Educaticn and CofFections' staff: Tne SEA pro-
vided intepnsive teChnical assistance, :ip-service
tralning, and tafgeted additiona) funds to DOC
progradls, A corf®ctive action Plan is in place
and cont jnuyed progress is bging Madg. )
The Vikginia Depaftment of Education's Use of Core
: MonitOring Standdrds:  Workind With four state
K agencleg’ the ViFJipia DepartM®ng of Education
develobPeq 5 systé™ Of "core standards" for Inter-
departMeptal bice”SUre and Certxflcation. These
core Standards ar?_ administered DY an. interagency
team that visits €3ch state- Operated resxdential

facitity, npue to the unusual dedrge of coopera=

tion ?mﬁnq differ®nt state agefNCies, each state
agencyY ig able’ to asﬁlst 1n,rPVleW1ng children's
total Dbogram%,f nd, in that Way, ensure the
rev1ew;g substa?ﬁ}ve value and efficiencys
virginliy's appro?ch stresses meeting the basic
requifements of federal and State education

statut®s in conjunCticn with theé rsguirements Of
other fegarat and State human sc¥Vige statutes.

ix
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EFFECTIVE STATE MONITORING POLICIES

INTRODUCTION

Nne of the most challenging aspects of the Rducation for

DI

All Handicapped Children Act (b;tg 94-142) has been th
requirement that state education agencies (SEAs) monitor all

state to ensuf® compliance with federal law. In most states,

this mandate expanded the SEA monitoring role in at least two
important ways. First; it required more extensive monitoring
of local programs. Under P.L. 94-142, SEAs have had to gather

much more detailed information about school districts'
policies and procedures than they did in the past. Second,
tha statute broadened the scope of SEA muniioring: it

AS to review the educational programs of other

3

4 s

QI

requir
state agencies, thus placing SFEA officials in the sometimes

difficult position of evaluating the nature and guality of
statc operated programs which in the past had been éompieteiy
AUEONGINOUS § |

SREAs have made substantial progress in carrying out parts
of Fheir new monitoring responsibilities. For example, SRA
officials indicate that monitoring of LEAs has proceeded well.

toring; and while:much work must be done before all LREAs are

in compliance with federal law, administrators are optimistic

that this yoal can be achieved with the-aid of existing

monitoring techniques.



Other aspects of SEA monitoring are more problemmatic.
Administrators cite two issues in particular which, they
betieve; will require careful policy developmernt in the years
ahead. These are:

(1) The need to monitor or evaluate the "quality" of

special education programs; and

(2) The need to monitor more effectively the education

programs administered by other state agencies.
Recause state officials contacted in the course of this

the focus for this report on effective state monitoring
policies.

The report i§ organized into three sections. Section I
reviews P.L. 94-142's monitoring mandate in more detail and
Summarizes state experiences in implémenting monitoring

policies that are related to the two issues identified above.

Recause many SFEA policies in these two areas are experimental

in natiire, Sections II and III contain a mix of developmental

offorts and proveén siccesses. It may well be that-the

Wemerging" SFA policies will be most useful in illustrating

the new directions that are open to SEAs.



I. THE MANDATE FOR STATE MONITORING UNDER P.L. 94-142

The intent of the monitoring provisions in P:L. 94-142

is to assure a single line of accountability for the educa-
tion of all handicapped children within a state: To this end,
the federal statite provides a broad mandate for state educa-

tion agencies, requiring that they:
“,..provide for procedires for evaluation at least
annually of the effectiveness of programs in meeting
the educational needs of handicapped chlldrggi o
(including evaluation of individualized educational

1n accordance w1th such criteria that the
-

{Section 613.(&d)(11))

programs),

This mandate is made more spécific in the federal regulations

"A general application must include assurances;
satisfactory to the Commissioner...

(3) That the state will adopt and use proper methods
of administering each program, 1nclud1ng

(i) Monitoring of agenc1es,,ihétitUtidh§, and '

Qgganggaclons responsible for carrying out
each program, and the enforcement of any

obligations imposed on those agencies,._

institutions,; and organizations under law:

(ii) Providing technical assistance, if
necessary, to those agencies,; institutions,

and organizations;

(iii) Encourgaging the adoptlon of promlsxng or

agencies, institutions,; and orgdn17at10ns,

(iv) Thée dissemination throughout the state of
information on program reguirements and
successful practices; and

(v) The correction of deficiencies in program

. operations that are identified through

//1\ ~ monitoring or evaluation."

(Education Division General Administrative Regulations

- Sectinn 100b. 101 (e) (3))




Two aspects of this mandate ars particularly noteworthy.

hensive in scope. The SEA must monitor all programs in the

e handicapped

cri

State which receive public funds to educa
children. This means that, in addition to moaitoring LEAs and
intermediate asducational units (IEUs), the SEA must (1) moni-
tor other state human service agencies that administer

education programs for handicapped children, and (2) assure
that any programs for HéhaiCéppéa children located in private
facilities and paid for by public funds comply with the
requirements of federal law. ,

second; the regulations give prominence to the
requirement that the SEA shall "undertake monitoring and

requirements (of the law):" To a large extent, this

requirement has led SEAs to focus their monitoring efforts on

the procedural aspects of federal and state taw: The
standards established to assess LEA programs have been based
on the specific processes outlined in P:L: 94-142 -- e.g:,
procedures for IEP development, parent invoidéhéhﬁ} use of
surrogate parents, etc. -- rather than broader issues
concerning the nature or effectiveness of special education
programs. Underlying this apprcach is an assumption that

compliance with P.L. 94-142's spscific reguirements will

Since P.LE: 94-142's passage;'SEAé have implemented
monitoring systems designed to generate the information

required by federal law and regulation. 1In fact, by now,

6
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many aspects of these state systems have become similar. For
sxample; studies have shown that SEAs' monitoring of local

programs almost always lincorporates the following stages:

e Pre-visit preparations, which include organizing
staff, assigning responsibilities, and scheduling
visits: :

e On-site procedures,'usually involving a team or an
individual from the SEA reviewing LEA documentation
procedures and examining in detail a sampling of
student records, particularly IEPs:

e Reporting, which usually takes the form of immediate

verbal feedback to LEA administrators at the completion
of a ~monitoring v151t and at a later 901nt, a formal

° ?ééaaggk and Follow-up activities, which can include

further SEA review of an LEA _where deficiencies were
noted,,or corrective actlon 1f the LEA agrees w1th the

differ in several ways as well: For example; the priority

In some states, extensive staff resources have been devoted to

this task, and the SEA has contlnually refined its monitoring

matériaié and procedures: Other SEAs have been content with a

m1n1mal monltorlng effort 'which they believe assures com-
pliance with federal law but does not attempt to accomplish

s

.'."4‘

As' experiencés in monitoring local programs already

ﬁirst; comgllaggg
&

[&]

have generated a number of lesson

Proqreié in Monitoring P.:L: 94- 142,“ unpubllshed

5



powerful, vehicle that SEAs have to influence LEA programs.

There is no doubt that vigorous SEA enforcement of federal and

state special education statutes has changed the nature and

scope of LEA programs. It has contributed to a widespread
upgrading of local program standards and ensured that basic
precepts of the federal law =- for example, the right to
education in the least restrictive éﬁyirOhméht -~ are
incorporated into local programs: SEAs' co%piiahCé monitoring

is one of the central reasons for the dramatic impact of P.L.
94-142 nationwide:
\

Second; however; SEAs have discovered that not all LEAS

ame level of monitoring.: Initiallyv; state pro-

re

o - -

cedures were developed to provide uniform monitoring to all

LEAs regardless of the guality or scope of their program.

the same for all. As SEAs have completed their first
M6hitbfihg cycles, many have begun to differentiate among LEAs
so that they can focus their monitoring efforts -- and
particularly their follow-up or correctiva action:efforts --

on ERAs where problems have boen idéntified and special help

is necdéd. GSEAs argue that to.do othérwise -- i.e., to
continue to spread resources cqually across all LEAS

spent in monitoriiig are yielding benefits of comparable .value.

N
Iy
Qo



Monitoring efforts consume a significant portion of state
on local education agencies: Voluminous data are collected\,
8
and; depending on the state system; paperwork can be exten- N
.
sive: While no SEAsS question the need for some type of

compliance monitoring; anm increasing number are asking if

the SEA or LEAs. Related to this point; some SEAs are

activities could be better targeted to meet specific informa-

tion needs of the SEAS.

Fourth, an increasing number of SEAS are concluding that

many LEAs now need téchnical assistancé rather than, or_in

addition to, compliance monitoring. Monitoring efforts of the

the SEA in a supervisory role, with an implicit threat of
withdrawal or withholding of Eﬁhaé‘if necessary. Rather than
sromoting LEA perceptions of the SEA as a partner in the
effort to educate handicapped children, compliance monitcring
nfforts can genetate an adversarial relationship between the

SEA and local education agencies. To avoid this,; many SEAs

are attempting to give equal emphasis to technical assistance

roles. 1In this context, the SEA views itself, and is viewed

probiems: This emphasis on technical assistance néed not

| Y
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imply that compliance monitoring is unimportant (particularly

. for LEAs not yet in compliance with the federal law); but it

N

uggests that for some LEAs sufficient progress has been made

o that basic compliance issues should share priority with an

1l

ongoing attempt to improuve and strengthen local education
agency programs —-- a task that can best be done if the LEA and
SEA work together.

Fifth, many SEA officials are arguing that compliance

they have been conducted in

0]

monitoring efforts, at least a

the past, have missed some fundamental, qualitative aspects of

educational programs for handicapped children. Compliance
monitoring's Focus on the procedural aspects of state and
foderal law has tended to overshadow the qualitative aspects
of educational programming. For example; it is ééﬁﬁéfatiVély
procedires necessary to develop an IEP and make a placement
decision. The SEA can observe whether timelines are observad;
whether parents are duly ﬁotﬁf;ed;-éna whether all written

products are-in the student's file. However, an LEA can neet

propriate settings or failing to develop the resources in
reqular schools that are necessary to assure education in the

gating qualitative measures of educational programming as

well.



Sixth, SEA officials realize that. progress in monitoring

LEAs has not been accompanied by comparable Success in’ moni-

toring educational programs in state-operated facilities. In

gl
3

part, this disparity is a matter of priorities; most SEAS

have given greater attention to LEA monitoring because LEA
programs serve the majority of children with handicapping
conditions in a state. In part, however,; the gap in progress
to effectively monitor the ranqe of programs administered by
other state human service égéhciég for handicapped children.
In Sum, the knowledge that SEAs have gainad from their

experience in monitoring local programs seems to be leading

tive dimensions of special education programming; and (3) the

techniques which have proven successful in menitoring local

programs must now be adapted to enable more effective
. monitoring of othér state programming.

*\\\\ lased on thHis consensiis, two policy guestions emerge as
féﬁﬁifihg attention by federal and state administrators as
SEAs Shqtinue to davelop their monitoring policies:

N
1\ How and to what extent should SEA monitoring
Sfforts attempt to assess quality of education?

5. How ¢an SEAs effectively monitor parallel state.
agencies?
= N -




The remainder of this report explores policies related to
these two issﬁués. -- one of which Eéﬁiéééhf:é the emerging
"State-of-the-art” of state méﬁiEéfiﬁéyééEi6iEiéé; and the
other of which represents SEAS on-going attempt to carry-out

the "general supervision" mandate of P.L. 94-142.

10



SEA POLICIES TO MONITOR THE OUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL

PROGRAMS

i
|
.

The issue of quality monitoring has grown in importance
55 siate and local education agencies feel the need to gain

more from their monitoring activities: more than descriptions

of program procedu es; more than just assertlons that specxai

education is somehow "worklng'“ more ; éVéh} tHan information

o

about LEAS' complianceé with state and federal laws. Special

educators; like aii,educatiaa officials, are feeling the

»

prove that their programs are effective and of high guality:

This has led to a series of efforts; undertaken ihdépehdehtly

by a growing number of SEAs, to develop methods for measuring
tha quaiity of LEA ptbgtémé-

because such measurement is inherently diﬁfiéﬁlt; with’

pitfalls that are both conceptual and operational in- nature.

A number of factors make quaitty monltorlng problemmatic.

Of these, the first is the most fundamental: the concept

of daaiity in special education tis only beéginning to be

defined. The guestion "What constitites guality?" can be
answered in many different ways, and therev is,- as Yét; no con-

sensus within the special education field about the diriensions

that make’up quality programming: Simitarly, thé approaches

to assessing qual1ty are as varied as the gcalq which wif-

ferent péépie placp on speC1a1 education programs. Should

structure? Or are prongram outcomes the only valid measure?

—
—
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Are cost factors relevant tc assessing quatity,; or should

o . . . il ____.. «
evaluative judgements be made free of resource considerations?

{s it necessary to closely examine student achievements; or

can parental satisfaction be a sufficient proxy for assessing

&

porlicymakers; administrators; teachers; students; parents; or
some combination from aitl these persons?

SEA attempts to aeasure program guaiity are complicated

by the need to define their relationship to compliance
monitorinyg. Should these two types of efforts be integrated
into cne system, or can they exist independently of one

another? While the role of the SEA in conpliance monitoring -

is clear, what should be the SEA role in quality assessment? gz

Perhaps most importantly, do SEAs have the resources to do a
thozsugh job of both compliance monitoring and quality
assesament? Or does the movement toward measuring quality

necessarily involve less intensive complisance monitoring?

These and similar questiuns ate cruc¢ial as SEA officials think

about measuring program quality.

are compounded by the scarcity of materials that are designed

for this purpose: Most of the materials available to assess

special education quality fall within one of two extremes:

2

12
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éﬁéciéic needs of an SEA. Or they t&nd to b& highly specific,
designed to measure a discrete program aﬁd adopted to that
program's goals. In the latter case, the materials are likely
to be too one-dimensional to be immediately useful to an SEA.

materials as well, ]

Finally, any attempt to measure quality may encounter
resistance from thcse whose work is being measured. By its
ha;uré, evaluation carries with it the risk that results will
be unfavorable rather than favorable to program administra-
everyone endorses the Eéﬁéé@E of éﬁéiiﬁy measurement; the
reality of it éah be intimidating for those WEééé "quality" is
being assessed.

For all of these reasons; SEA attempts to measure quality

,,,,,,, —

involve more than a simple expansion of existing activities:

‘They require.a process by which educators réexamine their

gyoals and then seék to determine how well they are doing
against these goals. Quality measureinent also reguires the
participation of a wide range of people, in orgér to gain

support from all those whose work will be assessed. Thus,

.

- \; N . P S o L 3 e . J o
‘when an SEA begins the process of quality measurement, the
., :

ultimate benefits may not materialize for .several years and

aré almost certain to reéquire thé coordinated efforts of many

‘peopla over an éxtendeéd périod of time.
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56Come a source OF confusions For purposes Of clarification,
eNe generic tefm "progra® quality evalustion® is used
frequsntly in the discussion Which follows: bug it is meant &g
inClyde the rangde of aaaiity;feiatéa cfforts yhich SEAs have
undeceaken: 7 - |

Four SEA effOrts we examlned are suffiCigntly developed

that their experlences and the apsroaches they have chosen,
are lnstructlve abcut the problems and pote“t1al for program
guality evaluationg In adﬁitlég' an evatuatiap system used by

a State developmental dlsabilltléé ”g"cy to sssess the bfé—

gf@Ss of tralnab1e mentally retarded (TMR) Stydents 1in 1oca1

ment of quatity. The five eftOrtq are exaﬂhned in: turn below,

-
:

e Nebraska's ﬁGVélaégéhEWGE a system £Or program
Effectiven®sg gvaluatlon;

® W1ssourt'€ System for GValu ttng the efgectiveness of
special edheatlon programs-
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assess qualtty of toca programs;

california's 1n(ocporation of quallty neasurement into
its complidnge monitoflng systam; anc

Oregon's USe of & ‘?tﬂde”t Progress RECoprd to document
the nffectlvnneqq of 5Chnpl- programs Eﬁr TMR students,
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P AL TneAuebgaskagbepartmeuLJQﬁ Fducation's qutem of
' Program BfﬁecLlﬂenesssﬂyaiuatton

D oQ

.ment of Education (NBPE) has worked for several years

to develop a method of determining the effectiveness

of special educadation programs; SEA administrators, .

as well as LEA officials; have sought such a method

because they felt it was time to move beyond com-

pliance monitoring and assess the quality of spec1a1

education programs statewide. In addition; NDE's

effort responds to a 1973 state law that requires NDE

to study the effectiveness of 1oca1 specxai education
programs,

Development of evaluation methods was begun in 1980

when NDE éntéred into a Service agreement with the
Midwest Reglonal Resource Center (MRRC) to obtain
technical assistance on program effectiveness. In’
the following year, NDE convened a Program Effec—
tiveness Development Committee, whose twenty members

inciuded EEA staff; higher education personnel, and

special educators and general educators drawn from

all geographic areas of the state. The Committee .

developed a set of standards -- or "service goals" -=.

: which were based on the Committee members' pgrcep-

tions of the characteristics of an effective special

aducation program. These standards covered program
areas such as Admiriistration; Service Deitvery,

Currlculum/ Materlals/Fac111t1es, Communication with

Consumers; Fiscal Management; and Systems Aspects

(i.e., relationships between LEAs and other human

Sérvice agencies). . To obtain wide 1nput on these

standards, NDE then convpned a symp051um on Program

Effectiveness Evaluation involving approximately 76;
educators From around the state who (1) reviewed and -

‘revised the standards; (2)° 1dent1£1ed the types of -
information_ that an LEA would need in order to evalu-

ate sach of the sSetrvice goals; and (3) identified
potential pltfalls within each service goal.

mately 25 LEAsS will field test the evaluation system
in the fall of 1983. In some ‘districts, NDE's appli-
cation of the evaluation System will be combined

Rascd on_this revised set of service goals, approxi-

15
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with the regular monitoring visits of NDE staff; in

,,,,,,

other districts, NDE staff will just conduct Program

Effectlveness Evaluatlon. Prior to the field tests;

NDE staff will receive further training to ensure

that they have the skills to assist LEAs with proper
evaluations.

NDE officials are now working toward making the eval-
Uation data useful for the state agency as well as

LEAS, while still retaining flexibility in the
evaluation methodology. (For a more detailed des-
eription of Nebhraska's evaluation system, see
Appendix A;:)

that are moving SEAs toward program quality evaluation. The

Department of Education began this work because officials

there believed that the gualitative dimensions of special
edication were not adequateiy assessed or documented by
éxigtihg monitoring proceduréé; They, like 6ffiéials in other

wcuia héip set standards for high quality programs; rather

Nehraska's efforts are also similar to those of other

states in that NDE's work was partially motivated by legisla-

tive demand for Eéfé information. While Neéebraska may be

atyplral in having thlq 1egt%lat1ve interest exp ressed in law

(the 1973 statute),; SEA officials desire to réspdhd more
fully to legislative inguiries is not UHuéﬁal;

Nebraska's methodology for Program Fffectiveness

Véi”étlon is also worth hbtihg;_hecause it 1llustrates a type

o)

of avaluative effort which is beinyg followed or considered by
otheér SEAS. _The "service ygcals" developed in the Nebraska

system are an attempt to déscribe the characteristics of a

l6
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program or student outcomes,; but assure that if the desired
attributes of a program -- the inputs, in evaluation terms --
are in place, then desired outcomes will be promoted:. In this
type of system, the concept of program guality is closely
réilated to the concept of effectiveness, but is not identical
to it: As will be noted in subseguent examples, other states
have Focussed more directly on program outcomes as a means of
. meisuring program quality.

Before discussing other aspects of Nebraska's Program
Effectiveness Evaluation system, it is useful tc look at a

second SEA whose work both resembles and differs from the
Nebraska effort.

The Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education's System for Program Evaluation

3

Missouri's approach to assessing the gquality of
special education programs is based on an evaluation system

which would be self-administered by LEAs.

T
The Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary

Education (DESE) is developing a model to evaluate
local spec1al education programs and services. A

primary goal of the model.is to provide local
administrators w1th information on the impacts of

their programs, but the information is intended to be

useful to state pollcymakers as wellt. The DESE

approach to . evaluation is oriented to LEA needs

partly becau%e much of the impetus for developing an

evaluation system came from LPAS themselves;

17



Mlqsourl ] evaluatlon oystem ba51cally con51sts of a

1dent1f1cat10n practices; evezluation or d1agnos1s
practlces, IBP development, plécemeht procedures, ahd

program. The evaluation adopts a systems approach

thatrenables an LEA to examine each stage of the

magor activities necessary for effective program-

mings: - The model is self-administered by LEAs, and
they in turn are. responSIble for identifying program

from a series of meetings between SEA and LEA staff

from February to June, 1983. State officials thus

believe that the questlons represent a professional

consensus on the factors necessary for effective

programming. Missouri hopes to field test the system

during the 1983-84 school year. DESE views this

field test as a.cooperative "pilot" effort, after

which SEA and LEA staff will refine the model and
judge its utility for LEAs.

Both DBSB and LEA off1c1als belleve two benefits will

resglt,from the evaluation activity. Local districts
will be able to use information about program

! effectiveness to gain continued support of their

g programs from local School boards. When local boards-

are faced with tough budget decisions, special
educatlon administrators realize that data on program
accomplishments are essential. = In add1t1on, DESE

l staff stress that the evaluation is expected to lead
to program Improvemente. As stated in the DESE

"Bvaluatlon Review" document; "information on

. ..programs and %érvlces..iiweﬁeeiﬁfrééﬁit in action

1 to improve them.” (For a more detailed description

’ of Missouri's evaluation model,; see Appendix B:)

'Missouri's evaluation effort illustrates; the demand for

}
ef \orts to assess educational quality may emerge "from
educatioh practitioners at all levels of government. Program

quallty evaliuation is not being imposed on LEAs by state

administrators. Rather, LEA officials =- in Missouri, as in

3!

other states —- are often eager for it, recognizing that it



The fact that giality assessment is often a mutual
goal of state and local officials is well-illustrated by the
collaborative manner in which the Missouri system has been
developed: There, as in Nebraska, LEAs contributed to

formulating the questions and will be an ongoing part of
judging whether the system works.

need to defend their programs, especially when education funds

ZZ jocal tax Fevenues, as well as state and federal subsidies—- - -

- face competition in a world of dwindling dollars. Special
edication's growth in the past decade resulted not just from

_ the PiL. 94-142 mandats, but from a widespread conviction that

its program provided clear and direct benefits to handicapped
childron. Now that new programs have been created and speciatl
education's rapid program growth has slowed somewhat, admini-
strators must be able to justify continued investménts. Most

data on program quality and effects can be more syStémQ;icai’y
produced.

As noted, Missouri's efforts on program evaluation

ning; they both rcviewed somé of the same materials in
developing their systems; and administrators from Missouri

e, 15
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attended Nebraska's early meetings about quality assessment.

’]

But in addition; the similarities between the two states
represent patterns that will probably occur in most SEAS as

they begin to move toward program quality evatuation.
For example, in both states; the.SEA decided to take

a leadership role even though much of the desi or evalua-

Hhi

e

2l

tion systems was expressed by local administra

(gdl
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Missouri and Nebraska, SEA officials realized that the task
developing evaluation standards was probably beyond the

capacities of any one LEA. Without SEA coordination, program

guality evaluation was unlikely to materialize. This is

liable to be true in most states.
Similarly, developrnent of materials on quality

evaluation has been an inductive process in Nebraska and

Missouri; and would probably be 30 in any state. Neither

materials as the basis for their evaluation; appropriate

pre-packaged materials do not exist: Because the state-of-

much of their effort to developing materials:
Evern if avaluation materials were more generally

available, Nebraska's and. MisSouri's experiences _indicate that

tailoring the methodology to a state's specific néeds is

essential. This process forces SEAS to be cxplicit about the

purposes of evaluation, the audience for evaluation results;

and the precise information that will be generated by the

20
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evaluation. In addition, the process of developing evaluation
methodologies also serves to marshall support. SEas' and
LEAs' collaborative work in developing either the evaluation
questions [as in MiSsouri) or service goals (as in Nebraska)

reduces the threat inherént in evaluation for all partici-

Several of these same elements can be observed in yet
a third approach to quality evaluation. While similar to the
activities just described, North Carolina's approach differs

, r S L
in several important ways as well:

The Division for Exceptional Children (DEC) of the

Vorth Carollna Department oF PUbllC Instructlon hae

(POE) to ééélet 1ocal dletrlcts in assessing the

effectiveness of fpoc:al education programs.

As in otner states, DFC offlc1a1e began thls effort

prlmarlly on the "praceeé, ofiepe01a1 education.

What was needed; thcy helieved, was to supplement

such monitoring with "program” monltorlng,that would
determine the quality of programs for handicapped
children:. The system has been developed to answer

baSIC questions such as: Is a special_ program

e .. affective? Are special needs- children learning

77785m1ce and skills? Which parts of the special

ecducation program are excellent and which are
satisfactory?

\

DEC contracted with APT, Inc., from West Hartford;

Connecticut,; to develop evaluation materials and to

train DEC staff in evaluation methodology After
obtaining extensive input from DEC's Regional

to2l



Coordinators, as well as from other DEC and LEA

staff, APT field tested the Program Quality

Evaluatlon (POE) model in two school systems.

Revisions were then made for the final system manual.

POE i§ a goal-based evaluation methodology which

establlshes, first, a series of broad goals con-

cerning the program to be evaluated; secondj specific

program objectives related to these goals; and third,

detailed evaluation guestions which determine if the
objectives have been met. The objectives and gues-
tions focus on program operations and numerical
criteria are established as benchmarks of satisfac-

tory performance. (For example, a sample goal might

be that "75% of students in a program attain desired

reading skilis.") ) ) ;

< DEC is now moving toward broader Impiementatlon, and

Wlll be awardlng up to 51xteen competitive incentive

year. The local agencies using POF wxll be exempt

from & program compliance visit or a self-monitoring.

¢ report -- the other forms of monitoring and

evaluation whlch DEC uses to assess LEAs. (For a

more detailed description of North Carolina's systenm,

see Appendix C.)

seve&é; aspects of North Carolina's POE system are
particularly interesting. First, it was designed’ to be of
direct assistance to the SEA as well as to LEAS. As in the
case of Nebraska's and Missouri's systems, POE is intended to
contribute to public information on s;éaai education (and
thus build community and pé%i&ié%l suppditi and to improve
local prograi qua;iity; on this latter goal, DRC makes clear

that local School districts using POE éfé expected Ed remedy

Tany Asficie ncies "which are. found” Lhrouqh POE™ proceaures. In

(2l
(o]

addition to assisting LEAsS, hHowever, POE is designed

improve state planning and program development. DEC hopes to

agjragate evaluation data from many LEAS to obtain an improved

picture of the quality of special education statewide.
22
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Specifically; DEC believes thHat POE will eventually allow the
state to:

produce long-range plans; and,

*

make recommendatlons to the State Board of Education
and the General Assembly.

A second intereésting facet of North Carolina's system
is that DEC intends to integrate POE with its compliance
monitering system: DEC makes clear in its written materials
on the system that POE does not substitute for federal and
state compliance monitoring; the two systems are thought of as
two parts of one comprehensive monitoring system, thus
avoiding the duplication of effort which can occur when such
systems are developed in a paraiiéi% but uncoordinated;
fashion.

ﬁihéiiy, ﬁdgth Carolina's approach to broader
implementation -- i.e., ising a competitive incentive grant
process -- recognizes that LEAs may incur extra costs in

implementing any new system. Implicit in PEC's Wiiiihghéés to

pay for some of these initial costs is a recognition that
.EAs are more likely to implement this qystem if they receive
help financing it.

“North Céféiiﬁé‘é interest in integrating program

L quality evaluat1on with COmpllaﬁce monitoring has been shared

by other SEAs that have considered more extensive measurement

of quality. .ne rationale for such consolidation is ‘that the



resulting monitoring systém is more efficient. Moreover, it

“ can be argued that the distinctions which are sometimes drawn

are spurious: These are actually just differing approaches to

disadvantages of such integration.

D. The Callfornla Department oﬁgEducatlongsglntegrat10n
of Quality Assessment and Compliance Monitoring

The California Department of Education is one of the
few SEAs to have actually implemented a mOhitorihg system

combining compliance and quallty monltorlng Although
Ccalifornia's system is now under revision, it provides an
example of how guality assessment can be made an integral part

of a monitoring system.

In the school years 1981-82 and 1982-83, the

California Department of Education used monitoring

procedures which included both compliance and quaitty

measures. AS in many other states, the Department S

emphasis on quallty reflected wide-spread sentiment

amnng LEAS that _compliance monitoring, as 1t was then
done; prov1ded little assistance to LEAs trying to

improve their programs.

monitoring qystem to 1nclude quallty measures rather
than develop a parallel system that would assess
program effectiveness.: Their goal was to empha31ue

- examination of the total program for handicapped

students, and they felt that-both .compliance. and

quality measures contributed to this aim.

The methodology 'for the california system was derived

from two sources: (1) the School Improvement

Monitoring System, a child-centered evaluation eystem

for all educational programs; which was already 1in

use -in selected districts in the state and (2) the

compliance monitoring system that Eﬁe Speciatl

24
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Educatiéh Division had been using. The new systemn
was built around a series of criteria statements (in
effect; goal statements for effective practice). To
measure school performance against these criteria, a
series of more detailed questions were set forth,
some of which were designed to be asked of admini-
strators, some of parents; some of teachers, and some
Ld be ahsweféd thféugh déédheht reView. A pfbbbrtibh

judged as important.: These quality questxons had;

far the most part, been developed by SEA staff with

assistance from field personnel (teachers and

administrators) who were consulted in the process.

revised for 1982-83. Fleld evaluap;ons of the second.
year were extremely positive and SEA staff believed
the system gave a comprehensive view of the

performance of local special education programs.

All of the monitoring systems of the California
Departmient of Education are now undersrevision, due
to a new effort to fbrgéidhé integrated school moni-
toring Ssystem across all educational programs. AS
pért df thié éffdrt, mdhitdrihg éYétémé éré béihg
Thus;, many,of the quallty,dlmen51ons 1ncorporated in
the special education monitoring system of the past
two years may be discarded despxte their effective-

ness. (For ‘examples of California's procedures; see

[
jo

several advantages which, even tﬁéﬁéﬁ no longer used
California, may be useful to other SEAs.

California's integration of compliance monitoring and
quallty evaluation seemed effectlve both concept'ially and
practlcally. Conceptually, thlS 1ntegfat10n reflected the
conviction that the two types of monitoring éhouid be linked
because; ﬁltiﬁately; both seek to determine the degree to

b R
which programs' are serving students well: This integration
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also had offered practical advantages. School districts had

toring and quality evaluation criteria, not two. As a result,

compliance procedur3s.
California's Specific methodology for consolidating

compliance and quality "eriteria" also offers some lessons to

other SEAs., Too often, systems that evaluate educational

programs can devolve into a long series of unrelated ques-
tions; with the focus being lost: By weaving compliance and

quality-assessment concerns-into a set of unified criteria,

California's éyétem:éééméa to maintain évélééfrféédé on the
evaluation's overall purpose. This clarity can be critical in
determining whether a system is accepted by administrators,
teachers, and parents. y
California's experience with this system points to
two additional aspects which SEAS contemplating program
quality evaluation should study. California's system reguired
significant state investment because it was comprehensive,
_validated its findings by cross—interviews and récord réviews
conducted the ﬁéﬁiﬁbfiﬁg review:. California officials

these purposes: Also; because all LEAs used all parts of the
system, it was time-consuming for SEA and LEA staff. Finally,

in California-this type of System was mandatory for all LEAs;



states seeking to reduce the SEA's prescriptive authority over

LEAs might choose to makeé parts of such a system voluntary.

E. The Oregon Mental Health Division's Student Progress
Record System

Oregon has taken a quité different approach to

tion programming in Otégdh;z the Mental Health Division (MHD)
- .
in the State's Department of Human Resources oversees local

school districts' programming for TMR children. Therefore,

the MHD agency, and not the Department of Education,; is

?vaiuating the quality of TMR programming: The Oregon system

emphasizes detailed measurement of each handicapped child's

the

educational progress: By aggregating this .information,

state agency is able to judge broader program effectlveness.

The Oregon Mental Health Pivision has implemented a

qystem of student progress ev;}patlon that measures
the gquality of education received by Trainable
) Mentajly Rgta;ded (TMR) chlrdren in Oregon publlc
; schools. (In Oregon, the TMR designation includes
moderately, severely, and . profoundly retarded
children. : .

Use of this system began shortly after 1969, when the
state legislature first assigned respons1b111ty for
educatlng TMR children to the Division of Mental

Health: Prior to that time; most of these children
had been 11v1ng at home or in an institution and

there was considerable skepticism -- among educators

as well as pafpnts ~- that they could be adequately

educated in public schools. Thus; as MHD off1c1a1%

2Z0nder current Oregon law, the Division of Mental Health

is responsible for educational programming for TMR children,
tHroiigh contracts with local school districts. Of
approx1mately 1,400 TMR childrén in the state, all but 50
are being educated in public_ Schools as part of,the programs
set up by the MR/DD Program Office, Mental Health Divisien.




supervised the movement of these children from other

settings to public schools, they felt it was critical

to (1) show that these children could make progress.
in bUbllc schools, and (2) establlsh accountablllty

achIevement, based on three standardlzed tests,
unsatisfactory. Subsequently; MHD called together
special education -teachers to review fundamental

questions; such as "what were children being taught?"

and "what should children be expected to know after

each teaching year?" The instrument which was

eventually developed was tested for several years,

beginning in 1971. It was substantially revised in

1975 and again in 1978 in response to the strengths

and weaknesses identified by its primary users, the

teachers. For example, in the 1978 revision,

teachers criticized the instrument's length and its
inability to measure small increments of progress.

-AS--a-result of this critique, the system was modi-

fied; additional guestions were developed, and the
instrunent was divided into skill-related sub-units.
Téachers were instructed to usé only the appropriate:
sub-units,; thereby gaining more detailed information
on a Child; while reducing the testing time

Over time; the Student Progress Record (SPR) hHas been
used in many Mays. In it eariy years, 1ts results

TMR chitdren were mak*hg progress in the publlc
schools and thus to justify contlnued program

support: More recently, SPR has been an integral

part of the IEP process, establishing very clear-

expectations for® the development of each child.

'MHD also used the SPR to enspre program accountabl—

-

’J/funderscores some recurrent issaes that characterize all

‘efforts at quality é%éldatlon; For example, the use of SPR

4

llty. 'In addition to reviewing each school district's

contract and fiscal report, MHD examines data from

~the 'SPR in order to judge how effective each locatl

program has been. _ - -
Although its historical development has differed from: -

o

the SEA=based ®fforts previously.examined, Oregon's work

4r

¢
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data to bolster political and financial support For a prograi
was a primary purpose in its early years. MHD success in
using information for this purpose indicates that LEAs' desire
to Use data in this way is well founded; efforts expended in
developing Such a system can pay off. MHD aiso'féuna that
their system became useful and was accepted only after
teach®rs using it weré asked to comment on it. SPR's succes-

skiiis and perceptions of the peoplé using it, as well as to
changing program goalss
‘ The differences between orégcnigjgygtém and other

systems are also worth noting for the useful directions they

characteristics. Instead, it EEiég'Eé answer; in the most
direct way possible;, the central é%%ﬁﬁé&iéﬁ question -- "What
is this program accomplishing® <{iéha does so by measuring
change in khb%iedge and behavior;flééééuéé many SEAs start by

to measure quality still rely heavily on observing program
characteristics. Oregon's approach seems to be a more
reltable measure of a prdgramﬂé siiccess in meeting educational
joals. Recause of=this reliability, Oreqon's approach also

increased political or fiscal’ support. %_

Y
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In addition, Orégon's approach alsc seems to have been
well-designed to achieve the broader aims of program
management and accountability. MHD has been able to integrate

SPR with other agency activities, thereby deriving multiple
benefits from the initial investment in the system. The use
of the SPR in developing IEPs is one such example; the

ments. MHD also has used the SPR data to select teachers who
participated in special in-service training programs and to
judge the effectiveness of the training program provided by
Teaching Research, a Division of Oregon's Department of Higher
Education. In short, these data allow a number of different
fieasiures of MHD and local school districts' effectiveness 1in
carrying out their mandate to educate TMR children:

F. Summary
A riumber of summary commefits can be made about SEAs'

cfforts to develop and impleémént program quality evaluation:

' perhaps most strikingly, the methods used by SEAs to_measure’

quality are varied and represent divergent views about_the

goails of quality monitoring. Figure .I, which summarizes the

——
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FIGURE I

characteristics of State Program Quality Evaluation Efforts
SEA Role LEA Role Basis for Evaluation pProducts
Missouri # Coordinated develop- e Jointly developed A_systems analysis . e Information for
ment of materials, evalu tion of educational pro- local school
materials with SEA. grams, with questions ~ districts.
. _ R o o that address _program__ S
@ Convened LEA repre- ® Will self- , resoorces ard policies.
sentatives to review administer evalua- o
materials, tion methodology.
Nebraska e Coordinated develop-_ e Reviewed and §5gndardsigngrgerv1ce e Information for
i ment of materials and revised a draft of goals which define the local school
evaloation standards. the proposed characteristics of a districts
standards. "’ guality program.
e Convened advisory
commjittee.
e Will administer
evaloation.
North Carolina | e Developed materials. e Reviewed materials. Program goals;, speci- e Information for
fic objectives, and LEAS:
e Will admxnxster eQSIﬁS: e Have option to com- evaluation gquestions
. tion. pete_for incentive which focus on pro- e Information for
I . grants. gram operations. SEA planning and
& Will aggregate data ‘ bodgeting system,
statewide. Numerical standards
for program accom—
- plishments,
B e O e, _ S,
California e Developed and revised e Provided feedback{ e General goals and e Written reports for
materials., to SEA on effec- y specific criteria LEA and SEA.(com-
L tiveness of the \ defined as being the pliance monitoring
e Administered moni- system. characteristics of report).
tortng system, a gualicy prégram.
Oregon e None: .The syécem is ® Administer mate- Increments.of behavior e Repcrt,on each .
supervised by the rials to assess and/or skill/learning student's progress,
MHD state agency. both program and change. classroom progress

student performance.|

gress, for LEA and

SEA.
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Characteristic

FIGURE I

s of state Program Quality Evaluation Efforts

{Continuation)

-1 Other Current State. - Relationship to.
Characteristics of Development Compliance Monitoring
Missouri e Discretion given to ® To be field-tested ® Node.
LEAs on which pro- in 30 school districts :
5 gram areas to in school year 1983-
assess; ) 84,

Nebraska ® Use of evaluation is e To be field-tested e SEA wants to.coordinate
voluntary for LEAs at " in four districts. but not combine quality
this point in time,; in school year 1983- evaluation with com-

84. pliance monitoring.

North Carolina| ¢ SEA will award incen- ® Field-tested in e LEAs pilot-testing
tive grants to parti- 1982-83, the system. are exempt
cipating LEAs. o S . from compliance moni-

® Implementation in toring procedures
16 districts T
* scheduled for FY e Eventual integration
1983-84. of quality evaluation
and compliance moni-
toring.

California ® Quality measures are ® Used statewide in e Fully integrated with
interwoven with cofi- 1981-82 and 1983- compliance manitoring
pliance measures in 84. system,
one system. o .

e Full compliance
monitoring system now
under revision.

Oregon ® Materials proved use- e Used in_Oregon ® No relationship to
ful program advocacy since 1969, SEA compliance
with the state monitoring,
legislature., Developed N
by teachers.
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believed to be associated with quality; and then assess how
closely LEAs conform to these standards. By contrast,; the

Oregon system looks almost entirely at student outcomes. In
Oregon's view, program quality should be judged primarily by
change in students' skills and behavior. This focus onlpro—
gram effectiveness means that less attention is devoted in
Oregon's system to describing local program policies and pro=

cedures. Between these two are other systems which attempt to

synthesize the two approaches: these 1nc1udé {1) North

Carolina's system which blends measures of student achievement

and program characteristics to measure program quality, and

(2) California's system which also measures student
performance as well as overall program inputs. |
Because none of these systems, other than Oregon's,
has been tested Eér any period of time, it is too early to.
detérmine if documentation of program inputs is sufficient to
measure program guality. In the absence of such evidence,
However, the use of student and program ou. ime HEaSUres seems
to have the greatest potential for substantiating program
quality. Ultimately, education programs must seek (and_be

evaluated by) éfféé&ivéhégé in providing new skills or

information to a student, and it may be wise for SEAs to

refiect these goals in their attempts to.design quality

evaluation procedures.

The SEA role in program quality evaluae;ongalso

varies widely, indicating that SEAs will have to choose the

degree of responsibility they wish to assert in this area.
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‘311 of the SEAs discussed here have exerted leadership in
developing guality evaluation materials and in promoting
implemerntation of these systems. 1In someé SEétéé;;iiké
Missouri, the SEA role basically stopped there. Much of the
implementation in Missouri will be left to the discretion of
LEAs. In other states, for example, California, the SEA role
has been much more extensive: The SEA there was involved in
all aspects of quality evaluation because it was an integral

, o S L _ I
part of the state's compliance monitoring system. A position

and use Of the POE system, but is allowing LEAS to take the
lead in changing its content to refléct local conditions and
then actually implementing it.

The conseguences of tliese aiééériég SEA roles are

likely to be significant. Just developing a program quality

evaluation system is costly; fully implementing-it requires

other essential functions. For SEAs that want to move ahead

a statewide activity for which they are then responsible, the
SEA exariples which coordinate system development but do not
Euiiy;impiéméhﬁ it may be the most helpful models.

While the differences among SEA evaluation efforts
are significant, their similaritias are Sv6H fors Warked. For

example, in most of the states discussed here, and in many

4]
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other states as well, the movement toward program guality

evaluation seems to be gaining force. In part, this reflects
pressures from outside the special education field. The

national attention being given to the quality of public

education. However, most of the pressure to examine program
quality comes from within the special education field, from
state and local administrators. The SEAs described in this
chapter have been developing quality evaluation for several
years: other SEA officials interviewedNE®Er this report are on

the verge of designing their own Wersion of quality

monitoring; and, most importantipyg, A education officials
around the country are arguing for ways to document

the effectiveness of their programs. This ctontinuing LEA

gives this issue high priority for the next several years. As

‘budgets or compete for new funds; they are likely to want

methods of proving program success.

A further similarity among SEAs is that a decision to

undertake quality measurement means an SEA must be willing to

is the ¢y-al of special education programs?," "What are our

expectations for special education students?,” and "What are -

35



our priorities for program staff and funds?" The SEAS

examined in this report (as well as the Oregon Mental Health

Division) answered these questions in different ways., as

noted, but the process of developing answers seemed productive

in all instances: An SEA must be willing to invest the time

the process, before any attempt to monitor program quality can

succeed.

- Closely related to the preceeding issue is the fact

that the development of a quality assessment_system is a

The SEA experierces described in this section ‘indicate that

—

almost all SEAS go throudh a process of (1) clarifiCation of .’

Py

goals for evaluation, (2). review of altérnative evaluation

systems, (3) development of new materials, (4) .building of
conseénsus for the new system, (5) training for iﬁpiéﬁéﬁtation,
(6) field testing, and (7) eventual broadér impleméntation.
Of these activities; those designed to gain user input are

design responds to users' needs and that new procedures are
not threateaing.

User participation in developing the system -is

critical because an effective quality monitoring or evaluation

system will change the expectations and incentives which

e — v e . . Lo = i Ys d o - T T s - w1
people bring to their work. Unless a special education

program is fully effective, a quality monitoring system will

alert educators to different priorities and criteria against

36
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which their work will be assessed. Particularly when
evaluation Standards incliude numerical méé§U'é§ as is the
case in North Carolina's POE systeén, téé@ﬁérs and
administrators adjust their own expectations tda@EGSé the

system incorporates: These new expectations are uhﬁikéiy to
be viewed positively unless users have had a &éié in
developing their standards. ’ L

For SEAs, monitoring educational quality raises

questions about the degree of:control over local programs the
: i

Sstate agency wishes or is able to exercise. One of the m

=y

Q|

difference
descrfbed

For 1nstancé, Missouri's plan is completely voluntary:

I

between the guality evaluation systems her

2]

Ulw

the extent to which they are mandatory for LEAs.

Nebraska intends to make the evaluation mandatory statewide,
but will allow LEASs fiexibiiity in choosing evaluation
criterias EaiLforhia‘s-system makes quality monitoring a
necessary part of compliance ﬁoﬁitorihg, The SEA decision on
this iss#e i§ liable to be influenced by factors outside of
monitoring issues per §e: For éxampié, Nebraska has a state
law requiring a program 6ffectiveness réview, while Missouri
has a éﬁféﬁé tradition of local distfiét autonomy. ‘Even so,
each SEA must decide whether the quality measurement is to be
voluntary; used only by LEAs that find it helpful; or

the SEAs analyzed here believe that quality evaluation should

37



replace compliance monitoring. They do; however; share a

belief that current compliance monitoring procedures miss too

many dimensions of Special education programming. Th

[0Fl

o

challenge for SEAs ih\?hé coming years will be to pursue bot
goals within Eéé§15ié{ééhétfaihts of staff resources and
'budgets, for both types of program asséssiment will be

important, although for different reasons. Compliance moni-

toring continues to be an essential tool, rooted iﬁfihé

federal statute, to ensure that federal and state lawd are

carried out and to cement the progress that has been made in

achieving equal educational opportunities for Haﬁéiéappéa

Children. Ouality evaluation for special education; when

added to compliance monitoring, can address equally funda--

mental concerns about whether programs are having their
intended effects.

B
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III. SEA MONITORING OF PARALLEL STATE AGENCIES

Under the general supervision clause of P L. 94-142,

Qi

administered by other human service agencies comply with the

federal law:. For most SEAsS, this respon51b111tv represented a

sweeping new authority. It required the development of not

only completely new monitoring policies and procedures; but;
in some instances, entirely new working relationships with

other state agencies.

The ééobe of an SEA's '‘monitoring authorlty over other
state agencies can be very broad, depending upon how a sta:e

organizes its human Services. As the following examples

suggest, many different agen01es provide care for hand1capped

children in state-operated programs. That is:

© A mental health ageicy, which may be either an
independent agency or part of a larger state health

- department, generally operates state institutions

serving emotionally disturbed children or youth.

clinical. treatment; eddeatlon, and room and board.

A division of mental retardation/developmental

disabilities in each state operates programs for

mentally retarded persons; particularly those who are

severely and profoundly retarded persons. In most

cases; children and adults are cared for in separate

facilities that include day and res:denpral programs.

The program of care for children typically invoilves

malntenance and education in act1v1t1es of daitly
11v1ng
| , o .

A state department of public welfare, or a state
childepen's agency, operates residential facilities for
dependent and neglected children. These children
include those who have no parents or who have parents
unable to care for them at home. Care for theseé
children may be in foster care or residential
institutions. While many of these chlldren attend
regular pubtic school; others do not: ’

39
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@ A state department of COK‘Z’éCtiOhOQ administers correcg-
tional facilities for youth who are in trouble with
the law. . Aitﬁoﬁgh these facilities may be Célléd
“tra1n1ng centers" or "schools for boys/girls,"

their primary mission typicailly is security and/or

rehabilitation. These facilities are usually 1locked

re51dent1al institutions serving youth aged 12-21:

Still other state- operated 5%5@{5&5 include children's

Hospitals, skilled nurelng ﬁac111t1es for medically frail

children, and schools for the deaf and blind: Thus; in any
giGeﬁ state, an SEA may have to monitor the progféﬁe of three

or four other state agencies.

SEAS' attempts. to assert authorlty over these agencies
~- mdny of which had been serving handlcapped children during

those years when they were excluded from public schools -- can
r3 o } o . o I
pose pOlltlcal problems. Administrators of. state—operaned

-

programs often resent thaU’thelr educatlonal prbgrams now are

accountable to an outside agency. THiS resentment surfaced
repeatedly in the first years of P.L. 94-142's implementation.
Teaching staff in these facilities (particularly when they did
not mest Ehe SEA's certification réquitéﬁéht%S were under-

éEEHGéBiy unsympathetic to many of the SEA's demands. Human

service agehcy aamihiSttators who had to allocate new Aciiéré

following a;l of the SEA's recommendations. Thus; for most

SEAs; the 'task of monitoring these other parailel state agency

programs required a gradual change over time; with progress

measured .over a period of years as both the SEA and the other

agencies accommodared themselves to each other's goals and’

methods.



€

SEAs have used a variety of approaches to monltor educa-
. o

-

t10na1 programs admlnlstered by parallel “seate agenC1es. The
three steres'.épproacnes that are described here illustrate
the problems involved in monitoring &s well as methods which

.

can overcome théé? problems.® These approaches include:
: '

e The Minnesota Department of Pducatlon s mbhitdrihg of .
public welfare and correctional facilities based on
written interagéncy agreements;

The Arizona Department of Education's monitoring of

youth correctionatl facilities; and

Each 6f1thésé is des=zribed briefly below.

The most basic approach tb monitoring another state

'égéhcyieﬁéauCétiOhai programs involves (1) the SEA identifying

?11 relevant prov151ons of P.L. 94-142, (2) thewother state

4

/ - - -
agency agreelng to meet these prov151ons, and (3) the SEA

conductlnglperlodlc monltorlng visits ,to evaluate tfhe degree
of compirance As 1s evident in Minnesota; this approach’has
allowed the SEA to eétébiiéh ité:geheral éupetv&sich
reeponsxblllty; ”‘Eﬁ the parallel agencies ~-- éﬁé Miﬁﬁééété

Departments of Welfare and Cérréétlons -- consenting to
conduct their educatlonal programs in compliance with state

and federal law and regulations. Minnesota's experience is
described in more detail below. )

fﬁé:ﬁiﬁhéédté Bépartméht of ?ducation éhtéréd ihte

41
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in order to ensure that educational programs run by

‘those agencies complled with federal and state law.

The programs at issue were the Minnesota Learnlng

Center, administered by the Department of Public

Welfare (DPW) and three correctional facilities

administered by the Department of Corrections, (DOC)

which serve youth under age 21.

menps( which speclfled that DPW ahd DOC would
conduct the1r programs 1n accordance With "the Gtaté
staff and superv1s1on," ahd follow all,appllcable
federal regulatlons.,,Both,agehcieé also agreed to
allow the SEA to monitor their programs and "correct
deficiencies cited by the monitoring team."
Finally, the agreements Specified that the SEA would
provide ih gervice training to DPW and DOC staff who

«Thé,agrééméhté were §ighéd ih 1979 éﬁd 1980 Since
that time, the SEA has completed one mon1tor1ng
cycle for the DPW and DOC facilities. This entailed
two visits; the first to discuss the criteria for
monitoring; the éecohd,to,aCtually,édmihisterféheée.
The monitoring successfully identified deficiencies

that reqUIred correctxon. For example, the DPW s

due process, privacy protection,; and use of

surrogate parents: After a corrective action plan
was developed, the MLC took steps to cdme into

c0mp11ance.

In the correctional facilities, the problems were
more difficult: a continuum of services was not yet
avallable in all facilities. However, the SEA and
DOC are negotlatlng a _method for correcting these
deficiencies, and SEA officials believe that the
substantial progress made by DOC in improving
programs will continue. (For more information on
Minnesota's policies, see Appendix E.)

Minnesota's monitoring procédures, based on inter-

(f . 7
agency adgreements; suggest several lessons about monitoring
paratlel state adeﬁci”é; First, Minnesota's experience indi-

cates that monitoring; by itseif; usually is not sufficient to

@

improve programs: 1In Minnescta, monitoring was just one part

of a more comprehensive ~orking relationship that the SEA and
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the other agencies established: This on-going relationship --
particularly a general agreement on goals and educationatl
methods -- has, over time, brought the DPW and DOC programs

into compliance. Conversely, however, Minnesota's experience
siuggests monitoring's key role: it was the monitoring visits
Wwhich identified program deficiéncies and led to their cor-
rection. The leverage supplied by the monitoring process
acted as a catalyst for change.

: Minnesota's experience also illustrates that
foliocw-up technical assistance is an integral part of
monitoring: The Department of Education provided such
assistance both before and after its actual msaitoring. A

pre~monitoring visit enahied DPW and DOC staff to prepare to

meet the standards which they had adopted in the written
interagency agreements. Similarity, the post-monitoring
ssistance that the SEA provided to the two agencies;
including in-service training and intensive work by a
Department of Education liaison staff member, largely was
responsible for the speed with which deficiencies were
corroctad. |

Pihéiiy; Minnesota's uxperience indicates that
monitoring of some state agencies is more difficult than
maﬁiEéEiﬁd others: The difficulty depends on factors such as
cach state agency's historical Fies to the SBA; the resources
which each has devoted to educating handicapped children: and
the conducivencss of each state agency's facititics to

\ /

educational programming. State correctional faciltities have

o0
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poseéd particilar problems for SEA monitoring efforts. In
MiﬁﬁéééEé; for example, the DOC programs required more time
from the SEA than the DPW facility, for all of the reasons

cited above: Because correctional facilities in most states

pose these problems, it is useful to look at how another SEA

handled these difficulties.

B. The ArLzonangpartmentgcﬁgEducatlon“s Monitoring of
Youth - CQEL&GLMMHﬂf£3C4ilLLES

Correctional facilities are difficult to monitor for
several reasons. Historically,; they usually allocate few
dollars for educational programming. Moreover, the education
programs they have ptoviaéa often are very basic, offering few
Gf the related services necessary for children with
handicapping conditions: Most seéidusiy, correctional Eaciii—

ion; which is security or; in some facilities,

miss
rehabilitation: Finatty;, the characteristics of most

correctinnal facilities do not 1sﬁa.thémsé1vés casily to com=
pliance with certain provisions of P E. 94-142, especiatlly
the least restrictive environment mandates.

Despite these difficulties, some SEAs have succeeded
in establishing strong ties with correctional departments:
Sich an example is provided hy the Arizona Depawtment of
Edication's development of monitoring procedurses for

The Arizona Department of Kducation has been moni-

vtorlnq the educatlonal programs for handicapped
children in the State's correctional facilities for

14



several years. This has proven more difficult than

the Department S monltorlng of other state institu-

tlons, but the result has been 1mprovements in the

nature of education for incarcerated handicapped
youth,

Development of a worklng relatlonshlp between the

rections (DOC) began shortly after passage,of P.L.
94-142, At that time, the Department of Education
(DOE) hosted a meeting of all state agencies to
explain the provisions of the new federal law.
Shortly after this meeting DOC requested technical
assistance from DOE; and a DOE staff person was

assigned as liaison to the correctional programs
with responsrbtltty for helplng DOC improve its pro-

tional facilities whlch held youth under age 21.

A first pre- monltorlng visit was conducted in 1980,

in order to notify DOC staff of the monitoring

etandards. Techn1cal a551stance was prov1ded on”
the correctlonal,p:ogram, and DOC officials indi-
cated a commitmernt to sustained improvement of their
programming. To help DOC accomplish this goal, a
change in funding was made, whereby DOC became
eligible for receipt of P.L. 94-142 funds. This
change was particularly helpful to DOC in giving it
resources to strengthen its grocedures for

ide~tifying and evaluating handicapped youth:

April, 1982, Serious difficulties were identi-
fied, particularly on issues Of due process, evalua-
tion and placement, and IEP development. The SEA
helped DOC staff prepare a corrective action plan
which dddressed these idsiies, after which a second
regular monitoring visit was held in January of
1983, Several deficiencies still remained, in large
measure because DOC was Still grappling with the
difficulties of complying with federal policies in
the context of a secure facility. After this visit,
DOC staff prepared a corrective action plan; and DOE
officials helieve that this should result in full

compliar.ce in the near future:

DOE conducted its first full monitoring visit in

These efforts to improve DOC's programs have been

very much cooperative ones at the.staff level, due

to initial good working relationships and the p011c1

commltnents DOC mdde. DOC has contlnued to seek

In 1982, DOE gave DOC approx1mat ely $100,000 in
competitively awarded, discretionary funds for
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program iﬁﬁféVéﬁéﬁEé; a similar award eflgiéﬁ 000 is

pending final approval for 1984, 1In addition, DOC

wrote a new procedural manual for handicapped
students, assisted bhy a spec1a1 educatlon intern on

loan from DOE. DOC staff also regularly attend
training sessions the SEA provides to local dis-
tricts, which are de51gned spe01f1cally to offer
feedback on 1nformat10n gathered during monitoring
visits.

Arizona's experience demonstrates that steady pro-
. . o e e e — e e i e ,\ e q s
g: .2 improveméents can be made, 2ven in correctional fac111~
ties;, whenever state agenc1es JOlntly apply their expe k ise

|

- }
and resources to the task; Arizona's success in upgradlng poC

programs grew from both agencies' sustained efforts;: ﬂhese
involved direct technical assistance, in-service training, and
téfaétiﬁé of add:i-ionat funds for DOC programs; as well as,
standards. Monitoring activities were only one ééﬁﬁéﬁéﬁt of

this more comprehenslve attempt to strengthen programs, but =--

goals for change, a structure for interagency relationships,
and a system for péréoaicaiiy iaentifying remaining deficien-
cies. Without the pressure supplled by SEA monitoring,
program 1mprovemente may not have materialized, regardless of
the strength of nocC édmlhlétrators commitment .

Arizona's experl snce illustrates SEAs' special pro-
blems in securing compliance from correctional programs. The
issue which caused most of the compllancp problems was the
sheer ahsence of programs; hefore th= ééﬁéehtfétéd efforts of

NOC and NOE, there were no special education programs for

inciarcerated youth: Other difficult issues were the failure

- -obviously; DOC officials'! policy decision to comply with DOE



to assess all handicapped youth, inadequate IEP development,
and tack of parental involvement: On most of these 901nts,
Arizona's DOC is now closer to compliance: Moreover; bhoth DéE
and DOC officials believe that program improvement will con-
tinue because a process is in place that identifies and
resolves problems.

THis analysis of both Minnesotais and Arizona's:

mohitoring proCéaurés has focussed on hw these SEAs gave
gram. Some SEAs have approacned tHis monitoring task in
another way, developing a generic approach to monitoring all

state-operated programs. An examplé of Sich an approach is

provided by the Virginia Department of Edication's monitoring

procedures;

C. The Virginia Department of Education's Use of Core
Monitoring Standards

The Virginia Department of Education, working with

other state agencies, has developed a system that integrates

the mcnitoring requirements of the State Department of

other state agencies.

Four %tate agencies in V1rg1n1a have developed a
system of "core Standards"™ for Interdepartmental
Licensure and Certification, in an attempt to make
state examination of public and privatée resideéential
facilities more efficient. The four agencies
participating in the system include the State
Departments of Educatton; Corrections; Mental Health
and Mental Retardation; and Social Services. '

The "impetus for developing the core standards came

in 1979-80;, when certain members of the state
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legislatire received complaints from operators of
state-operated programs about the duplication which

occurred when each state agency conducted 1its own
on-site review. For example, one state agency might
look just at a facility's physical conditions:
agéntiés ﬁight apply dlfferent standards of

agency could adapt its own standards for program

tomptrance. One 1eglslator prepared draft legtsia—

for licensure and program certification. To avert

thls, the four state agenc1es proposed an 1ntegrated

raview precess based on "core" .standards, and the
legislator agreed to postpone introducing legisla-

tion until this system was developed and tested.

The four agencies convened representatives from
public and private facilities to assist in
developlng these core standards. These standards

t;on,regu;rements”that were appllcable to all
facilities. In addition,; program "modules" were
developed that could be added to thé review of
certain facilities as nécessary. For example, the.
education module incorporates many of the issues
necessary for the compliance monitoring of facili-
ties that have programs for handicapped children.
In addition, an administrative review componeéent for
the state-operated programs specifically addresses
P.L. 94-142's requirements.

The core standards are administered by an inter-
agency team that visits each facility annually. (If
a state agency has no licensure involvement with the

facitity,; a representattve of that agency need not

participate:) Usually the team spends three days at

a facility. The Department of Education's represen-
tative, then, would participate in both the team

review and would administer the education module to

assure compliance with federal and state law. When
deficiencies are noted, the facilities prepare a
corrective action plan whlch is approved by a state
dgency paper review. Progress then is assessed
during a subsequent on-site visit,. 5

a success. The major dlfflculty,has been lack of
manpower to assure participation of each department
as appropriate and some variation in the application
cf standards by different tcams visiting different

facitities; but this is keing changed through
additional training of team members. To date; the,

interdepartmental ticensure and certification system



seems to be satisfying the participating state

ddencies, the state legislature, and the

sState-operated and private facilities.

Virginia's systam presents an unusual degree Of
cooperation among state agencies, and it is noteworthy that
pressure from certain legislators was in large measure the

source of this cooperation. While the state agencies pre-

viously had attempted some rudimentary cooperative efforts on
their own, it was only when the legislators proposed creating
a separate new agency for licensure and certification that the
interdepartmental system was formalized and launched.

Virginia Education Department officials rote that
the now system offers distinct advantages in conirast to prior
procedures. AS one official put it, whéné§er SEA staff used

By contrast, each state agency now is able to look at a

child's total program because of its participation on the

interdepartmental team. For example; the Department of

Education team member can assist in reviewing the total

the program's educational component. Similarly, when
reviewing a cortectional facility, the Bépartment of
Education's staff member can check a handicapped youth's
physical snvironment as well as the available' educational

opportunities. Virginia Fducation officials believe 1is
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attention to the total program adds to a monitoring review's
substantive value and efficiency.

balances each agency's special neeéds for monitoring and

licensure against the common needs of all agencies. While any

to the system; the combination of core standards and add-on
modules seems to both assure compliance with ail relevant

federal and state laws and give each state agency suftficient
data to assess program adeguicy.

Virginia's system also appeals to the need for
efficiency because state agencies and facilities find it less
burdensome and less time consuming and expensive. In a
climate of reduced state resources and deregulation, the

savings this prograi anticipates in both dollars and staff

time make sense.

D: Summary
The difficulties SEAs encounter in monitoring state-
operated programs are best overcome when this activity is just

one part of a more encompassing partnership between the SEA
and another state agency. Both the Minnesota and Arizona
policies this section examines 1illustrate the range of



ment of a corrective action plan. The successful working

relationship amongst the state agencies in Minnesota and

adequacy of state-operated programs. Instead of emphasizing
intensive work by the SEA with specific types of facilities,
Virginia's approach stresses meeting the basic requirements of
federal and state education statutes and other federal and
state human service statutes. This approach views residential
programming as a whole, rather than segmenting it into its
component parts. It is an approach which is well-suited to
may not provide as intensive a review of educational pro-
gramming as the more traditional policies pursued by Mihnééété

and Arizona.



V. CONCLUSION

Whilz the two topics examined in this report -- quatlity

monitoring. On the one hand, SEAS have yet to accomplish all
of the basic monitoring responsibilities mandated by P.L.

94=142. wWhile most states successfully havas completed a three
year MGhitétihg‘éyélé of local educati.: agencies =-- and
believe that LEAs are in substantial ccmpliance with the
federal ltaw -- effective SEA monitoring ot Sﬁaté—ébéfaﬁéd
programs still is being developed. This lag is due to several
factors: the recalcitrance of some institutional programs;
the political difficulties which SEAs encounter in trying to
abksert authority nver other state agencies; and the inherently
slow pace of change for state institutional programs which had.
develcped patterns of care over many years time. For ail of
these reasons, additional progress must be made before the °

®.L. 94-142 are fully carried out, and SEA monitoring policies
for other state agencies refléct this.
On the other hand, SEAs are moving rapidly to advance
evaluation of program effectiveness, or "quality" monitoring.
‘ ? © o
This movement reflects SEAs' convictions thHat.documenting the

effectiveness of special education programs is essential for
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reflects LFA officials' recognition that local school boards

king ways to both justify educational expenditures and
alu

o]

re se

[v]]
o

the valiue of educational programs. Thus, at the same

i

sur

i

me
time that SEAS are Struggling to assure that basic cducational
opportunities are _avail 'ble to handicapped children in
state-operated programs; they also have taken the leadership
in developing methodologies for quality monitoring.

The dilemma in which some /SEAs find themselves is that

the resources to conduct monitoring are shrinking: Many SEAs

Fhl

hgve suffered cutbacks resulting from reduced federal and

state funding, and SEA monitoring programs have felt the

effects. SEAs in all parts of the country have had to

reexamine and trim their monitoring efforts. 1In this type o
fiscal climate, it is difficult for SEAs tc nursue intensive
monitoring of state-operated programs (some of which Eéié&ﬁ
significantly out-of-compliance with federal law) and
simultansously Lﬁvest the considerable @ihe and resources
necessary to produce quality monitoring'systems. Many SEAs
will have to establish priorities batwsa these two tasks and
dncide which direction they most productively can pursue in

1

the years ahead. N o
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Program Effectiveness Evaluation for
Local.Education Agencies

The Nebraska Department of Education

I, _.Sli-lumaﬁi '1 : -

The Special Education Branch of the Nebraska Department of

N

Education (NDE) has developed, over several years time; a &
for .evaluating the effectiveness of local special education pro-
grams., XnoWwn, as, Program Quality Evaluation (PQE), the system was

intended to help LEAS assess their own programs, particularly

with regard to issues not covered in the regular state monitoring
procedures: Under PQE, LEAs have great latitude in choosing the

‘specific evaluation questions they will use. ‘NDE places general
parameters on the evaluation methodology, but LEAS are able to
{ 7 ) ,

tailor it to théir specific 'needs.

The PQE systems will b&Wicld tested in 20 districts in

academic  year 1983-834., NDE will participate with LEAs in'

administrating the PQE field tests, adding this activity to the

normal compliance monitoring visits scheduled for the participat-

ing districts. Rventually, NDE plans to implement this sysStem

II. OBJECTIVES | 7

‘ In aeveiop;ng PQE, the ﬁebragka_bépaftméht of Education had

the following goals: , c - o
(1) To provide a system for LEAS that would enabie them to
document the quality of their programs and thus heip

them represent these programs to locvalsschool - boards,

system



(2) To carry-out a Mebraska state law ( Statute No. 43650)
which requires that the SEA provide a ‘"detailed de-
scription-of effectiveness of program services"; and

(3) To initiate a system that eventually could yield state-=

wside data useful to the SEA in on-going planning
activities and in making policy decisions related to

III. DEVELOPMENT OF THE POLICY

NDE's interest in quality w«valuation is in part a .response
to a state mandate enacted in, 1973 (Nebraska Statute No. 43650)
which reguires that NDE provide information tc the state legisla-

ture on the effectiveness of local. special education programs. In

considering how best to carry-out this mandate, NDE .officials
became concerned that data gathered through compliance monitor=

ing, while essential, did not provide a full picture of a local

district's programs. They thus began to look for methodologies
tc document the qualitative aspeéts of local programs as well as

the procedural dimensions measured by compliance monitoring.
. 'Y

At the same time, NDE was receiving requests from LEAs for
\
\

improved methods of documenting the effectiveness of local pro-
grams. AS ‘in many states, special education administrators in
Hebraska were seeking information that would be useful to thém
when presenting their programs to local school ‘boards, local
administrators, parents; and/or advocates.

To assist them in learning about and developing an evalua-
tion system; NDE entered into a service agreement with the Mid-



/

1 ;
/ i * i

tance in this area. In addition, in the fall of 1981, NDE estab-
lished a Program Effectiveness Developmental Committee whose

tasks were, first, to select a general program evaluation method=

ology and then to a551st NDb in develuplng a spec1flc evaluatior

system for uSe in Nebr k The Committee's 20 members inzluded

LEA staff, higher euucation personnel; and special and gen. -al
educators drawn from a1l geographic areas of the state.
The Developmental Committee looked at several state systems

for assessing efffééﬁi@éhééé; but soon realized that there was ‘o

model- that could be simply transferred  tc Nébraska. On the

recommeridation of MRRC staff, the DeveJopmental Commlttee engaged

e

Dr. Robert Brlnkerh?fffdf Western Mlchlgan Unlver51ty “to prov1dc'

additional exnertlseiln eValuatlon me thodology. Dr. Brlnkerhoff

made his materlaIS‘avallabie to the Committee; providing them

with a basic model as a point of departire: The Committee then

spent  a good portion. of its time adapting this general model to

tne specific ihteréété of NDE and the Nebraska LEAs:
The model which emerged from the Committee established a
series of service goals in seven major topic areas related to

speciai programiiing. These areas Wéré:*

e Administration (Relates to the inteérnal operation of
; the District); )

\

& Service Delivery (Reldtes to the identification Oof
students and provision of service);
\
\
*"A Report on the Nebraska Symposium on Program Effectiveness

FValuatlon"y prepared by the Special Education Branch of the

tlebraska Dcpartment of EducatIOn, p: 16.



Curriculum/Materials/Facilities;

Communication with consumers;

® Fiscal; and

e System Aspects (This pertains to the relationship
between the special education programs and other
proyrams or agencies which may be affected by handi-
capped students).

The veneral types of service goals which were idencified for each

aréa can be seéén from the follow1ng examples taken from the

Adnlnlstratlon topic area:

Bdaté and staff (aaﬁihiéttaﬁiéﬁ, facuity, and support)

;
roles; responsibilities and authorlty are clearly de-
fined and implemented:

2. Personnel Management -- the recruitment; selection,
appraisal; and development of staff based on program
goals and needs. This” 1ncludes such thlngs as on-going

superv151on and feedback to staff; on—-going improvement
of staff skills and attltudes, and dpprdisal of staff
designed to facilitate staff growth.

3. Proygram Evaluation -- evaluation and approprlate modifi=
cation <f the district's program -- e.g., referral,
assessment, IEP, sServices, ultimate 1mpact, and concur-
rence with regqulation and statute.

4. Staff Communication -- positive, accurate exchange of

ihfdrmétidh ~among the staff - é Qe knowiedge/under—--

staff roles, materlalq, ideas; and finances, utilization

of positive communicatiorf skills; and utilization of
corflict resolution skills:

Aft@r these goals were established, NDE convened a symposium
on Program Effectiveness Evaluation; attended by approximately 70
educators from around the state: . This larger group (1) reviewed

and revised the standards; (2) identified the types of informa-

tion that an LEA would need in order to evaluate each of the
service goals; and (3) identified potential pitfalls within each

service yoal.



The revised goals which emerged from this gyﬁbagiaﬁ are not
intended to be Followed verbatim by the LEAs that will eventual-
ly use the system. NDE sees its role as putting constraints or
parameters on the LEAs' use of the méﬁei; That is, NDE will help
LEAs determine (1) how the LEA shou'd i(ientify questions related
to each service goal, (2) who these guestions shouié\bé directed
to, and (3) how the LEA will collect the necessary data. Within
these yeneral guidelines, however, the LEA will detzrmine the

specific questions to be used in its quality evaluaz? ion.

Iv. IMPLEMENTATION

'NDE will be Ffield testing the Program Effectiveness Evalua—
tion model in 20 districts in the 1983-84 academic year. Use of

the model will be combined with the monitorirg visits that LDE

visits). NDE staff estimatcé that, in most districts, compliance
mohitoring will be performed dirring the First day of khe visit;
then the remaining 1-4 days will be used for testing the evailia-
tion modal.

At the conclusion of the first evaluation year, LEAs will
submit an evaluation report to the state. Those LEAs partici-
pating in the field test will not have to submit a full correc-
tive action plan as the result of the compliance monitoring
visits Instead, HNDE staff want to see if some of these same

issues can be addressed through the eévaluation plan.



V.  ANTT IIPATED EFFECTS

In the words of an NDE official, the Program Effectiveness

Evaluation &System is designed to meet "the needs of the  LEAS
first, and the SEA second." Specifically, the system is expected
to (1) assist EEAs 1in representing special education programs to
local boards and commissions, and (2) identify areas in which
improvements in quality can be made. NDE does éxpect to reap
beriefits from usé of the system as well. First, the system
stould meet the requirements of the state statits, referred to
abové. Second, Program Effectivensess Evaluation wiil give NDE
staff a new type of information -r spezial education programs
statewide, which should be useful in setting prioritres and
future UDE goals.
For more information on Hebraska's system contact:

Mr. Don Anderson

Compliance Director

Special Educaticn

Box 94987 = _

301 Centennial Mall South =

Lincoln, Nebraska 63509-4987

Qe
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AN EVALUATION MODEL FOR LOCAL SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Missouri

I. SUMMARY

The Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Educa-=
tion is developing an evaluation model to bs used by . LEAs in
‘self-assessment of their special education programs. The SEE

' model (Special Education Evaluation model) has been put together
by the - SEA, Wworking closély with representatives from local

districts. It incorporates a series of questions that addres

Ut

the effectiveness of local programs on six dimensions: identifi-
cation of handicapped children; evaluation/diagnosis or reevalua-

tion; IEP development; placement; IEP implementation; and annua

program review.

put  Miszsouri has no plans to maké the System mandatory for all
LEAs.  Instead, the system is intonded to be used by LEAs that

find it useful to document the effectiveness of their programs
with school boards, parents, and local administrators.

II. OBJECTIVES

In developing the SEE model; the Departmen* of Elementary

and Secondary Education (BESE) had several objectives:
(1) First, DESE's overall goal was to improve local special
education proyrams and services. By identifying
;éfééééﬁ strengths and weaknesseés, SEE should help ad-

ministrators to make NECeSSAry proyrai cnanges.
LI



(2) Second, the éystéﬁ was intended to help LEAS justify
théir programs and funding. By documeénting the quality
of their programs in a systematic fashion; LEA aaﬁihié:
trators are 1in a better position to® defend current
funding 1é6é1§ or request support for program improve-
ments.

(3) Finally, although the system is not mandatory, DESE
hopes o use the Eééébéck it provides to identify
training and technical assistance needs throughout the
state.

IIT. DEVELOPMENT OF THE POLICY

DESE activity in developing the SEE model grew from a number
of sources. For several years, DESE special education staff had

been intcrested in quality é%élﬁétiéﬁ; particularly as the result
of some work on student outcomes that been done within cthe state.
Observing this work, DESE staff became convinced that outcome
data alone did not provide all the information needed by local
and state administrators. They felt that a full evaluation of
quality also had to address program effectiveness and to estab-
lish a relationship between the characteristics of programs and
the outcomes of programs. B °

The interest in quality evaluation among DESE staFf was
reenforced by LEA requests for technical assistance in developing
a éuélit? ebéidéfiéﬁ'éiéﬁéﬁ; LiAs wanted to be able to measure
their effectiveness on dimensions, that went beyond those ircluded
in the state's compliance monitoring systeim. LEA adminstrators
believed it was particularly imﬁbrtaht to be able to docunent

fa

J
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program effectiveness whén réprésenting special education to
local school boards.

As a result of this strong LEA interest in quality evalua-
tion, DESE staff began looking at evalmation methodologies that
could be used in Missouri: They were particularly impressed with
the materials developed by Dr: Robert Brinkerhoff at Western
Micnigan University; and after hearing Dr. Brinkerhoff at an
evaluation meeting convened by the Nebraska Department of Educa=
tion; contracted with him to assist in the dcvelopment of an
evaluation model for MissSouri.

To ensure that the evaluation model reflected LEA interests

20 local representatives. Beginning in February, 1§8;; this

group met each month to develop program standards and Qquestions
within the general structure provided by Dr. Brinkerhoff's meth-

odology:.  Back-up staff work for the group was proyiééééby staff
fron the Midwest Regional Res-urce Center (MRRC), - who had
been working with DESE for some time é;ddhé the issue of quality
evaluation.. : |
The SEE model which the group developed uses a. systems
: |
approach to examine special education éféé?éﬁéz It identifies
5ix major components required of all special éédcétién lﬁrégrams
(see Figure I, taken from a summary of the SEE system) and
then poses questions to determine how well each of these compon-
eits is Functioning: For example, questions related to the third
component; "IEP bevelopment", include:



1. Do annual goals reflect student needs as specified in
the present tevel of performance?
2 Are all needs as specified in the present level of

performance listed in annual goal statements? ~“ithy or
why not?)

3. Are there annual goals that are unrelated to the pre-~

In each of the program areas, the SEE model will try to look
at (1) resources, (2] services; (3) outcomes, and (4) feedback,
and thus achieve a view of the program as it Functions as &
whole. -(In the systems approach used by: SEE; these aspééts of
program functioning correspond to (1)'iﬁpdE;' (2) process; (3)
output and (4) feedback:) Thus, in its questions, Eﬁé SEE model
incorporates two dimensions: the programmatic elements shown in
Figure I, and the syscemic elements listed above,

IV. IMPLEMENTATION

DESE plans to field test the SEE system in the coming School

year (1983=84) in 30 volunteer LEAs. These 30 are expected to

consist of approximately 50% that were represented on the devel-
opmental task fcrce and 50% that were not:. The initial evalua-

tions may take from 172 to 2 years; depending on the intensity

and degree of follow-up in each LEA;
« 2 .

Prior to the field test; more training will be provided by
Dr. Brinkerhoff to DESE consultants and to the task force members

amount of funds to the LEAS involved. in the field test has been



Figure 1:

Special Education Services Flow Chart
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considered by DESE, but it may not materialize because of budget
constraints.
The SEE system  wll be implemented éépafatéiy from the

the evaluation data as a complement to the monitoring datas:

V. EXPECTED EFFECTS

DESE has deliberately designed the SEE system as one which

depends on the interest and activity of LEXs. DESE staff be-
lieve that r“éVaiuatidés of programs and servicé are conducted
best by local personnel."* Thus, DESE has no plans Ec mandate
the system statewide: | | o

n ; to the system, DESE

However, based on the &hEA re ., -

€3

believes that it will have a number ci sffects, including :
(¥) Assisting LEAs defend and promote special education

“  programs_at thel local level; N
\ (2) Giving feedback to parents in local programs; and
(3) A35isting 6E§Ei§téfféiaéhtify technical assistance and
. 1

i training hééééfat least amonglthé LEAs using the data

and potentially on a statewide basis. ;

to change. In the 1long'run, information generated by the SEE
system should allow edudation to measure progress ajainst; goals
| . / .
1
and take action to improve services for handicapped children:
I ' ™

~ *"gyaluation Preview Special Bducation Evaluation Model for -
Missouri", draft materials for Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education, page l. : i
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.
' B For. informatisn on the SEE program contact:
Mr. Ted Nickell .~
State of Missouri |
Departiment of Elerientary
‘ and Secondary Education
P.0. Box 480
Jefferson Citv; Missouri 65102
(314) 751-2965 ;
s
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A 3YSTEM FOR PROGRAM QUALITY EVALUATIONM
ITORTH CAROLINA
I. SUMMARY

The MNosth Carolina Departiient of Public Instruction, the
Division for Exceptional Children (D .j, ha; developed a svstem
to ieasure the quaﬁity and effectiveness of special education
| programs for handicapped children throughout che state:  This
system; "Program (uality Evaluation" (PQE), 5 developed
expressly for lorth Carolina, using input from the eight regional
coordinators and other key DEC staff. Revisions to PQE were made
after it was field-tested in two school systems during the 1982-
83 school year. Sixteen more systems (selccted From among those
that responded to a stat -issued RFP) will serve as pilot sites
for PQE this fall. Eventually, DEC plans to combine these eval-
uation activities with Horth Carolina's ongoing compliance moni-

toring procedures:
II. OBJECTIVES : .
The Program Quality Evaluation system is designed to provide
LEAs across the state with a mechanism For deteriining prograi
quality.  Through PUE, 4t will be possible "to ascertain the
existence of quality in Special education programs; determine
lish specific needs Ffor technical assistance from the state

cduncation agency."*  Further; it is anticipated that data which

*Brogram Quality Evaluation Manual, brefac: by Theodors R.

: ) ’ 8o




the LEAs collect using PCE will not only be useful to them when
justifying expenditures to local school boards, but also will be
useful to the SEA when conferring with the State Board of Educa-
tion and the General Assembly to report on the effectiveness of
special esducation programs Statewide.

Til. DEVELOPMENT OF THE :OLICY

In 1980, in response to LEA requests for technical Sssis-
tance on the topic of guality evaluation, DEC contacted other
state education agencies to identify evaluation models that could

cause this area was new

[p]

be adapted for use in lorth Carolina. B
to almost all SEAs; I Adiscovered that there we -3 ééw operating
models and decided t i+ lop its own.

In the f~ll of 198i, a DEC staff member at.onde: a Titie Vi-D
meeting in  Massachusétt$ and became familiar with e aluztion

developed by Associates in Professional Technologies,

designs

inc. (%PT), a small consu}ting firm in-Connecticut. An APT

to' discuss evaiua ion systems that could be responsive to the
needs expressed by [ As; APT prepared a propoSal For system

of #ducation and approved for a contract perisd froi August;, 1982

to June, 1983, APT took on three rosponsibiiities tor DEC: (1)
the dusign of the Program Quality Evaluation Model and production
of 500 PQE manugisf (2) théeEfaihiﬁé of key DEC staff in the
Gvaludtion process to ééaﬁjé them to provide tiuchnical s8Sistance
as necacd to LEAs; © and (3) the modification of the inodel/manual
based on  pre- and post-test data analysis from two field-tects

N




which were conducted in Pitt and Unlon County School systems.

Throughout the systom developnient procéss, APT and DEC staff,
through an Advisory Committee, worked closely together. The total

cost of APT's development of POE, a system not previously used in

(D |

ary cther SEA, was $43,000;

IV; ¥MPEEMFNLATiﬁH

—_——— ——

PCE is a goal-based prouram and includes goals in three inain

areas: Determining Learner Gains/Outcomes; Locating and Evalu-
ating Egggqgg_ and Plac1ng_‘ ______ gg:ﬁggrogrlatelz For each of

these areas, PQE €stablishes program objectives and specific
evalijation questions. For example; part of the sequence within

the Cirst g 1 area is as follows:

ggg;_§5 Students will make satisfactory progress in the
specific curriculum areas in which they are enrolled and

develop a positive self-image for learning and work.

Objective 1l.1:  Studen:s successfully demonstrate compe-
tenc:in in aporouriate,hu riculum areas at levels commen-

suratr with apyility and handlcapnlng condition.

bgqqugan Qgggglgg_{_{ l:  Are readlng competencies
attained comr nsurate with students' abilities and
hardicapping conditions?

- Vocabulary .

) - Comprehension
Evaluaticn Question 1.1.4:  Are vocational competen-
cles attained commens urate with stundents' abilities
and handicapping conditions

For each of the specific evaituation questions; LEAs are expected
to estabtish a numerical standard to measure satistactory »agram
performance. For example, for Evaluation Question 1l.1.1 .above,
an LEA S conld decide th . 0% of studeiits in a  program  shoild
attatn the desived reading competencing,  For Budaludt.on Ousstion

ibove, the numorical stantare could Le 604, In other
: o
2 £ ~-
85
O
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uor.1s, the staniards set by each LEA can vary from guestion to
question, and <ifferent LEAs will set their standards at differ-
ent levels, vreflecting varying expectations of Local programs.
Eventuatly; DiEC may assist LEAs in setting thess numerical stan-
dards using data obtained statewide to ensure that LEAS do not

DEZ ~ill he inplementing the Program Quality Evaluation

Model on a nilot basis In 16 (out of 142) LEAs during the 1983-84

sche 1+ e L.ese LFAs will be competitively selected; DEC has

{38Ued . iiicis'  for a PQE Incentive Grant Programn which will

Ul
DY

srovide Tiinds o assist with the implewentation of the self-study
evaluavic. .  Grants will he awarded in amounts from $2,000 to
$10,000 based on the December 1, 1982, handicapp<d hsadcount in

the LEA.  Applicatiuus will be reviewed by an . ncentive Gran:

-~

Review Committe (composed of BEC staff) and notification >f

fdﬁﬁiﬁdr for the sixteen 5elected sites wiil be made following
State Doard of pducation approval in Octocer, 1983.

Ann initial meeting of the local directors. from the -sixte n
pilot sites will be conducted in Hovember of ihis year, du?ing
tiy2 35th Annual Conierence on sxceptional Children.  During
Hoverncr and December the DEC Regional Coordinators uill cointuct
ln=cervice training for the local pérsoﬁhei, and the sixteen
pilet LEAS will implement the Prograim Quality Evaliat node L
from January to April, 1984, )

Following 1 ' mentation, .« ichi 2f the sixt. o pilot  LEAs
will submit  a management slan to DEC to report the £:dings  of

“iicir  evalinc. o and to describe 'ny  corrective act.ons  they

4 Ri;:



belizve necessary. The management plan will specifw timelines to
correct deficiencies and address areas of high priority. A
meeting is planned for June; 1984, +~ allow local directors from
.the sixce: 2 sites to share experiences and offer rccommen-

dations for rivther 2QE implesnentation:

It 1is anticirated that, through their participation in the

PCE process, LEAS will have qualitative data for use with
their local School boards to help gain progrém suppo-t and to
acoiire ~deded funds. — In addition, LEAs using PQE will be able
to note progrii deficiencies more readily and £s correct Ehenm.

"“ne SEA: by examining LEA mana~=ment biéﬁé; will be able to
note state-wide trends which should prove useful in determining
SEA stivf traiaing needs and in planning LEA if~service tréining;

The data obtained by DEC should also allow eventual cvaluation of

state expenditires in terms of prograr outcomes.

DEC lready engaged in Somé nationwide dissemination
activiti. .8 planning othérs. It has distributed a copy of

its ¥QE manual to every SEA; each RRC; and many national organi-

zations, as well as to other intrrested parties upon gequest. In

Feor o oy 1584, BEC siall wiil conduci a iLwo-ua,y worksiiop oH POQE
N

at the C ' -al Conference on Program Evaluation to be held in

Tasine,  LOric .

oor more information, contact:

The NDivision for Exceptions. Children ,
Horth Carulina Depdrtnient o Public Instruction
Ra igh, Notrh Carolina 27602

(91.) 733-3921
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1-11 of this chapter. To better illustrate the¢ nature of the
system; sample materials from Californi 's Projyram Review

Handbook are attached: For additional information on

California's system, contact:

Mrs Jack Hazecomp
Caliiornia Department of Education
“ch Floor, 721 Capitcol #all

Sacramento; €California

{916) 323-4753
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PART [: GUERVIEW OF THE SELPA PROGRAM Kbt

Furpose of Program Review

The primiary purpose of program review; whether it is an int rni’ review or

one cond.. "od Ly an outside agency; is to improve the effec of as_r.iction on
the st . It is a nmeans for developing and sustaining a high-quaitty
educat: .1 ;v ram for earh student.

Prisram roview can be an Lntegrll part in the progran 1mprovumcnt cvcle of
pldnnlng, trnnblatlng the planne drprogrgmrlntoractlon, evaluat%rq the dggree of
Laplementation of the program, and modifying the program ~ccordinglv. Program

eview findings can be of value in discussions and decision making about the

desipgn and implementation of brdgfams. In short, the program review process
vields iniormation that is essential to effective program development--inioria-

tion about what is working weil and why and what should be changed a = how.

Uses of This Handbook

CThe progran review process d5écribéd in this V.. book is duvsigned to
complement ; not replace; the existing ongciag planniug ance evaluation processes

in " *\HFOI QFLPA or aoency. Rev1ewers should nake use of all evaluatlve

-

frawhworl for organizing the tnformatrbn.

Reviews conducted by reviewers from outside the SELPA can provide a fresh
viewpoint and independent validition of internial review findings: Toward this
enid, the prusram review conducted for tiie St-te Department of Edi-:ation by a
fIate review team will be based nn this handonook. A school; SELPA; ¢F agency

~an use all -+ part of this hand\ook over a longeéer period of time to evaluate

its own proura... Such use of this handbook by the people at a school, SELPA
nr agency prioc to a state—conducted reviow can be ext.emely effective in
seiping to imprcve the local propram. Famiiiarity with the review criteria and

DrOCfdure in this handbook will heip staff and parents communicate effectively

eviewers and will h2lp reviewers obroin the data they need to make informed

Ioments;

Process i Program Review
— - - - - / ., - - - - -
, This sectish describes seqiieiit1ally how a prosr.in review i§ conducted by a
Stite Lepirteal of Education révies weaim. WHile the dvscrlptlgh and instruc-
riois dre irected primdrily EBowird reviewers who Arcé membors of a4 state-

condvited reviaew team; the school; SELPA; or apen v may adopt. as appropriate;
1]

parts of this process for use in self-review., Appendix A coutains three

bhﬁrklibt? . responsibilities for team members, tceam teaders, and the SELPA/
apency which =ive more detailed information abour the process.

\
v
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Reviaw of the Local Pl

' The local plan for special -duc-tion is the {
withk the proceduret, polic1e5, and programs Impl
The deU
agencv's goals und implementatlon proce-ses,; pri
or school site visits. The contents of t

review team.

dfLicy.
wit. the

Initial Team Meeting

The team of ieviewern vill meot together,

review bcwlna to:

o Dignuss SULPY/dgerncy and

iw major findings of prévious revicws

\.1‘

.,

o Plan strategies for the fév1ew.

leader will review the plan for a thor-..

*

n

cmented in the PLPA/agency

,h understanding of the SELTA/
or to interviews in the SELPA/
he plan will them be discussed

usually the night betfore the

schonl information presented by the team leader-:

o Define reviewer rolas and responsibitities.
o Designate meeting times during the review to “touch base” and share
p rceptidns, and develop/;hé'SFLPA/agengv final report. - i
P, ew the Scheduled visits. ‘
0 ... Lo know cach other's interests and strengths.
Collecting Information f

In findinr out about

the r*v1nwerc Us¢ thre- és;c reylew,methods.f T
ticn; (23 iqfetviivé4 Jth forimal and informal;
and Jdocuments. tach ¢f chesé wmothods is used in

example; by
the revi

verify Jnformatlon and indings. For
students dbout the observed activities,
Compxctcne 55 of his or her observarions.

hey are (l) clascroom observa—
and (3) the review of records

on with the nthers to
y talklng,ylth the teacher and
ewaer can -erify the accuracy and

Tlas. rosm Ohuorvation
Through c) assroom ananIr o, the reviewer Ldthp s basic information about
.
the school program. Ihu rLVlUWPr visits ther endlir cldssrooms, spec111 day
cliassrooms, resource speciatist proevams, and tlcr o owd or areds where e tica-
tion and related services are nooe ided o individedis ©ict exeens ional ticeds.
Cilassroom observations inciude [ 7 3mad” iniersicws cith atundeénes and seal 0
based upon what has b 1 observed, -
- o/ .
2 . ’

i



Interviews

Interviews are an extreme'y important source of information about the
proyram. The basic information gained through classroom observation and review
of records and documents is verified, clarified, and expanded through the
interview process. Interviews enable the reviewers to learn how the proiram
was developed, how it is being implemented, and how it could be improvud.
Stidents, parents, teachers, resource specialists, program specialists,
administra ors; and other servi ‘e providers are interviewed.

Interviews serve the following major purposes:
o To verify data obtained from other sources
o To collect data not yet gathered from other sSources
) .
v 1o resolve discreparicics in data cosllected
o To give people an opportunity to share past experie:ices; present
realities; or future plans .
o To uzive people an opportunity to ask questions

o To gei-rate ideas about how the program could be improved -
L .

-

-
Review of Records and Documents
verified; expanled; and clariried through the review of eguch records a-:
o Refe:ral notites,; assessment plans; and ~ssesament data

i~ o Individaualized education programs (IEPs)

dinutes of school siti couicil/achool advisory committée/community

advisory cnmiittee meéetings :
o o 7
o CLontracts ot agreements ylth othe: rencies J
. 0o “Hvataati ns of starf de.clopment and sarenc education «oticities
0o Leeson plans and therspy records
o Newsletters and Gther communications to parents .ind the coaminity
. S-S I '
o Frocedurs dnd policy handbe ks
Poooorain evalunuion informition, including self-reciow findiv g
’
) 3
%
v ~ r - -
. )
d2
O
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Purent and:Community Iaput Meeting

A parent énd con1un1ty lnput meethg is schgﬁuled for one afternoon or
cvent “iring the revie- Often this meeting is schetiiled in conjunction with
seciing of the communi® s advisory committee (CAC) to provide its members an oppor-

cunitv to discuss activiiics and goals of the CAC. During this time members

comnunity will have an : "tunlty to voice their opinions regard1np any aspect
of the s+ :ial educat’ _ am. This information will be msed in maklno
def~'1rn.-ronq about ¢ o+ 'm's strengths and needs; as well as suggestions

for 1nonemcnt.

Ident !ica:ion  Effective Progrdms and Practices

., Throughout. the re /. :., :§ tedm members learn about affective practices and
programs,; they will complete an abstract describing that practice or program,
usin: the ferm in Appendix D. These abstracts will be compiled each 5ear by
the ualit+ program unit and made available to local cducatlon agencies.

Final School Report .
\;

v

chool site (less time at the smaller scliovul sitesf): Al the cu . lision of the
dqta collection at ciach site, the team imembers will de tliver an lniormdl oral

*r port to the School refl -ti .3 whether or not §tandards have becn met, areas

>

oAxstrengths and needs, indications of noncompliance, Suggest1onb for improvement;

uLﬂ”*TLlV,gﬁWO reviewers will spend ctwo days collecting da-  at cach lsrpc

and suggestions for refinement. n
)
- Final Team Héé;iﬁg ' :
AL Le meribers wiil meet toﬁether, usually the evening before and the

larct day of iLhe ‘eview, to Wrap uji the final cral teport to the %FLPA/agencv.
At this time team menbers agree upon wh@Lher or not the stand rds have been
met, arcas of stidagths and nceds; and fihdiﬁgé'bfiﬁdhCGmplfdhtét,7Théy also
devalon sugpestions for improving a program which has not met th® standards
and suggestions for refini -» practices ov programs which have met the

standards.

rimil SELPa/Zocncy Report

Ginothe liast day of he r v ow, team m abers deliver the final ¢ a1 wpor

. firdty nfo.m:llv to the:SELPA adminis.rat.on and second, formilly, to the
SE[Pf, dL%trL*t,rschool staffs, and community. The same findings of .o
; i ]lULan_d -',HL\I 3 i;ll(xL Wi iL.}'"; i { Juu ;éﬁt -L)dCr\ N ;":é

' .L\ 7 L(,\ln“ tlLL

“L”. within 20 working diays of conpletion of the
deseribed in more detsil later in this hind book.

-

o ; ' L 8 )
: RS . : )

=~

, |
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consigtent througliout all critoria. The organizers.are:

- i ] ,

\ _ PART [L: ORGANIZATLON OF THE HANDBOOK

s

-+ °

This Lthth ﬂvPlalns the format of the Program 1eview harubook This year
in the provram teview we are 1nterested in four main areas:

1. 'Réféiiél/aS§é*éﬁéﬁt )
2. Individuatized education program (1EP) development

1
2
3. Placement and IEP implemeatation
4 Admlnl»tratlon’ ) . : /

. : ‘ S N R A : S
.The first three areas will be used at the school level, and the last area

Wwill be used at the SELPA/agency level. For cach arca, criteria (standards)
have been developed, reflecting what is expected to exist in any program. T -
criteria include standards taken directly from federal or state laws and reguv:ar

LLons, as well as standards representing basic common sense or good practlce).

Each school/SELPA/agency is measured against the criteria to determtne stre -hs

and needs of the prowram, and areas of noncmmpllance. The criteria are wr- .enr

«in the folj of paragraphs, =lhicii appear in the center of pages.7, 13, 18, =0 24;

Each set of crlterla ig truLLured around iour "organizers,"” which a: -

‘1. Procedures/documentdti a T
2. Staff involvement ‘ , :
3. Parent/student tnv:iv:mont : T
. 4: Staff development - ‘-/; B > o “~; .
7 ,
Each organ17Lr is a separHCQ P u e i1 each orgariizer, the key

Ldva are cap1t3117 ed . For exdanp. -, in the first paragriph of the criterla
for Refnzrzl/!"sessmnnr you will see the words ONCFIVG PROCE?S TO TIND"
all in eopital lettcru, refle .ug the first Fey idea within the organizer
“procedures/documentation.” : e -

.

'n rhe criteria for "Administrati -, rhe organizers are the key

1d(as. .

- !

Following each criiericn are "Areas and Sources."” These are questions

doveloped to help the reviawe:r o lcct data. To the rlbht af each question s a
g 1d 17 sqting where t! o reviLwer should go to find the answer to the quyntibh;
“ources include: O =~ Ubservation, D — Documentation; R - Regular teaghers; )
fuitructiondi :idus; site principal; special program tcachers (e.g.; ©hapter 1,
Hild oo- J]iﬁﬁj;i? = Spucta) education {édchéta,,didla; UIS; P - Parunts {anu
sturcats wich §~Lcnt1on“ﬁ needs as: approprldte) A = SELPA/ag ewcy lministra-
tion; I - Incecview admir Clutlon, Pf. = Pupil records. An; observation guide;
record rev’cw suide; and intervidw guldes for 7£pnlar and snoctal education

staf'f, parenty, sLudL“t and administraters contai ing_ qucégzonq as irdicated

i, the grid wi’t be ased by reviewers te coilect forraticns: -
Qu-stlon" dre numbe red conqlstently in the Luld s for ‘rOSS—referehcing; The'i
firsc dipit indicates the vriterion or Lhnptcr number: )
) Lo Y
) 5 - o
o \ .
| 344 ;
N - - : = ']
J

.

B
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Thé second dipgit indicdtes th’é h’dxﬁb’é'r of th’é mai'n 'q'ué;c,ti"o”n' (ta’kén’ ai'ré'cti'y from

v

QGéétiéﬁ is a cross reference to re}ated gquestions in-other criterta chapters.

The fourth part of the handbook Includcs the format-for the flnul rrpnrt’

,ample f

inal report,

Yinal SELPA roport:
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l\dl 111 CRlTPRlA FOR ASbtbSiVG COMPLIANCE AND
QUALITY OF THE SPECIAL FDUCALION LOCAL PLAN AREA

l: REFERRAL/ASSESSMENT

forl
x

CHAPTE

There is an ONGOING PROCESS TC FIND unserved and
Inadequateiy served chiidren; birth through twenty~

Cue years of age. Attempts have been made ;to

i !

MODIFY THE REGULAR EDUCATLON PROGRAM before ,
referrlng t e student for spec1al educatlon. f

Assessment materlals and procedures are NONDIS-

ERIMINATORY. The assessment team incltudes PER~

SOV\ht ﬁPPROPRfATEEY TRAINED to administer and
interpret test results: Each child is ASSESSED .
WHEN REQUESTED by the child's teacier:or parent.s

TVDEPENDBNT ASSESSMENFS are con51dered by the IEP

team., An ASSESSMENT PLAN is developed as a result,

~of referiral. WRITTEN PARENTAL CONSENT is obtained

hrior to assessment. The student is ASSESSED IN
ALL AREAS relatad to th~ suspected disability. NO

3iNCtt PROEEDURE is the sole criterion for deter-—
mining nlacement of the individual./ ASSESSMENT is
LOWPLETED and a REPORT [S WRITTEN before the IFpP’

-—

Assessment 1is "3nducted by a MULTIDISCIPLINARY
TEAM; including a specialist in the area of )
sﬁSﬁeéfed disability. Most STAFF UNDERSTAND AND
USE the referral/assess: .t process. ‘.sessment
RESJLTS ARE SHARED with [EP team at or before tﬁé
meetings

7PARPNTS AND the COMMUNITY are informed that they
CAN WAKF REFERRALS’ PARENTS ARL NOTIFIED that 7
thLLr Chlld has been referred for assessment and
possible specla1ﬂeducaglqn79ery;ges. Parents are
iﬁfdrﬁed of all DUE PROCESS RIGHTS.
i
STAFF DEVELOPMENT AN PARE!'T/COMMUNITY EDUCATION
BAGRD ON NEEDS ASSESSMENTS have been provided in
the &Eéa of rererraxlisseSSmenL.
' /

’

-3
J



1.0 REFERRAL/ASSESSMENT

Areas and Sources

SRRE
Procedures/Docygentation f |
1:1:0 What is the ONGOING PROCESS TO FIND unserved and |
nadequateiy served children; birth through twenty-one :
years of age? [E:C. 56300, 34 CFR 300.220] (4:1.4) X
o |
1.1.1 Tell me about the process to f1nd and refer students-
- who might rieed special education. [E.C. 56300; =
E.C. 56301; E.C. 56302; 3% CFR 300.220] (K 1.5) x| x|x
1.1.2 Do you understand how to use the referral process? x| x| %
120 What attempts have been made to MODIFY THErREGﬁfﬁﬁ
EDUCATIOV PROGRAM before. referrlng the student for
special education? [E.C. 56303] i‘ 7
1.2.1 What kinds of strategies do. you use to help the ; !
child before you refer? Do you get assistance i ;
from the special education personnel in developing l f
strategies? (4.1.5.1; 4.1,5.2) :x %
) i |
132:2, Are programs such as Cﬁéﬁﬁéf 1 (T1t1e I) utilized ; :
before referral? (4:1:5:8) ’ ii x
! j
1.2.3 How do you assist the regular education teacher Pl
before the referral? i 3
1.2.4 What kinds of things did the school do to give your i
child extra help before he or she was referred?
[E C. 56303] (4.1.5.1) x!
1.2.5 Did the school talk to you about your child's :
problem before referrail? ! : x
1.2.6 Do records verify that efforts were made to nodify :
the regular program before referral? [E.C. 56303] x! X
(4.1.5.2) ' |
. g'
1.3.0 Are REFERRALS PROCESSED FOR ALL potential special i i
education students within the required time lines? : |
[E-C: 56321(a)] (4:1:5:5) . : |
o ) }
1.3.1 By what procedure can you verify that rcferrals for :
dssessment of need for special education services have ! P
becn appropriately processed? [E:C. 56302) (4.1:5:5) || ] | 1x
*CODE: O=Ubscrvation/Students =~ = ‘D=Doctimentation R=Regiilar Staff
$=Special Education Staff P=Parents A=Administriation




-

a

jo[D
: | l
1.3.2 Whiut is your procedure for a. 5(»% _infants :
(age% birth to three years): [L. 567300; E.C.
56301) (4.1.6.1) X X
1.3.3 What is the system for transmitt.l!. the tefsrral to the B
appropriate personnel? [E.C. 5»:02] €4.1.5.7) x
i.3.4 1is there a handbook or other wri: cn documert
describing the referral/assessmen ~rocess? |E.C:
5622@(&) E.C. 56301] (4.1. 0)‘ : x{x|x e
1.3.5 Is there a procedure for docﬁﬁeﬁtiogzmoﬁi;oriﬁg B
referral/assessment time lines? (4.1.5.10) x e
1.3.6 {ho keeps._ track of the time line that begins upon 3
receipt of a referral? [E.C. 56321} (&4.1.5..5 x
1.3.7 How WeFQ,YQU informed that your child was :ferred
for spec:ai education? (4.1.5.6)
1.3.8 About how 1ong after the referral was made wis
the 1EP meeting held? [E.€. 56344] (4.1.5.10)
1:3.9 How 1oﬁg after that did’ placement occur?
[E.C. 56344]
1.4.0 Are assessment materlals and procedures NONDISCRIM= %
INATORY? [E.C. 56320¢a)] (4.1.6) , x
1.4.1 Do assessment procedures 1nc1ude prov151on for
dondiscriminatory assessment (e.p., sexual, cultural,
linguistic)? [E:.C. 56320¢a)]) (4.1.6.2) X x
1.5.0 Does the assessment team include PERSONNEL APPROPRIATELY
TRAINED to administer and interpret test results?
[E.C: 56320(b)(3)] (4.1.6.2) x
1:6:0 Are ASSESSMENTS conducted WHEN REQUESTED by the child's
parent oOr teacher? [E.C. 26381] (4.1.6.1) X X
1.7.0 Are INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENTS CONSIDERED by the LEP
team? [E:C. 56329(b)] (4:1.6.7) X x
1.8.0 As a result of referral, is an ASSESSMENT PLAN developed )
within 15 days? [E.Cs 56321(a)] (4:1.6) X x
1.8:1 How do you use theé information on the referral form i I
«

to write the assessimcent plan? (4:1:6:4) — | I




1.9.0 1Is PARENT CONSENT ubtained before initial asse..ment?
(34 CFR 300.504(b)(1)(i) E.C. 56321¢a=c)) (4.1.6.5)

1.9.1 Did you give written consent before the school
Ei€: 56321} (4:1:6:5)

1:9.2  Did you understand what would happen after you

signed the assessment plan? (E.C. 56321(3)) (4.1.6.5)

1:10:0 What is done to ensire that the STUDENT IS ASSESSED IN-
ALL AREAS related to the suspected disability? [E.C.
56320(f)] (4.1.6)

1.11.0 How does the assessment process ensure that NO SINGLE

PROCEDURE is the sole criterion for determining place-
ment? [E:C: 56320(e)] (4:1.6)

.12.0 Are ASSESSWEVTS always COHPLETED .and a REPORT WRITTEN
before the IEP meeting? [E.C. 56320; E.C. 56327}
(4.1.6.6) :

I.12.1 How and when are you informed of the results of the
assessment? (4:1.6.6)

1.13:0 Are assessments conducted by a MULTIDISCI1PLINARY TEAM,

Inciudlng a :pec1allst in the area of suspected
disability? [E.C. 56322(a)] (4:1.6.2)

1.14.0 Do STAFF UNDERSTAND AND éffectively USE the assessment

process? [300a. 380(b), E.C. 56300; E.C. 56301] t4.1.6)

l.14.1 Tell me about your assessment process: (4:1.6)

1:15.0 How are assessment RESULTS SHARED with the 1EP team
at or before the meeting?
1.15.1 How do you ensure that all IEP team members under-
stand tho assessment results when they come to the

meeting? (4.1.6)

Parent/Student Involvement -~

1.16:0 How ire PARENTS AND the COMMUNITY informed that they
CAN M(KP RleKRéLS7 [L. . 56506(b), E.C. 56307]

(4. 1. 4; 4.1.5)

began testing your child? [34 CFR 390.504(b)(1)(i)

v
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1.16.1 How have you been intormed that you can make a
referral for special education? [E.C. 56506(b),

[E.C. 56321Ca)] (4.1.5.6; 4.1.6. 3)
1:17:1 Are forms signed oy the parent verifying consent |
available on each child assessed? [E:C: 56321(a);
E:C: 56321(e)] (4:1.6:5)

1:17.2 Are the proposed asSessment plans in_language
easily understood by the general public, in the
primary language (or mode of cowmunication) of the
parent; and do the plans include other required
componants? [E.C. 56321(a~c)] (4.1.6.5)

1.18.0 Have parents been informed of all DYE PROCESS RIGHTS
1nciuding the rIght to an 1ndependent assessment ?

[E.C. 56301; E.C. 56321] (4.1.6.5; 4.8.3)

1.18.1 How are parents informed of their due process
rights? [E.C. 56301; E.C. 56321} (4.1.6.5)

1.18.2 How did the school help you _ urderstand your _ légal
rights? [E.C. 56301; E.C. 56321; E.C. 56329(b)]".
(4.8.3)

Staff Development

1.19.0 Have STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND PARENT/COMMUNITY EDUCATION )
BASED ON NEEDS ASSESSMENTS beén provided it the area of
roferral/assessment? (4.13.3; 4.13.9)

1.19.1 Has staff in—service training been held in areas sucn
as the right to refer and referral and assessment

processes? [E.C. 56241(a)] (4.13.9)

1.19.2 bid you receive any in-service training on the

referral/assessment processes? [E.C. 56241Ca)(b);
E.C. 56243 E.C: 56301] (4.13.9)

1.19.3 Have you received any in-service training on
eligibility criteria? (4:1:5.4)
1.19.4 Has parent/community education heen condicted?

[E.C. 56220{c)(2); E.C. 56240] (4.1.4)
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APPENDIX E

- MONITORING OF OTHER STATE AGENCY EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
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MONITORING OF OTHER STATE AGENCY EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

MINNESOTA

The Minnesota State Department of Education (DoE) has
entered into 1nteragency agreements with the State Department

of Corrections (DOC) and the State Department of Publlc

Welfare (DPW) to carry out the 'SEA's, mandate for general
*

supervision of all educational programs for handicapped

childrén in the stats. Through these written agreements, DOC

and DPW agreée that the ééUCétidhéi programs in the facilities

fedetal law aﬁg that DoE has the aUthétity to édﬁdhét com-

-

plia. e monitoring of these facilities.

OBJECTIVES

“ In entering into agreements with DOC and DPW, the state
education agency;had.three basic goaisi

(2) To ensure compliance of these programs with state and
federal laws: and g

(3) To establish an on-going mechanism to.identify pro-
gram deficiencies and a method for their correction
through technical assistance and in-service
training: L : .

DEVELOPMENT . OF THE POLICY

Even prior to passage of P.L. 94-142, the Minnesota

Department of Education had been responsible, under state law,

o 102




tages i:éii,ﬁrégérdiégg of agency placement. But while DOC
and DPW had been méétih§ the requirements of P.L. 89-750 and
p.L. 89-313 respectively, the Commissioner of Education
realized that, to comply with the additional provisions of
P.L. 94-142, more needed to be done. Thus, the federal law
provided the impetus for BoE to develop interagency agréements

with both DPW and DOC to address the needs o institu-

were raised by DOC staff; and these related to the extensive

new rules surrounding development of an IEP:. To resolve this

bﬁﬁimet frequently with their counterparts at DoE to discuss
the kinds of educational activities that had to be
strengthened in the institutions, the support needed from DoE ;
and the standards to be included in each of the agreements.

agency reviewed this work before the agreements were drafted

and presented to the Commissioners for final approval and
signature. The DOC agreement was signed in :1979; the DPW

of supervision over all statc operated programs: The educa-

tional programs at the Minnesota Learning Center (operated by

DPW), and those administered in DOC's three facilities that

103




scrve youth are; the only programs monitored by SEA staff

situated.

Wﬁen-conducting compliance reviews of the educational
prograns at the correctional faciljties and thevﬁinnesoga

- . .

Learning Center (MLC), the SEA uses basically the same
procedures it does when conducting LEA compliance monitoring.
Soiieé changes, as appropriaté, aré made to the standard form
and instruments Eound in the compliance manual developed by

the Division of Special and Compensatory Education.

appropriate agency personnel to clarify the standards
requiring adherence and provide guidance for responsive
brograin design. Then during the 1980-81 school year; the
first monitoring visits to theé three DOC facilities and the

MLC were conducted. These initial visits did not adhere

strictly to the SEA's compliance monitoring format; instead,

they more closely resembled a teéchnical assistance visit to

the Eacilities: With input from staff at.each of the facili-

ties, program guidelines and plans for implementation of

program improvements were developed.

J!

frosedd |
-~
Yoy



At the MLC operated by the Department of Public Welfare,-
the arcas that needed improvement to assure compliance with
P.L. 94=142 were primarily procedural in nature, e.g., due

process and parens rights procedures, team decision-making,

and so forth. Assessment procedures and IEP development also

R - - . ” . . R R R -
required some attention there. The situation at the DOC

faciiities proved more difficultt- hasic educational programs
neaded to be estabiished. IEP developihient requiréd attention
as well as the more procedural requirements of the law.
Following the first visit; on-site consultation was provided
positive examples were sent to each agency to illustrate ways

of correcting procedural deficiencies: Staff were also

these areas.
In February of 1983, the SEA monitoring staff conducted a
more formal monitoring visit at the MLC (technically, this was

the second on-site compliance visSit tc this facility). During

community. However, the areas of due process, privacy

“protection, and surrogate parents were noted as out of com-

pliance. (The weakness related to Siurrogateé parents was the
resilt of a change in the state statute.) To assist in

—



corrécting theseé deficiencies, the SEA has offered on-site

technical assistance, sent exemplary materials, and continue
to invite DPW staff to LEA in-service activities: In short;

4 ]

Action Plan which was submitted by DPW in response to the

February visit and as a result of appropriate Eollow-up
measures, the MLC is now in compliance.

The second, more formal compliance visfts to the three
correctional facilitieés were conducted in the fall of the
1082-83 sctiool year. While much progress was noted, substan-
tive program deficiencies remained. Full implementation of a

-- for example; a functional model was still /being used by
one: The population had so declined in one facility that there
was little real overall programming: Another area presenting
difficulties for the correctional facilities was, and con-

B

tinues to be; parental permission for assessment: Every time
A youth is transferred within the correctional system;, the
permission process must be repeated; and consent from real or
surrogate parents for asseésment is hard to obtain:

these SEA visits has not yet been approved, the SEA Monitoring
Office Manager and the DOC Coordinator of Educational

Programming (who has overall responsibility for the educa-
tional programs of all the correctional facilities) are

working toqgether to ameliorate these deficiencies: The SEA



i ‘ Ol
. ‘ s
qrov1des on- 901ng consultatton aﬁa material sharing:. poc
staff, like DPA's, are included in relevant LEA in-service
Efaiﬁiﬁé ééEiGiEiéé; Presently, on-site consultation and

Informatlon exchange is belng pnov1ded to the state

corrvectional fac111t] administrators by the SEA.? &
. v -

-»

The DPY and PDOC facilities are on a thre'~Yéér monitoring-

cycle. 7The follow=up reviews [or the DOC fatilitiés are

gchéauiéa.écr éiscai Jear 1985; aithéugh the actual date féf

contact and progress noted. one area noted for possible pro-

cedural change; based on experxences thus far, may be visit

length. Presently two staff members from the SEA monltorlng
division conduct a orie-day visit. Feedback suggests two to

three days may be necessaryv. Each of the interageéncy: ajree-

ments 7hich authorize these SEA m0n1tor1ng activities is

reviewed yearly by the appropriate Co ofimissioners, so needed

o]
[))]]

changes may bé incorporated.

-~
o

EFFECTS

-

To date, SEA officials have Foiund the overall effect of

these agreements to be extremely beneficial: For example,

since implementing the agreements, all teaching personnel¥in
the'four facilities ace State Board of Rducation certifieds
GeﬁéEélly; the results from the méﬁitéfihg activities have
allowed for more responsive consultation and 1nformat10n
exchange, and the needs of the facilities are ncW'con51dered

by the SEA when developing .LEA and reglonal in-service
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Using a téchnical assistance approach, a

:

o

training activities.
méthhod for problem identification and resolution has been
imMplemented. Many ‘deficienties have been corrected and the
working relationships now established 2re being used for joint
problem solving where weaknesses remain.
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