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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDCEMENTS

This report surmarizes highlights firca an evaluation of the Personnel
Preparation Program, one of five divisions in the Office of Special Education
Programs (OSEP) in the U.S. Department of Educat.on's Office of Special Bduca-
tion and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS). This initlal effort was a goal
evaluation, conducted by a study team from the American Institutes for Research
(ATR). A separate effort, to be undertaken by AIR in FY87, will be a strategy
avaluation of one or more aspects of the program.

The Personnel Preparation Program is the third of five discretionary
programs to be studied under an OSEP contract with COSMOS Corporation, with
whom AIR is participating as subcontractor. The COSMOS project director is
Robert Yin; the AIR subcontract director is Peggie L. Campeau, who also serves
ags task leader for the Personnel Preparation Program evaluation.

The other programs being evaluated under this contract are the Handi-
capped Children's Early Education Program, the Media Servires/Technology
Program, the Severely Handicapped Program, and Secondary Education and
Transitional Services. 'All five programs operate under the Education of the
Handicapped Act, as amended.

OSEP, thrcugh this contract, is utilizing a program analysis aspproach
that assists federal program managers. It takes them through a sequence of
steps in which they (1) clarify and agree on performance otjectives for their
programs and on strategies for meeting them, (2) make explicit the assumptions
that are implicit in their choices, and (3) evaluate and improve the plausi-
bility and efficacy of these strategic choices.

A particular strength of the approach is that it combines the expertise
of program managers, a work group of peers and staff, and an external evsluator
(in this case, AIR), all of whom go through descriptive and analytic processes
together. The forum for their deliberations is a series of structured work
group meetings, held once every four to six weeks throughout the evaluation
process.



The work group members for the Personnel Preparation Program goal evalua-
tion are listed below. They helped to develop some of the study's products,
and reviewed and critiqued others. Their knowledge of the Personnel Prepara-
tion Program and its policy context, and the time they invested to make sure
that this collective effort stayed cn track, were essential to the pertinence
and utility of the goal evaluation process.

Work Group Members for the
Personnel Preparation Program Goal Evaluation

Max Mueller
Director
Division of Personnel Preparation

Norm Howe

Branch Chief

Leadership Personnel Branch
Division of Personnel Preparation

Jack Tringoe
Related Personnel Branch
Division of Personnel Preparation

Marty Kaufman
Director
Division of Innovation and Development

Greg Frane
Budget Analyst
Office of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation

Bill wWolf

Acting Branch Chief/Project Officer
Program Planning and Information Branch
pDivision of Program Analysis and Planning

while the authors alone are responsible for the final product, they would
also like to thank the work group and other individuals who consented to be
interviewed or to provide documents and other information to the study team.

In particulsr, we wish to acknowledge the exceptionsl cooperation of

project directors and rcincipal investigators of grant projects in the study
sample, who participated in lengthy telephone interviews with the study team.
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The project was supported by funds from the U.S. Department of Education
under contract number 300-85-0143. The content of this report does not
necessarily reflect the views or policies of the U.S. Department of Education,
nor does mention of trade names, commercial products, or organizations imply
their endorsement by the U.S. government.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This summary highlights findings and conclusions of a goal evaluation of
the Personnel Preparation Program, administered dy the Division of Personnel
Preparation (PPP), one of five divisions in the Office of Special EBducation
Programs (OSEP) in the U.S. Department of Education's Office of Special Educa-
tion and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS).

Overview of the Personnel preparation Program

The program was authorized in 1970 under Part D of the Education of the
Handicapped Act (P.L. 91-230), although the history of federal involvement in
the preparation of personnel to work with the handicapped goes back nearly 30
years.

The present program, which is the largest of the discretionary programs
in OSEP, has recelved total appropriations of over $800 million since 1966 for
the purpose of increasing the number of fully qualified persons that are
available to provide education and related services to handicapped children
and youth, Appropriations exceeded $60 million each year in FY85 and FY86,
and the authorized funding level for FY87 exceeds $70 million.

The Personnel Preparation Program awards grants that may be renewed
annually for up to five years (three years, generally). Grantees may be
institutions of higher education (IHBs), state education sgencies (SEAs), or
other appropriate nonprofit organizations, who may use their funds in these
major ways: to develop, improve, and support personnel prepscation programs
(and to provide financial assistance to participants in these Fograms), tec
develop, evaluate, and disseminate models with broad significance for the
field of personnel preparation; and to provide technical assisgtance and

information to t~aining providers, including parent organizations, so that
they will be able to meat effectively the needs of children and youth for
specialized educational and related services, and to interact effectively with
the system on their dehalf.
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In FYB6, OSERS announced 10 priorities for compstition: (1) preparation
of special educators; (2) preparation of related services personnel; (3)
parent organization projects; (4) preparation of personnel to provide speclal
education and related services to newborn and infant handicapped children; (5)
preparation of leadership personnel; (6) special projects; (7) state education
agency (SEA) projects; (8) preparation of personnel to work in rural aress;
(9) preparation of personnel for minority handicapped children; and (10)
regulsr educators. Not ail published priorities need be announced for new
grant competition each year; for example, the "transition” priority was not
announced for new grant competition for FY86.

Overview of the Goal Evaluation Process

The goal evaluation had three purposes. One purpose was to determine the
degree to which those strategies the federal program intends to pursue through
the above major types of grant activities are actually being implemented by
grantees. The second purpose was to determine, to the extent that data avail-
able to the study team permitted, if the Personnel Preparation Program is
achieving its objectives. Third, the goal evaluation developed information to
show If funded activities can logically and plausibly produce the outcomes
desired by the program, even if actual evidence of these outcomes is insuffic-~
ient.

The goal evaluation process drew heavily on the assistance of OSEP staff
and management. Throughout, the task leader met with a work group composed of
managers and staff representing the program, OSEP, and Office of Planning,
Budget, and Evaluation (OPBE). They helped to develop some of the study’'s
products, and reviewed and eritiqued others. Their knowledge of the Personnel
Preparation Program and its policy context, and the time they invested to make
sure that this collective effort stayed on track, were essential to the
pertinence and utility of the goal evaluation process.

The evaluation approach consists of two parts: a goal evaluation and a
strategy evaluation. This summary pertains to the goal-oriented phase of the

evaluation, which is now completse.
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The main steps in the goal evaluation included: (1) documenting the
program’'s logic and underlying assumptions; (2) conducting project reviews of
& representative sample of 57 projects, with data collection emphasizing depth
in areas important for a program analysis of this type;: (3) anslyzing program
implementation, performance, and plausibility; and (4) drawing conclusions and
framing recommendations for program management, OSEP, and tl:e work group to
review in prepsration for planning the second, strategy-oriented phase of the
evaluation.

Progrram Objectives and Logic

The work group reached a consensus on the following statement of the
Personnel Preparation Program's ultimate goal and objectives:

Ultimate goal: To enhance education and
related services for handicapped children
and youth through the preparation of
specialized personnel

"Specialized personnel” means any personnel, including regular educators,
who have the knowledge and gkills necessary to deliver such services to this
broad target group. Using the word "enhance” deliberately implies that (1)
fully achieving "free and appropriate public education” for handicapped indi-
viduals is beyond the direct control or resources of the federal government
and, in turn, the program and that (2) appropriate roles for the program are
complementary and catalytic ones.

To achieve its ultimste goal within these two caveats and those in the
authorizing legislation and regulations, the Personnel Preparation Program
directs its efforts to three enabling objectives:

® To produce more qualified personnel to serve children and youth
who are handicapped

® To improve the quality of personnel trained to serve children
and youth who are handicapped

® To expand the capacity of the system for personnel development

=-vii-



The Personnel Preparation Program utilizes eight major strategies to
at.ain these three objectives:

1. Supporting recruitment and retention
2. Targeting critical needs

3. Supporting model program development, evaluation, and dissemin-
ation

4. Supporting leardership development

5. Encouraging state and professional standards
6. Supporting parent organizatioen projects

7. Bullding capacity

8. Promoting institutionalization

Figure 1 portrays the logic of the overall program. It shows the rela-
tionships among events that influence program design, implementation, and
capacity to meet these objectives. Figure 2 shows the relationship among
federal strategies, grant activities, and program objectives. The causal
assumptions implied by the two figures are made explicit in the full report of

the goal evaluation.

These major points are relevant to the Figures 1 and 2:

® The Personnel Preparation Program pursues particular strategies
through activities that grantees carry out at the state,
institutional, and local level. (These strategies and actlvitles
are the row and column labels, respectively, in Figure 2.)

e Thus, the grant programs are the primary mechanism for implement-
ing federal strategies and legislative intent.

e The matrix conveys the expectstion that, in aggregate, (1)
projects in s partlcular priority area will contribute more to
one program objective than to the other two, and that (2) the
means they implement will be congruent with the federal
strategy(ies) that are "attached” to that objective.

e It is possidble to focus grant competitions (for selected

priorities) to accommodate one or more of the strategles (and
program objectives).

~-viii-
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PROGRAM INPUTS ’ USING SEVERAL THROUGH GRANT TO ACRIEVE THAT CONTREBUTE TO THE
FED

FOLICY INPUTS (by DPP) ERAL STRATEGIES PROGRAM ACTIVITIES PROGRAM OBJECTIVES ULTIMATE PROGRAM GOAL
Congress » Program support ® Supporting recruit- ® Program develop- # Produce wore » Enhance education
» Enabling legisla- ment and retention ment, improvement, qualified and related services
tion e Grant program administration and support, in- pexsonnel to for handicapped
P.L. 98-199, Parc D @ Targeting critical cluding stipends serve children children and youth
® CSPD support needs and youth who through the prepara-
° hs\llat‘oﬂs ® Model progran sre handicapped tion of swc‘“liled
34 CFR, Part 318 ® Leadership and technical development, personnel
assistasce to the field of @ Supporting model evaluation, and @ Improve the qual-
o Appropriations personnel preparation program development, dissemination ity of personnel
$61,250,000 (FYB6) {all levels, as feasible) evaluation, and trained to serve
dissenination ® Technical assis- children and youth
® Couvrdination and collabora~ tance and infor- who are handi-
Executive Agencies tion with other agencies Supporting leader- mat ion capped
® Administration regarding pers. .nel pre- ship development
policy directives paration ® Expand the capac~
ity of the sYystem
o OMB policy direc- @ Encouraging state for personnel
tives and professional development
standards

'
o ® ED policies
’l‘ @ Supporting parent
o OSERS prioritics organization
projects
The Field (Consti~
tuencies) @ Building capacity
® Neads analyses,
data Promoting institu-
tionalization

e Priority sugpges—~
tions

® Peer review

NOTE: Figure 2 shows the relationship among strategies,

activities, and objectives.
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Figure 2. The Intended Relationship Among Program Objectives, Federal Strategies,
Crant Activities, and Primary Focl of Competitions (FYB86)
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e The essential core of grantmaking activity is represented by
the five clusters of primary activity depicted in PFigure 2
(see Roman numerals in five cells).

® Cell entries indicate the main emphasis of FYB6 grant
activity. These clusters might be consituted differently,
depending upon how each competition area is defined for a
rarticular fiscal year.

The (above) gross classificstion scheme that Figures 1 and 2 provide
served two purposes in the goal evaluation. One was to show the Personnel
Preparation Program's overall strategic plan, where the federal investment in
grants is intended to generate the most mileage toward one of the three
objectives. (The work groivp realized that projects will implement strategies
in addition to those shown as their primary emphasis in Figure 2.) The second
purpose of the classification scheme was to provide the conceptual underpin-
nings for planning data collection and analyses.

Data Collection Approach and Related Caveats

The study team carried out 57 confidentlal project reviews, in which the
primary data sources were information in grant fliles and 75-minute (average)
focused telephone interviews with project directors and/or principal investi-
gators. {One project was dropped because available information was too minimal

to include it in subsequent analyses.)

The study sample consisted of subsamples drawn from each of the program's
priority areas, shown as cell entries in Figure 2. For the most part, projects
were drawn at random from FY86 continuations whose initial year for their
current grant was FY84.

Restricting data collection to currently operating projects, most of
which dbegan in FY84, ensursd that they had been running long enough to have
learned lessons from their implementation experience that would be very infor-
mative for a program analysis of the type conducted in a goal evaluation.

Also, bdetter cooperation was expected from project staff whose projects were
currently operating than from projects that had been completed or discontinued.
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On the other hand, data collection from "live” projects necesserlly restricted

the study to conclusions on pcospective program performance supported by
evidence that grantees said they were collecting or were likely to present in
their final performance reports.

These additional caveats apply to conclusions from the goal evaluation:

e It is not within the scope of a goal e"aluation to collect
primary data on project accomplishments, or to capture all
relevant perspectives. Project reviews ruly on two major
secondary data sources: initial and continuastion applications
in grant files, and interviews with project directors or
principal investigators. Although interviews were conducted on
a confidential basis, and most interviewees seemed to be
candid, it is possible that some relevant informaticn was not
communicated.

e Bvaluation resources for the goal evaluation d4id not permit
data collection from third parties, such as consumers (agencies
who subsequently utilize the personnel trained and the models
or programs developed through grant activities). They could
have indicated the extent to which these products are meeting
their critical needs and are found to be high-quality, useful,
and effective.

e The goal evaluation sample is small in proportion to the size
of the program, although it is representative of the broad
array of Personnel Preparation Program grant activities, and
six of the eleven subsamples constituted between 25% and 37% of
their sampling pools.

e Conclusions pertain specifically to federal strategies as the
Personnel Preparation Program perceived them, and grantees
implemented them, in grant activities operating in FYB86.

® Goal evaluations do not examine program management procedures
per se, but do try to determine whether intended major program
inputs (see Figure 1, Column 2) occur at a level that supports
program ocbjectives and the federal strategies that are pursued
to attain objectives.

Major Conclusions

The generally positive findings presented in the full report of the goal
evaluation justify the conclusions that follow, but also indicate areas that
could profit from further examination in the next phase of the evaluation.

-xii- 1 b.
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sults P 0b tives

All projects in the study sample were judged to de implementing (1) the
federal strategies that were expected to be their primary emphasis and, in
addition, (2) one or more of the strategies associated with other Program
objectives (and competition foci).

Oversll, the nature of quantitative and qualitative svi.ence of their
activities and accomplishments, provided in the full report of the goal
evaluation, indicates a good fit with program objectives. (See below.)

Nany Project Results Are Well Documented

Nearly 80% of the study sample claimed to be achieving outcomes that
pertain to the first program objective, "to produce more qualified personnel.”
They indicated that their supporting data included: numbers of individuals
recruited, trained, and graa.. ed (by level and specialty); number of program
graduates who subsequently enter carcers in special educstion in roles and
areas for which they were trained; number and nature of the training, technical
assistance, and dissemination activities that grantees carried out; and the
number and nature of the models and materials they developed.

Over 30% of the study sample reported outcomes snd claimed to have data
to support the second program objective, "to improve the quality of personnel
trained.” These data, however, are subjective and qualitative. For example,
evidence of model quality, improved competence, and use of state-of-the-art
practice in personnel preparation consisted mostly of subjective assessments of
"experts,” project staffs (who may both design and implement the model during
its developmental tryout), and participsnts' instructors or supervisors.
Although soft, such data served the formative evaluation needs of these model
and program development projects very well. Moreover, as these three-year
grant activities are presently focused, it may not be feasible to expect

-xiii-
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grantees to obtain data that would rigorously support this federal program

objective.

sMore than 75% of the study sample reported outcomes that constituted a
wide variety of system improvements which would support the third program
objective, "to expand the capacity of the system for personnel development."
However, much of their corroborating evidence probably will not be provided in
final performance reports in a form that makes it feasidle for federal program
staff to extract and aggregate.

Program Logic and Assumptions Are valid

In the type of analysis characteristic of a goal evaluation, judgments of
the validity of program logic and assumptions, and the plausibility of program
objectives, are based on evidence of "congruence,” rather than by testing
cause-effect linkages. In theory, such an analysis may reveal that what
projects in the field are actually attempting in their day-to-day operations
is not consistent with expectations st the federal program level. However, in
the Personnel Preparation Program’s case, (1) a close correspondence was found
between expected and reported emphases on federal strategies through major
kinds of grant activity, and (2) the results and corroborating data that
grantees in the study sample claim to have will support federal program

objectives.

In short, no major incongruities with the logic model are apparent from
what is actually being attempted through the operating grant projects in the
study sample.

Recommendatinng

The full report of the goal evaluation presents two types of recommenda-—
tions. One set suggests sctions that could be taken immediately to address
problems or information gaps the goal evaluation identified. A second set
jdentifles candidate topies that could be examined in the strategy evaluation
phagse of the study.

~xiv-
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I. OVERVIEW OF THE PERSONNEL PREPARATION PROGRAM

For nearly 30 years without interruption, the federal government has
suthorized grants to support the preparation of specialized personnel to edu-
cate children and youth who are handicapped. The current program is adminis-
tered by the Division of Personnel Preparation, Office of Special Education
Programs (OSEP), Office of Specisl Education and Rehabilitative Services
(OSERS), U.S. Department of Education. The program was originally authorized
in 1970 under Part D of the Education of the Handicapped Act (P.L. 91-230).
Known today as the Personnel Preparation Program, it is the largest discre-
tionary program in OSEP.

Funding History

Since 1966, the Personnel Preparation Program has received total appro-
priations of over $800 million for the purpose of incressing the number of
fully qualified persons that are available to provide education and related
services to handicapped children and youth. Appropriations for the Personnel
Preparation Program since 1978 are as follows:

1978 $45,375,000
1979 55,375,000
1980 55,375,000
1981 58,000,000
1982 49,300,000
1983 49,300,000
1984 55,540,000
1985 61,000,000
1986 61,250,000
1987 70,400,000 (authorization)
1988 74,500,000 (authorization)
1989 79,000,000 (authorizstion)

Legislative History

Throughout its history, federal legislation for the development of per-
sonnel to provide effective services to handicapped children and youth has
besn aimed at improving the quality and increasing the quantity of special
educators and related services personnel.

22



A~

The history of federal involvament in the preparation of personnel to
work with the handicapped goes back to 1958, when P.L. 85-926 established
grants to sducate teacher trainers in mental retardation. Legislation during
the 1960s expanded training grants to include teschers of all types of
handicapped children. 1In the Elemuntary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
Amendments of 1966 (P.L. 89-570), Congress added 8 new Title VI creating both
a program of grants to the states to assist in the education of handicapped
children and s distinct unit within the Office of Education--the Bureau of
Education for the Handicapped.

In 1970, further ESEA amendments--which became known as the Education of
the Handicapped Act (P.L. 91-230)--consolidated into one act a number of pre-
viously separate grant authorities relating to handicapped children. Part D
of this act authorized appropriations for discretionary training grants through
fiscal Year 1973; Congress has subsequently resuthorized these grants on
several occasions through fiscal year 1987.

Two additional pleces of legislation in the 19708 brought significant
changes for the education of the handicapped. The Education Amendments of
1974 (P.L. 93-380) authorized a six-fold increase in entitlement (formula)
funds (from $100 million to $600 million) to assist states in achieving the
goal of providing full educational opportunities for all handicapped children
in the public schools. The Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975
(P.L. 94-142), which has become known as a civil rights act for the handicap-
ped, expanded the provisions of previous leglislation with the purpose of
ensuring a free, appropriate public education for all handicapped children
between the ages of 3 and 21 by 1980. 1In order to bring about the integration
of more handicapped children with nonhandicapped children in the regular
classroom, the Act required the adequate preparation of regular education
personnel to meet the needs of handicapped students.

In response to the passage of P.L. 94-142, BB (now OSEP) established the
training ~f regular educators as another priority area for funding projects
under the discretionsry grants program suthorized by Part D of P.L. 91-230.
P.L. 94-142 did not change Part D. However, it did expand the state grant
program authorized by Part B and required states to submit plans for a
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Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD). Under this provision,
states are to provide needs-dased tralining for dboth special educators and
regular educators to ensure tﬁnt teachers of the handicapped are appropriately
and adequately prepared. (Staff in OSERS and OSEP acknowledge that much work
remains before CSPD is fully functional.)

In 1979, under the Educatlion Organization Act, a major reorganization
occurred for the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped when it became part
of the 0ffice of the Assistant Secretary for Special Education and Rehabili-
tative Services--its current organizational placement.

Part D of the Education of the Handicapped Act has remained a cornerstone
in the preparation of personnel for education of the handicapped for about two
decades. Likewise, the broad goal of the Personnel Preparation Program hss
remained stable--to train more and _etter educators. Beyond that, many changes
have occurred in program operation throughout the years. These have included
the training audiences to be served; the content areas of the training; the
type of training (preservice or inservice); the types of handicapped children
that personnel are trained to serve; the institutions, organizations, or indi-
viduals that are eligible to receive training grants; the funding priorities;
and so on.

Method of Operation

The Personnel Preparation Program is administered by the Division of
Personnel Preparation (DPP) in the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP)
within the U.S. Department of Rducation's Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services (OSERS).

The Personnel Preparation Program provides financial asslistance to instl-
tutions of higher education, state education agenclies, and other appropriate
nonprofit organizations (including parent groups) to conduct activities that
will increase the supply and improve the quality of personnel who provide
education and related services to handicapped children.
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Financisl assistance normally takes the form of grants swarded for up to
three yesrs, renewable annually. Grantees are institutions of higher educa-
tion (IHEs), state education agencles (SEAs), or other appropriate nonprofit
organizations, and individuals may receive financial support (e.g., student
stipends) through a grantee.

The Personnel Preparation Program funds projects that may include (1)
training of special education and related personnel to provide instruction and
other services appropriate for any (or all) types of handicapped children, (2)
information and training for parents or persons who work with parents, and (3)
preparation of degree, nondegree, certified, and noncertified personnel.

The process of focusing program resources on critical needs includes
these elements: (1) setting priorities, (2) announcing prioritles and selec-
tion eriteria annually for funding competition, and (3) reviewing and awarding
grants. The nucber of announced priority areas has increased over the years.
In FY86, OSERS announced 10 priorities for competition: (1) preparation of
special educators; (2) preparation of related services personnel; (3) parent
organization projects; (4) preparation of personnel to provide special educa-
tion and related services to newborn and infant handicapped children; (5)
preparation of leadership personnel; (6) special projects; (7) state education
agency (SEA) projects; (8) preparation of personnel to work in rural areas;
(9) preparation of personnel for minority handicapped children; and (10)
regular educators. Not all published priorities need be announced for new
grant competition each year; for example, the “transition” priority was not
announced for new grant competition for FY86.

Appendix C provides a summary of the funding history for each competition
area since FY83 for both new and continuation grants. The number to the left
of each dollar amount is the number of applications funded.



Rationale fo ® le_in Pe

The following discussion provides a context for presenting the objectives
of the Personnel Preparation Program, and the logic and sssumptions underlying
strategies the program uses to pursue these objectives.

Why is there a Personnel Preparation Program et all? Way not leave uni-
versities, ststes, and local education agencies (LEBAs), or others entirely to
their own devices to train personnel to provide education and related services
to children and youth who are handicapped? Is there an appropriate role here
for the federal govermaent?

Looking at the larger context for the special education enterprise sug-
gests these broad legal and strategic antecedents:

e The federsl intent, sccording to P.L. 94-142, is to ensure a free,
appropriate public education for all children who are handicapped.

e It follows that the federal government acts in ways to protect
handicapped children’s right to such education. For example, the
federal government provides entitlements to states to help offset
costs of educating all handicapped children (P.L. 93-380).

e This policy acknowledges that the burden of providing free and
appropriate education programs for all children who are handi-
capped is too big for states and LEAs to shoulder without some
federal assistance.

o But the federal government's motive is not entirely altruistic.
Investing federal funds in special education acknowledges a
national interest in seeing that these children achieve their
potential for contributing to thelr own economic weli-being, and
for participating in their community, rather than being strictly
on social welfare.

From these antecedents, the reasoning proceeds that these unserved and
underserved children will not have this opportunity unless:

e There are sufficient pumbers of qualified personnel specially
trained to provide them the benefits of effective and appropriate
education.

e The quality of such specialized personnel is sufflcient to enable

children and youth who are handicapped to attain their full
potential for economic and social self-sufficiency.

-5
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e The capacity of the system* for personnel asvelopzent is suffi-
clent to meet the adove demands for both quantity and quality of
speclally-trained personnel.

If left to its own devices, the reasoning goes, the system will not
attain these three aims in a timely fashion nor in a comprehensive enough
manner. It is assumed that:

® Special education personnel prsparation prograns in many univer-
sities do not attract sufficient numders of individusls to justify
costs for program development, improvement, and maintenance. This
is particularly true for specialities that address unique needs
of relatively small subgroups of the population of children and
youth who are handicapped.

® The same assumption applies to preparation of personnel for
emerging roles in specisl education.

® Without an external stimulus for doing otherwise, model program
dissemination is likely to be limited geographically, and model
developers asze likely to focus narrowly. Thus, the potential for
improving personnel preparation practice and, in turn, the quality
of trained personnel, is limited.

® Universities will not attract and graduate adequate numbers and
types of doctoral and postdoctoral leadership personnel to promote
state-of-the-art practice in personnel preparation at all 1levels.

Therefore, external stimuli must be applied'to hasten the system in contribut-
ing to the three aims and to shape the nature and quality of the system’s
response. In short, the appropriate role for the federal government is a
catalytic one.

Continuing this line of argument, the federal government is in a uniquely
advantageous position to stimulate the system to respond tc current and emerg-
ing needs for appropriately trained personnel, model programs, curricula,
information, etc. For example, the federal government can:

® Muster resources and information on behalf of the system as a
whole.

* This system includes existing and potential training provider-, resource
allocators, program developers, R&D institutions, information channels, etc.

-6—
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e Provide a national perspective on current and emerging needs (at
sll levels) for particular types of specialized personnel, model
programs, curricula, ete.

i

o Identify and encourage replication of stace-of-the-art practices
in personnel preparation.

e Maintain natlonal visibility for special education personnel
development (all levels).

Accordingly, the Personnel Preparation Program implements strategies that fur-
ther the aims of increasing the quantity and improving the quality of personnel
trained to serve children and youth who are handicapped, and of expanding the
capacity of the system for personnel development. The next section discusses
each of these strategies and the grant activities through which they are
pursued.

Program Goal and Objectives

The ultinate goal of the Personnel Preparation Program is:

e To enhance education and related services for handicapped children
and youth through the preparation of specialized personnel.

»Specialized personnel” means any personnel, including regular educators,
who have the knowledge and skills necessary to deliver education and related
services to child-en and youth who are handicapped.

Using the word "enhance” in stating this droad goal deliberately implies
that:

e Fully achieving “"free and appropriate public education” for
handicapped individuals is beyond the direct control or resources
of the federal government and, in turn, the Personnel Preparation
Progranm.

e Appropriat~ roles for the program are complementary and catalytic
ones, like stimulating new developments and new directions,
making the "gsystem” work better, and sugmenting it, rather than
substituting for that system.
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To achieve its ultimate goal within these two caveats and those in the
authorizing legislation and regulations, the Personnel Preparation Program
directs its efforts to three "enabling objectives”:

® Produce more qualified personnel to serve children and youth who
are handicapped.

¢ Improve the quality of personnel trained to serve children and
youth who are handicapped.

o BExpand the capacity of the system for personnel devalopment.

These objectives are within the direct control of the program. Therefore, they
provide a useful starting point for examining program strategies, activities,
and accomplishments in the present goal evaluation.

Program Logic

Figure 1 portrays the logic of the overall program. This figure shows
the relationships among events that influence program design, implementation,
and capacity to meet the goal and objectives. These events are descridbed
below,

Policy Inputs

Inputs to the program from federal sources include legislation and
regulations, resources, OSERS priorities, and a variety of executive agency
directives. Inputs from "the field” include information and expertise in
the form of needs analyses and advice from constituencies.

Program Inputg

The above inputs support and help to shape a program of grants to
eligible institutions and organizations. The grants are for projects in
priority areas, selected annuslly for funding in consultation with federal
officials and representatives of the program’s constituencies.
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PROGRAM INPUTS USING SEVERAL THROUGH GRANT TO ACHIEVE THAT CONTRIBUTE TO THE
POLICY INPUTS ’

{by DPP) FEDERAL STRATECIES PROGRAN ACTIVITIES PROGRAM OBJECTIVES ULTIMATE PROGRAN GOAL
Congreas e Program support (:) Supporting recruit- o Program develop- e Produce more ® Enhance education
® Enabling legisls- ment and retention ment, improvizent, qualified and related ssrvices
tion § ® Crant program administration .::dm”“. in- P'""?hh:" for handicapped
P.L. 98-199, Part D () Targeting critical ¢luding stipends serve ren children and youth
® CSPD support needs and youth who through the prepara-
» Regulstions ® MNodel Progras are handicapped tion of specialized
34 CFR, Part 318 o Leadership and technical @ s . 1 "‘:1"1’:‘“ " nd 1mp ne aual personnel
assistance to the field of upporting mode evaluat ion, L4 rove the qual-
» Appropriations K;ml?enr:uo:bl , Lr:g::i::u:::nent. disseminstion ::y of p::a:::::
| » ained
$61,250,000 (FY86) > an feanidle dissemination e Technical assis- childrem and youth
® Coordination snd collabora- tance and infor- vho are handi-
Executive Agencies tion with other sgencies @ Supporting leader- mation capped
e Administration regarding personnel pre- ship development o E the capac-
policy dixectiv s paration it; of the ly:tel
_ Encouraging state for persomnel
e OMB policy direc and Profen'iml development

tives standards

# ED policies
@ Supporting parent

) ® OSERS priorities organization
? projects
The Field {(Consti-
tuencies) @ Building capaciry
e Needs analyses,
data Promoting institu-
tionalization

e Priority sugges-~
tions

® Peer review

NOTE: Figure 2 shows the relationship among strategies,

activicties, and objectives.

30 Figure 1. Persomnel Preparation Program Logic Model
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The Division of Personnel Preparstion (DPP) administers the grant
program, provides lesdership and assistance to the fleld of personnel
preparation, and (with other units in OSEP), reviews and identifies areas to
be strengthened in the C5PD component of state plans. Actions taken and
poliries implemented by DPP ave supposed to further the program goal and
objectives. For example, each vear DPP develops standards and procedures for
reviewing new and noncompetiny continuation applications. These guidelines,
if adhered to, are expected to direct program resources to high-quality
projects that will produce resuits which contribute to program objectives.

Strategies

Tae Personnel Preparation Program utilizes eight major strategies to
attain its three objectives. The list below groups the strategies under the
relevant program objective. The description of each strategy suggests how it
is supposed to contribute to thc program objective.

® Produce more gqualified personnel through:

1. Supporting recruitment c.:4d retention: Funding training grants
will attract strong candidates who will prepare for, enter, and

rerain in careers in special education, and thereby increase
the numbers of individuals specially trained to serve handi-
capped children and youth who are handicapped.

2. Targeting critical needs: birecting prugram resources to
personnel preparation e/forts in areas of critical need will
inaxs availsble more of these types of qualified personnel.

e Improve the quality of personne. trained through:
3. Supporting mode] program development, evaluation, and dissemi-

pation: Promoting the refinement and distribution of improved
teaching methods of broad significance for the field of pre-
service and inservice personnel preparation (all levels) will
(a) encourage replication of best practices by other training
programs, leading to (b) improved quality of personnel trained
in these programs.

4. Supporting leadership development: Doctoral and postdoctoral
preservice training of individuals who will g0 on to train
teachers, do research, and administer programs will (a)
encourage use of state-of-the-art methods in personnel prepa-
ration (all levels), leading to (d) improved quality of these
personnel.

~-10-
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EncouUragaing s and professional standards: (a) Aiding
efforts of sccreditation agencies und professional organiza-
tions to develop sppropriately rigorous standards for special-
ized personnel certification, and institutional and/or
programatic acereditation, and (b) requiring grantees to
provide assurance that their institutions and proposed
programs meet such standards, will promote improvements in
personnel preparation programs that, in turn, will improve

the quality of personnel trained.

e Expand system capacity through:

6. Supporting parent orgenization projects: Providing training
and information to parents will help them influence the system
to develop and exercise its capacity to meet the needs of
their handicapped children.

7. Building capacity: Supporting and encoursging activities that
increase the system's ability to meet local, state, and
regional needs for trained and certified personnel, and for
regular educators qualified to educste handicapped children
and youth in least restrictive environments, will increase
system capacity for personnel development (all levels).

8. Promoting institutionalization: Stimulating institutional
commitments to sustain personnel preparation programs, that
is, the system’s capacity for personnel development at all
levels, will encourage long-term support for these programs
after federal support for them ends.

Grant Activities

Activities are carried out dy grantees, with federal support. Figure 2
shows the relationship among federal strategies, grant activities, and program
objectives. These major points are relevant to the two figures:

e The Personnel Preparation Program pursues the above federal
strategles through actlvities that grantees carry out at the
state, institutional, and local level. (These strategies and
activities sre the row and column labels, respectively, in
Figure 2.)

e Thus, the grant programs are the primary mechanism for implement-
ing federsal strategies and legislative intent.

e It is possible to focus grant competitions (for selected prior-
ities) to accommodate one or more of the strategies.

e The essential core of grantmaking activity is represented by the
five clusters of primary activity depicted in Figure 2 (see Roman
numerals in five cells).

-11-
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PROCRAM OBJECTIVES/ GRANT ACTIVITIES
FEDERAL STRATECIES

Program Development, Model Development, Technical Assis~-
Improvement, and Support, Evalustion, and tance and
Including Stipends Dissemination Information
Produce more qualified
personnel ... Fh Special Educators @
@ Supporting recruitment and :e:::ed Services
retention l: fant
| Transition 4]
@ Targeting critical needs ﬁ
areas Minority QO @
Improve the quality of Hl
personnel ...
@ Supporting model program | H Special Projects
development, evaluation, H
and dissemination
kA
'y @ Supporting leadership Leadership Projects @
development

Encouraging state and pro-
fessional standards

Expand the capacity of

the system for personnel

development ...

@ Supporting parent organiza- Parent Organization
tion projects Projects @

" @ Supporting improvements in Regular Educators 8
.)-i system capacity i SEA Projects - 35
Promoting institutionalization | I

Figure 2. The Intended Relationship Among Program Objectives, Federal Strategies,
Grant Activities, and Primary Foci of Competitions (FY86)
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Cell entries indicate the main emphasis of FYB6* grant activity, by
priority area. This is a gross clsssification. The purpose is to show, very
generally, where the federal investment in grants is supposed to generate the
most mileage toward one of the three objectives. The matrix conveys the
expectation that, in aggregate, projects in a particular priority area (1)
will contribute more to one program objective than to the others, and that (2)
the means they implement will include the federal strategy(ies) "attached" to
that objective.

Two of the eight strstegies (5 and 8) are not attached to any priority
area, but this does not imply that nothing is happening in grant projects to
promote institutionaligation and to improve standards. Neither do two empty
cells in the row for recruit and retain (Strategy 1) and for targeting
critical pneeds (Strategy 2) imply that the program is unlikely to attain its
objective of increasing the numbers of qualified personnel available to serve
children and youth who are handicapped.

% These clusters might be constituted differently, depending upon how each
competition area is defined for a particular fiscal year. For example, in
the first year of funding for the Rural priority, the competition focus was
model development (Strategy 3). Therefore, it would not be unusual today to
find a continuation project in that priority area that emphasizes this
strategy rather than teacher training (more relevant to Strategles 1 and 2).
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Causal Assumptions

Explansatory statements in the above list of eight strategies strongly
imply the cause-effect linkages between each strategy snd one of the progran
objectives, and are not reiterated here.

Another set of assumptions relates to the grant activities through which
these strategies are pursued. These activitles (which are the column lagbels
in Figure 2) and their related assumptions are as follows:

will stlmulate the system to produce more qualified personnel‘to‘
meet current and emerging needs of handicepped children and
youth, and will make such personnel available in a more timely
fashion.

Providing stipends to strong candidates for careers in special
education will help dissuade them from investing in other career
preparation options and will increase the likelihood that they
will enter and remain in special education to provide services to
handicapped children and youth, to train others, and to lead
efforts to expand and improve the system for personnel develop-
ment (all lewvels).

e Model development, evaluation, and dissemination of best prac-
tices will stimulate the field of personnel preparation to

implement such exemplary approaches, which in turn will make
available more high-quality personnel to deliver services to
handicapped children and youth.

® Providing technical assistance snd information to training pro-

viders, including parent orgsnizations, stimulates improvements in
training and system capacity that make available more personnel
and parents who are able to provide effective education and
related services to handicapped children and to interact effec-
tively with the system on their behalf.

~14-
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II. METHODOLOGY

Data collection for the goal evaluation of the Personnel Preparation
Program took place during August, September, and October, 1986. Its purpose
was to obtain information about the inputs, strategies, and grant activities
that are being carried out and supported to achieve the federal program
objectives that were described in the previous chapter.

The study team conducted detailed project reviews for a sample of projects
selected to represent the essential core of the Personnel Preparation Program's
grant activity. “Essential core” is defined as the five clusters of primary
activity depicted in Figure 2 (Section I).

Data collection included reviews of a representative sample of 57 projects,
selected as described below. Each member of the study team was responsible for
8 specified number of the projects selected, and for following a protocol
(Appendix A) to complete project reviews. Each review assembled information on:

® the basic parameters of the project (e.g., focus, competition
ares, agency type, funding history, staffing);

® the nature of grantee activity and target groups, including
institutional and state contexts, as appropriate;

® implementation of federal strategies through grantee activity;

® the intended logic of the project (e.g., the proposed linkages by
which project activities will lead to the attainment of desired
results, and the linkages by which grantee activity is intended
to further the objectives and ultimate goal of the Personnel
Preparation Program);

® any changes that have taken place in project plans since the
latest grant award;

® evidence of project performance to date (e.g., personnel trained,
models produced and disgeminated, technical assistance provided);

® evidence of project institutionalization or system capacity
building (e.g., extent to which federally _unded activities will
be picked up by nonfederal sources at the end of the project);

® Ppermanent organizational changes that have occurred as a result
of the project;;
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major constraints experienced, addressed, and anticipated;

the process by which the grant was negotiated and awarded and
through which project performance has been monitored since award;

implementation by DPP of other processes (“"prograa inputs”) that
are related to the projoct and its competition area; and

grantee and DPP staff perceptions of the extent and quality of
federal "program inputs” that are relevant to the project and its
competition area.

obtain the above information, the reviewer consulted several sources:

the initial program solicitation leading to the grant award
(e.g., FY 1984 grants announcement);

initlal snd continuation applications (e.g., FYs 1984, 1985,
1986, as avallable);

technical review/evaluation and award documentation;
monitoring reports if avallable;

documentation of results of grant projects (e.g., data on the
previous year's accomplishments which are appended to the
beginning of a continustion application, or which may be
described in it);

products or deliverables from the grant project;

telephone interview with the grant project director or principal
investigator (75 minutes was the average length of an interview);

telephone interview with the DPP competition manager; and

literature and other selected sources that were relevant to the
project or its competition area, to its institutional or state
context, or to presenting findings of the goal evaluation for
clusters of federal strategies and grantee activities. (BExamples
included the latest 1986 University of Maryland survey of gpecial
education personnel supply and demand, materials provided by the
project officer for the Rand study of teacher supply-demand,
Center for Statistics data summaries, and materials prepared by
professional organizations or previous Personnel Preparation
Program grantees that were relevant to CSPD activities in states
and/or to improving the quality of personnel preparation programs.

-16-
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As 18 spparent, project reviews were limited to secondary sources of
information. Primary data collection was beyond the scope and resources of
the goal evaluation (but will be possidle during the strategy evaluation phase
of the study).

A separate point is that, of all of the sbove sources, telemhone interviews
with project directors or principal investigators provided the most up-to-date
information on project activities and accomplishments, and on the nature of
supporting data that final performance reports were likely to contain. The
study team did not go on site to examine project records, nor did the gosl
evaluation schedule and budget make it feasible to obtain independent third-
party verification of information project staff conveyed in the interviews.
However, the study team did check information the interviews provided against
other secondary data (e.g., initial and continuation proposals, phone monitoring
reports). There were no serious inconsistencies.

Sample Selection

A stratified sampling approach was used to be sure that each competition
area was represented in the projects that could be reviewed. These strata
corresponded to the competition areas (“"priorities”) for grants from the
Personnel Preparation Program.

The numbers of projects to be sampled from each competition area were
determined in consultation with DPP staff, according to the ease or difficulty
of capturing the variability of projects considered to be "true” specimens
within that competition. The sampling pool for each subsample was determined
according to procedures described below. The pools and subsamples consisted of
the following numbers of cases for each stratum:

-17~
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N _in Subsample N in Pool X

Special Educators 9 83 10.8
Relsated Services 5 27% 18.5
Rural 5 15 33.3
Infant 3 12 25.0
Transition 5 18 27.7
Minority 3 8 37.5
Leadership 7 A0 17.5
Special Projects 7 21 33.3
Regular Educators 4 XX
SEA Projects 4 AR
Parent Organization Projects 5 22 22.7

(including the TAPP prime and

one TAPP regional subcontract) _
TOTAL CASES IN SAMPLE 57

In general, the sample was drawn randomly from each stratum according to
these three steps:

1. For each of the competition areas, continuations whose initial
year of funding was FY 1984 were identified. This constituted
the sampling pool.

2. Using a table of random numbers, subsamples were drawn from the
pool in the quantities above, and additional random selections
were drawn from which to replace cases, if this Wbecame necessary
to achieve representativeness.

3. DPP staff reviewed selections, deleted anomalous Ones, and
replaced them in sequence from the randomized lists compiled
in Step 2. Reasons for eliminating particulsr cases and for
substituting others are summarized in Appendix D.

x The 27 projects in the Related Services pool represented these specialists,
or specialty areas: saraprofessional (N=9); therapeutic recreation (N=8);
occupational therapist, physical therapist, nurse (N=4); career, employment
habilitation (N=3); and school psychologist (N=3).

*x See explanation for "Regul ators/SEA gcts” on page 19.
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Steps 1 and/or 2 were modified as follows to select projects from eight
of the competition areas (priorities):

e Related Services (NaS5). One project was randomly selected rom
each of five major occupational specialty areas* that were

identifled from scanning titles of FY86 continuations that were
initially funded in FY84.

e Regular Educators/SEA Projects (N=4 each). The plan was to
identify states that had both types of grants, and then to draw

four of those states at random. However, only three states met
this criterion. Because these three states ranged from small to
moderate in size, the fourth project of each type was drawn Srom
the largest state possibdle in each case.

e P izat Project =5). This subsample consisted of
the TAPP prime contractor, one of the regional subcontractors,

and three parent projects. The subcontractor was chosen at
random, as were the three parent projects.

® Rural, Infant, Trangition. Minority (N=16 in all). Only the
“Transition™ competition included continuations whose initisal

year of funding was FY 1984. However, about three dozen FY86
continuations under "Special Educators” sppeared to focus on one
of these four current priority areas, and were initially funded
in FY 1984. (This was determined dy reviewing with the DPP
Director titles and GOO numbers of continuation proposals for
Special Bducators grants that are listed in the FY 1986 Grant
Award Characteristics Report printout.) These projects constitu-
ted the sampling pool, augmented by adding continuations under
the Transition priority whose initial year of funding was FY 1984,
and continuations under the Rural priority whose initial year of
funding was FY85. Then Rural, Infant, Transition, and Minority
projects were drawn randomly from their respective subsets.

* See footnote on previous page.
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tionals Samp

Civen the limited resources for data collection in s gosl evalustion, it
is not possible to achieve statistical power however the ssmpile might be con-
structed, for a program the size of the Personnel Preparation Program. In
these circumstances, sampling is not intended to get some true population
value, but is designed to yield ideas, insights, and understandings that will
permit inferences about how federal strategies are implemented through various
kinds of grantee activity, under what conditions, with «hat results, and with
what implications for program plausibility and performance.

Therefore, the approach to selecting projects ensured that the sample:

e covered the various sets of projects (and sgencies) that engage
in a particular type of grantee activity and that represent one
or more of the federal strategies of the Personnel Preparation
Program;

e iacluded projects that fit well in a given cluster or competition
aresa;

e represented different types of grantee experience; and

e did not include anomalous selections.

Limiting sample selection to continuations funded originally in FY 1984
ensured that project reviews would have an opportunity to look at functioning
operations for which there was a reasonable chance that outcomes, and reports
of those outcomes, would have been produced. Restricting the sample to proj-
ects that were currently operating, and that began in FY 1984, also ensured
that they would have been running long enough to have learned lessons from
their implementation experience that would be very informative for the goal
evaluation. Finally, better cooperation was expected from projects that were
currently operating thsn from projects that had been completed or discontinued.

The rationale for selecting more projects from some competition aress
than from others (e.g., 9 from Special Educators, 3 from Infants) was that it
would have been harder to capture the variability of projects in some competi-
{ions than in other competitions.
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Drawing continuation projects rrvadomly from competition sreas as a first
pass at sample selection assumed that there was no resson to expect that cer-
tain types of projects would be seriously overrepresented or underrepresented
in a particular competition arva. The exception was Related Services person-
nel, for which the sampling procedure was modified (see above).

Providing for review by DPP staff of the randomly drawn subsamples to
check for representativeness and to make purposive adjustments recognized that:

® there is variability within competition areas, and that a program
manager is concerned with information at several levels (e.g., at
the cluster(s) level, at the competition/priority level, and
within the competition);

® since institutions of higher education (IHEs) may get multiple
awards from the Personnel Preparation Program, the random draw
could select several projects that are in a single IHE (and, in
turn, a single department of special education);

o much of the variation in projects may bde related to the size of
an IHE's special education program, and the random draw may not
achieve a desirable balance between large and small IHEs (and, in
turn, special education departments); and

® to the extent possible, states represented in the sample should

be geographically distributed to cover major regions of the
country.

Data Collection and Analysis

Once an acceptsble set of 57 projects was selected, the study team mailed
letters to the grant project directors or principal investigators explaining
why their cooperation was being sought, and began project reviews according to
the protocol and instrument in Appendices A and B, respectively. File reviews
and interviews were conducted on a confidential basis, and grantees were
assured that the goal evaluation report would not identify specific projects
for which findings were applicable.
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The dats base consisted of 56 completed project review instruments,*
compiled by members of the study team according to the protocol, each coded
with an identification number to facilitate assembling data within and across
subsamples. To aggregate and snalyze this very large compilation of
information--some in narrative notes, some cuduced to checklists—-the study
team followed the sieps below.

Step 1. Identify prominent aspects of grantees’
nta : +ae eight 1 strategies.

Each study team member roread the project review instruments they 'ad
completed for their particular set of assigned projects, and developed cate-
gories for individual projects that would capture prominent aspects of how
that grantee had actuslly implemented one or more of the strategien. Although
the study team did not have time to read each other's notes, or to crnduct
interrater reliability checks, they frequently discussed the categories they
were developing, and agreed on wording that would facilitaie eventual aggraga-
tion within and across subsamples.

The study team also worked out how to judge when a project did or Aid not
fit a category, and if s strategy was or was not being "emphasized.” This
negotiation process was ongoing and represented a significant investment of
thought and time. The rough ground rule was this. Strong elements ¢f the
federal strategy had to be evident from both of the following: (a) descrip-
tions of specific efforts or activities that indicated how the strategy was
being implemented (provided by the interviewee and project documencs); and (b)
supporting data or information that the project was collecting and was likely
to include in its final performance report. Grantees, for example, frequently
perceived that they were emphasizing model development, evaluation, and
dissemination (Strategy 3), when in fact strong elements of this strategy were
lacking (very little effort made with regard to model evaluation,
dissemination, or both).

% Oone of the 57 projects was dropped because available information was too
minimal to include it in subsequent analyses. This project was among seven
projects selected from the Leadership competition area.
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Step 2. Identify project results snd the

nature of ' dence.

The procedure followed in Step 1 was also applied in doing Step 2. Notes
in the project review instruments that described project accomplishments and
data sources were reexsmined to develop categories to describe (1) the
specific nature of these accomplishments and (2) the type of supporting data
that grantees were collecting and were likely to report at their project’s
conclusion. Again, study team members interacted frequently to refine their
categories and to agree on conventions for judging whether a project fit a
category.

St . P "Prel Data Summaries.™

When the study team had completed Steps 1 and 2 for six of the eleven
competition areas, they assembled the information for presentation to the work
group. The purpose was to give them a preview of the quality and quantity of
information in the data base for subsequent use in the plausibility analysis
and in estimstes of prospects for attaining program objectives.

Step 4. Summarize findings at gll levels of
interest to Personnel Preparation Program managers.

Working from the Preliminary Data Summaries (Step 3) for the partisl
sample, the task leader made a first cut at summarizing findings at three
levels: for each competition area; for the predefined clusters of competition
areas (the five filled cells in Figure 2): and across all (56) projects in the
study sample. The summaries were in chart form, with columns left blank for
the five competition areas that had not been included in the Preliminary Data
Summaries.

After refining these draft charts in consultation with the study teanm,
the task leader and the rest of the team filled in remaining data for their
respective projects in the five remaining competition aress.

The task leader decided to lay out the findings this way to provide a
Picture that would be useful to federal program managers. DPP's director,
branch chiefs, and competition managers are not only interested in findings
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for the program as a whole, but also for units and subunits of the progran

(cells and competition sreas).

a. Section III describes procedures used to analyze implementation
of the eight federal strategles by projects in the study sample.

b. Section IV explasins procedures used to make preliminary
estimates of prospective program performance in attaining
Personnel Preparation Program objectives.

c. Section V defines and describes the plausibility analysls.

Cavests

The remaining chapters in this report present the goal evaluation
£indings, draw conclusions from them, and propose areas that might be
considered for further study during the strategy evaluation(s).

The study team tried to be judicious in its conclusions, bearing in mind
the restrictions inherent in the methodology. These methodological reminders
are reviewed now for the benefit of the reader, and the same points are
repeated lster in this report, where appropriate:

e The decision to draw the sample from »1ive" projects necessarily
restricts the study to conclusions on prospective program
performance, supported by data thst projects are now collecting
and are likely to present in their final performance reports.

e It is not within the scope of a goal evsluation to collect
primary data on project accomplishments, or to capture all
relevant perspectives. Project reviews rely on two major
secondary data sources: initial and continuation applications in
grant files, and interviews with project directors or principal
investigators.* Although interviews were conducted on 8 confi-
dential basis, and most interviewees seemed to be candid, it is
possible that some relevant information was not communicated.

% Third-party evaluations of grant projects were very rare. Where such secon-
dary data were available, they were also included in the project review.
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The goal evaluation sample is small in proportion to the size oF
the program, slthough it is representative of the bdroad array of
Personnel Preparation Program grant activities, and 6 of the 11
subsamples constituted between 25% and 37% of their sampling
pools.

Bvaluation resources for this study did not permit data collec-
tion from third parties, such as consumers (agenclies who utilize
personnel trained and models or programs developed through grant
activities). They could have indicated the extent to which these
products are meeting their critical needs and are found to be
high-quality, useful, and effective.

The goal evaluation examines federal strategies as the Personnel
Preparation Program perceived them, and grantees implemented
them, in grant activities operating in FY86.

This goal evaluation did not examine program management procedures
per se, but it did try to determine whether intended major program
inputs (see Figure 1 in Section I) occur at a level that supports
program objectives and the federal strategies that are pursued to
attain objectives.
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III. PROGCRAM IMPLEMENTATION

ntroduction

One major purpose of the goal evalustion for the Personnel Preparation
Program was to determine the extent to which federal strategies are actually
being implemented through grant activities.

Figure 2 (Section I) indicated which strategies the federal program
expects to be the primary emphasis of particular competition areas. These
federal expectations sllow for the fact that projects may emphasize gtrategies
in addition to the primary one(s).

The following analysis of program implementation is pertinent to three
columns of the logic model in Figure 1 (Section I):

e federal program inputs by the Division of Personnel Preparation
(DPP) (Column 2); and

e strategies pursued through grant activities (Columns 3 and 4).

The order of presentation treats strategies first and federal inputs second.

Each presentation addresses these questions:

What are grantees and DPP attempting with respect to these inputs,
strategies, and activities?

What evidence do they claim to have that confirms that these
processes are operating?

what are constraints on implementation?

Is there reasonably good alignment between intended and reported
program operstion?

Answers to these questions provide part of the basis for estimating the
likelihood that the Personnel Preparation Program can achieve its objectives.
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Before proceeding, the reader should have in mind the procedures the
study team followed to decide whether a project was or was not "emphasizing” a
particular federsl strategy. These procelures (explained in the previous
chapter) were as follows:

The rough ground rule was this. Strong elements of the federal
strategy had to be evident From doth of the following: (a) descrip-
tions of specific efforts or activities that indicated how the
strategy was being implemented (provided by the interviewee and
project documents); and (b) supporting dsta or information that the
project was collecting and was likely to include in its final
performance report. Grantees, for example, frequently perceived
that they were emphasizing model development, evalustion, and
dissemination (Strategy 3), when in fact strong elements of this
strategy were lacking (very little effort made with regard to model
evaluation, dissemination, or both).

Frequency counts for findings in tha balance of the present chapter are
duplicative; that is, a project could implement a particular strategy in more
then one of the ways indicated in the text or tables.

Strategy 1: Recruitment/Retention
Review of Federal Expectations and Asgumptions

In supporting recruitment and retention, the Personnel Preparation Pro-
gram expects that grantees will attract strong candidates who will prepare
for, enter, and scay in careers in special education, thereby increasing the
nunbers of individuals specially trained to serve handicapped children and
youth. The relevant federal objective is to "produce more qualified personnel.”

The major grant activities through which the Pergonnel Preparation Pro-
gram pursues this strategy are "program development, improvement, and support
(including stipends).” By providing these funds, the federal program expects
to stimulate the system to produce more qualified personnel in a more timely
fashion than would be the case without this extra incentive.
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According to the relstionships presented in Figure 2 (Section I), the

Personnel Preparation Program expects that recruitment and retention will be a
major emphasis of grants funded under competition areas in Cell 1.

Findings

All projects in the study sample for Cell I were judged to be emphasizing
c t t . (The abbreviations below appear in the summaries
of findings throughout this chapter. Ns are sample sizes, used in reporting
frequencies for findings.)

Special Bducators (SPED, N=9)
Related Services (REL, N=5)
Rural (RUR, N=5)

Infant (INF, N=3)

Transition (TRANS, N=5)
Minority (MIN, N=3)

Overall, these projects tried to recruit well-qualified candidates who
demonstrated a strong interest in the area of need addressed by the grant.
They offered stipends to attract strong candidates and relied on practicum
experiences to promote retention and enhance commitment to specisl education
roles. In some cases, candidates were already working in such roles and,
therefore, comnitted. Few, if any, retention activities were required for
such individusls.

In addition, all projects in Cell II (the Leadership competition area)
emphasized recruitment. They recruited extensively at other universities,
both in and out of state, used a variety of methods to promote their programs,
and deemed stipends to be essential in sttracting full-time, high-quality
doctor.l and postdoctoral candidates.

Projects in the Leadership subsample did not perceive a need to emphasize

retention strategies, as such. They reasoned that 1f people have made it as
far as a doctoral program, they are committed to careers in special education.
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Table 1

How Grantees Implemented Recruitment/Retention (Stratery 1)

£ 0 &8
Description SPED REL RUR INF TRA NIV
N=9 N=5 N=5 Ns Ho5 Na3
Recruited extensively, often at other 3 1 4 3 2

universities, both in and out of state

Offered stipends to attract qualified trainees 8 4 3 3 4 1

Emphasized attracting strong candidates 4 5 3
Recruited trainees from rural areas 1 5
Promoted programs, increased awareness of 4 1 2 4

needs area at conferences and workshnops

Assessed seriousness of candidates' interest 3 3
in the needs area

Emphasized practicum experiences to promote 4 4 3 3
retention and enhance commitment to needs area

Routinely provided updated information on 2
specific job openings in needs area

"Retention” activities not necessary; many 1 1 3
students already in service roles and thereby
committed

Active recruitment of minorities 1 2
“"Recruitment/retention” activities minimal; 1
jobs readily available in state for graduates

of program

Prcgram gstaff serve as advocates for students 1 1l
to help them obtain jobs

High reputation of program and university 1
attracts students; recruitment minimal




Grantees indicated that they have the following supporting data for this
federal strategy:

sSumbers of candidates recrulted

Candidates' test scores and grade point averages
Teacher/superv.sor/administrator recommendations
Selection criteris and protocols

Reports from practicum supefvlsors

Numbers of trainees who remain in special education after

the program
Constraints
Major constraints on recruitment and retention were finsncisl.
For projects in Ce SP L NIN, TRA, INF):

Stipend allowancees were not necessarily a sufficient incentive for
qualified candidates with financially attractive options.

This was a particular problem in recruiting qualified minority
trainees.

Given insufficient stipends, trainees were likely to work during the
day, take courses at night, and have difficulty keeping their grades
up to expected levels.

Because of critical shortages, uncertified teachers are hired, and
this reduces ihe incentive for potential trainees to enter
certification programs.

“Minority” projects found that it was difficult to recruit minority

trainees to geographical areas or universitles where there were few
minorities.

For projects in Cell II (LDR):

High tuition constrained how many candidates doctorsl and post-
doctoral programs could recruit.

In being very selective, doctoral and postdoctoral programs
sometimes did not get as many qualified people as desired; if not,
they intensified recruitment.

It was especially difficult to recruit strong minority candidates
because these individusls have a lot of options.
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Strate 23 ic

The Personnel Preparation Program expects that directing program resources
to training in areas of critical need will stimulate the field to prepare more
of these types of personnel. The relevant federal objective is to "produce
more qualified personnel.”

The major grent activities through which the federal program pursues
this strategy are "program development, improvement, and support (including
stipends).” By providing these funds, the Personnel Preparation Program
expects to stimulate the system to produce more qualified personnel to meet
current and emerging needs of handicapped children and youth, and to meet
these needs in a more timely fashion than would otherwise be the case.

According to the relationships presented in Figure 2 in Section I, the
federal program expects that targeting critical needs areas will be a major
emphasis of grants funded under competition areas in Cell I. This relation-
ship, therefore, is identical to that assumed for Strategy 1 (Recruitment and
Retention).

Findings

All projects in the study sample for Cell I were judged to be emphasizing

targeting critical needs areas. Overall, these projects used a variety of

data on needs to make a strong case for the grant's focus on a particular role,
choice of training approach, and content of training. Even if the quality of a
single data source improves (e.g., CSPD, annual state counts), grantees belleve
that it will continue to be necessary to use a variety of data sources in order
to focus their activities with sufficient precision, and to make a sufficiently
persuasive case for proposed activities.

Similarly, all other projects (Cells II through V) were targeting critical
needs aress, and implementing this strategy in the same manner described above.

That is, they selected and used data in ways that justified the major emphasis
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of their proposed activities, whether these were to be program development and
improvement, model development and dissemination, or training and technical
assistance.

Table 2 shows the various sources that grantees used to document the
eritical needs that their projects proposed to address. In general, needs
statements and supporting documentation were con’incing, and reviewers in all
competition areas frequently said they were among a proposal’s strong points.

Evidence that suggests the extent to which grantees are implementing thus
federal strategy includes:

Excerpts in grant applications from a variety of data sources, including
CSPD and other state data

Fit between proposed grant activities and documented critical needs areas

Constraints

The major constraint on targeting critical needs areas was the inadequacy
or unreliability of any single data source for justifying the grantee's

proposed project, focus, and approach.

CSPD information and states’ annual counts were least useful for docu-
menting needs for highly specific personnel specialties (e.g., in Related
Services, Transition, and Infant competition areas), and for projects serving
regional and national interests or needs, such as those submitted under the
Leadership amd Special Projects competitions.

The quality, accurscy, and timeliness of information in states’ CSPDs
varied widely.

There were no central data bases relevant to preparing personnel to serve
handicapped individuals in out-of-school settings (e.g., hospitals).

Equipment costs (e.g., several thousand dollars for "Versabraille”) were
a8 financisl constraint for projects preparing personnel to meet the needs of
some populations, such as dblind, deaf, or multiply handicapped individuals.
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Table 2

Data Sources Grantees Jsed to Document Critical Needs
That Their Projects Proposed to Address

Cell 1

Cell II

Cell 111

Cell 1V

CellV

Totals by Cell

Data Source/Description Overall
SPED REL RUR INF TRA MIN LDR SPROJ REG SEA POP I 11 11} 1V v (N=56)
N=9 N=5 N=5 Ns3 N=5 N=3 N=b N=7 N=4  N=§ N=5 N=30 N=b N=7 N=8 N=5 N

CSPD data and priorities 4 1 1 1 4 2 7 3 2 2 13 7 5 P 27
Extrapolation from CSPD

data® 4 4 4
Other state data and

priorities 9 3 2 1 4 2 5 7 & 4 21 5 7 8 41
Regional /nat’onal data

and priorities 2 3 2 3 4 1 5 5 2 1 15 5 5 2 1 28
Local data and priorites 4 1 1 1 2 4 2 10 4 2 16
Literatyre 8 b 1 1 4 3 ] 3 4 2 19 3 6 7 2 37
Experts' consensus 7 1 1 3 2 9 3 2 2 16
Professional organizations'

survey data i 1 1 1 1 1 3
University's (IHE's) survey

data or other sinformation 1 1 4 2 4 6
Accreditation organizations 1
Status of existing training

opportunities 1 1 p) 1 2 5 1 8
Potential consumers, €.8.,

potential employers of

personnel trained; poten-

tial users of training

models, materials,

produced 7 1 1 2 2 9 2 2 13
Survey of er rs of

entry-leve: nle

without handicaps 1 1 1

*
CSPD does not address needs for leadership personnel, only tor direct service Personnel. Needs for leadership personnel must be éxtrapolated
from other data on teacher shortages/students served,




Time was another constraint. Interviewees frequently observed that it
takes years to develop and refine personnel preparation programs to meet
critical needs areas, and that grant staffs invest what one project director
called considerable "out-of-hide” time in program development and improvement.

Uncompetitive salaries and unappealing geographical location were two

problems (not amenable to training program interventions) in targeting

critical needs areas.

Strategy 3: Model Devel t, Bvaluation, and Dissemination

Review of Federal Expectations and Assumptions

In supporting model development, evaluation, and dissemination, the
Personnel Preparation Program tries to promote refinement and distridution of

improved personnel preparation methods that have broad significance for the
field of inservice and preservice preparation. The assumption is that devel-
oping and disseminating exemplary practices will stimulate the field to
implement the approaches, which in turn will make available more high-quality
personnel to deliver services to handicapped children and youth. The relevant

federal objective is to "improve the quality of personnel.”

According to the relationships presented in Figure 2 in Section I, the

federal program expects that model development. evaluation, and dissemination
will be a major emphasis of grant activities in Cell III, the competition area

known as Special Projects.

Findings

All projects in Cell III (the Special Projects competition area) were

judged to be emphasizing model development, evaluation, and dissemination.
Grantees reported that they emphasized this strategy in these ways:
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Model development:

Incorporated new or innovative elements in their training models
(777), which most frequently included:

cross-department, cross-agency, multidisciplinacy, or total
building staffing (5/7)

new information, new expeariential activitiess (5/7)

videotape portrayals to convey informational, rixperientisl, or
emotional content (3/7)

Incorporated state-of-the-art practice, knowledge, and/or proven
approaches in their training models (7/7), and typically identified
such features by one or more of the following means:

lessons learned from earlier (pilot} efforts (8/7)

consultation by nationally recognized advisors, specialists,
experts (A4/7)

research-based literature on staff development in the appropriate
needs area (3/7)

Developed training models as components of more comprehensive
intervention models (5/7)

Model evaluation:

Obtained qualitative, subjective feedback from trainees, their
supervisors, and project staff (5/7)

Emphasized formative evaluation in the context of the model’=
developmental tryout and tevision (4/7)

Determined actual use of model practices after training (4/7)
Assessed trainee performsnce >n pre-established, specific, behavioral
competencies and training objectives (3/7)

Model dissemination:
Emphasized promoting awareness of the model training program (7/7)

Targeted a broad array of potential users and service delivery
settings (7/7)

Emphasized staff development workshops for potential consumers of the
model training program (4/7)
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Conducted model demonstration/dissemination as part of the model’'s
developmental tryout (4/7)

Targeted potential users in other states (3/7)

In addition, some projects in other competition areas were judged to be
emphasizing model developmert. evaluation, and dissemination, according to the
pattern noted above for Cell III:

Special Educators (2/9)
Rural (2/5)

Regular Educators (2/4)
SEA Projects (3/4)

Many more projects than the above would have counted themselves as emphagizing
this federal strategy. However, the study team’'s criterion was that a project
must prominently exhibit strong elements of the three aspects of the strategy.
Many grants whose major activity was program development, improvement, or
support did not meet that criterion, nor were they expected to.

Grantees indicated that they have the following supporting data for this
federal strategy:

Model descriptions and materials

Consultant vitae

Description of experts’ roles in development

Evaluation instruments and summaries

Lists of training objectlives and competencies

Number, type, and reach of dissemination activities
Number and nature of implementations of models by others
Number of written requests for information, training

o] trai

Grantees encountered financial constraints in model development, such as
very high costs for professional production of videotapes, and for computer
equipment for trainees.
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Model evaluation was hampered by the lack of agreed-upon professional stan-
dards for personnel who serve some target groups, e.g., infants and newborns,
and the absence of valid and reliable quantitative measures of competence.

Model dissemination consisted of promoting awareness and demonstrating
the model approach at workshops. Assistance to consumers in replicating
models was not possible within the time and resources available for these
three-year grants.

The study team also observed that, with very few exceptions, it was
unlikely that grantees would be able with grant funds to package their models
in a format convenient for widespread dissemination.

Strat 4: Leadership ent

Review ~: Federal Expectations and Assumptions

By supporting doctoral and postdoctoral preservice training of individ-
uals who will go on to train teachers, do research, and administer programs,
the Personnel Preparation Program expects to encourage use of state-of-the-art
methods in personnel preparation (all levels) which, in turn, should improve
the quality of these personnel. Therefore, grant activities funded under the
Leadership competition area are expected to contribute most to the second
program objective.

The major grant activities through which the Personnel Preparation
Program pursues this strategy are “program development, improvement, and
support (including stipends).™ By providing these funds, the federal program
intends to stimulate the system to produce more high-quality personnel in s
more timely fashion than would be the case without this extra incentive.

According to the relationships presented in Figure 2 in Section I, the

Personnel Preparation Program expects that lesdership development will be a
major emphasis of grant activities in Cell II, the competition area known es
Leadership.
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Findings

All projects in the study sample for Cell II emphasized leadership devel-
opment. Grantees reported that they implemented this strategy as follows:

Clearly specified the roles and functions to be performed by
program graduates (6/6)

Incorporated state-of-the-art practices in leadership development
(6/6)

Included coursework, practica, internship, and dissertation
experiences in leadership tralning (6/6)

Program faculty served as mentors and models (6/6)

Students worked with faculty in a research "apprenticeship” (3/¢)

Project-level data that support implementation of this federal strategy
include:

Course and program descriptions

Student records of course completior, per{>rmance

Constraints

GCrantees in the study sample did not indicate major constraints in
implementing leadership development.

Stratexy 5: State and Professional Standards

Review of Federal ctations and 8 tions

This strategy was not expected to be a major emphasis of grantee activity.
However, all applications to the Personnel Preparation Program for preservice
training grants must provide assurance thst "the proposed project meets State
and professionally recognized standards.” In this way, the federal program
seeks to encourage improved training which will, in turn, improve the quality
of personnel prepared through these programs.
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Findings

A few projects in each of the following competition areas have undertsken
activities that go beyond the "letter” of statutory requirements and suggest a

forceful emphasis on state and professional standards as a strategy for improv-
ing the quality of personnel trained:

Special Educators (SPED, 3 of 9)
Related Services (REL, 3 of 5)
Transition (TRA, 1 of 5)
Leadership (LDR, 3 of 6)

Special Projects (SPROJ, 1 of 7)
Regular Bducators (REG, 2 of 4)
SEA Projects (SEA, 2 of 4)

In all, these 15 projects represented seven competition areas in Cells I,
1I, III, and IV of Figure 2 (Section I).

Table 3 presents information on activities these projects have undertaken

in a deliberate effort to promote state and professional standards. Project-
level data that they claim will substantiate this emphasis include:

Assessment instruments that reflect standards
Monitoring forms that incorporate standards

Training content that is visibly and substantively
congistent with standards

Grantees did not indicate major constraints in implementing this federal
strategy, but in a couple instances commented that standards applicable to new
or emerging flelds or to new priorities have yet to be fully developed or
widely accepted.
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Table 3

Number P ts
Description SPED REL TRA LDR SPROJ REG SEA
_B=9 Ba=5 N=5 Ns=6 _Ho] N=d B=4

Used professional standards as guidelines 1 3 1 k) b
for training or for model development

Used state standards as guidelines for 2 1 1 1 1 1
model development, or for preparing
personnel for certification

Faculty members or project staff served 2 2 1 1
on boards of standards-setting agencies
or organizations

Competencies specified in program model 1 1
will be incorporated in the monitoring

form SEA uses to review university-level

special education personnel preparation

programs

Program competencies served as model for 1
professional guidelines for training

NOTE: All grantees supplied the required assur-
ances in their applications that their projects
would meet appropriate state/professional
standards. But to be counted for this tabdle,
grantees reportedly made more vigorous efforts
to promote or strengthen standards.
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Review of Federal Expectations and Assumptions

In supporting parent organization projects, the federal program expects
that grantees will provide technical assistance and information to training

providers, including parent organizations, that will help parents (and persons
who assist them) interact effectively with the system on behalf of their handi-
capped children. The assumption is that effective interactions will stimulate
the system to develop and exercise its capacity to meet the needs of handicap-
yed children for free, sppropriaste public education and related gservices. The
relevant federal program objective is to "expand system capacity.”

According to the relationships presented in Figure 2 in Section I, the
Personnel Preparation Program expects that providing such technical assistance
and information will be a major emphasis of grants funded under the Parent
competition area in Cell V.

Also included in Cell V is the Personnel Preparation Program’s only
contract, Technical Assistance to Parent Projects (TAPP), through which parent
projects receive help in designing and implementing their activities from one
prime contractor and four regional subcontractors.

Findings
All projects in Cell V* emphasized the parent organization projects

strategy, in the ways described below.

Both the TAPP contractor and subcontractor in the sample report that they:

Linked parent projects/groups to resources they needed

Worked with parent projects/groups to assess needs, resources,
capabilities, and to help plan sctivities

* The Parent subsample (N=5) included three grant projects, the TAPP contractor,
and one of TAPP's regional subcontractors.
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Emphasized equipping parents to assess needs and to develop
appropriate interventions, related training, and assistance

Emphasized p2er support to sustain, reinforce parents' special
education role and to motivate parents to increase involvement

Emphasized networking to encourage exchange of information

Emphasized identification and dissemination of effective training
strategies at national and regional conferences, in newsletters

The grant pro 8 (N=3) 1 study s e _each orted tha ey:

Provided parents with information on their handicapped children’s
educational rights

Provided parents with information on the educ: “ional system's
responsibilities

Trained parents to work with educators and others to develop IEPs
for their children

Trained parents in effective strategies for working with the
educational system on behalf of their handicapped children

Provided "stipends” (for child care and tresnsportation) to
incresse parent participation

Used a varliety of strategies to recruit parents and volunteers

Used a variety of strategies to inform the public, school
systems, and local and state agencies about handicapped
children's educational rights and about the educational system's
responsibilities

Emphasized peer support to sustain, reinforce specisal educational
role, and to motivate them to increase their involvement

Emphasized networking to encourage exchange of information

Used experts to stimulate, sustain parents’ interest and positive
attitudes

Project-level data that support implementation of this federal strategy
include:

Individualized Technical Assistance Plans (ITAPs)
Records of training and technical assistance provided
Records of information provided

Independent evaluation of TAPP contract
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Monographs, drochures, handbooks produced

Numbers and types of parent programs developed, improved
Documented cases of parent interactions with system
Bvaluations of two of the three project’'s training approaches

Constraints

Projects had greatest difficulty reaching minority and rural psrents, and
different strategies were required to attract these target groups.

Geographical distances for rural parents made transportation to workshops
an almost insurmountable problem.

Having only one POP grant in most states, and very few grants in the
largest states, makes it impossible to address needs of pacrents in an ade-
quately comprehensive way.

Unresolved Issue

POP grantees differ in opinion as to whether their objective should be to
train trainers of parents, or to train parents directly. Projects report that
training trainers is more economical becsuse it requires a less individualized
approach than is the case in training parents to use effective strategies in
interacting with the educational system on behalf of their children.

Strategy 7: System Improvements

Review of Federal Expectations and Assumptions
The Personnel Preparstion Program supports system improvements dby funding

program development and improvement activitles that it expects will increase
the system's ability to meet local, state, and reglonal needs for treined and
certified personnel, and for regular educators qualified to educate handicap-
ped children and youth in least restrictive environments. The assumption is
that funding such grants will stimulate the system to improve its capacity for

Y
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personnel development (all levels) in a more timely fashion, and in a more
comprohensive manner, than would be the case without this extra incentive.

The relevant federal objective is to "expand system capacity.”

T
LT % %

According to the relationships presented in Figure 2 in Section I, the
Personnel Preparation Program expects that system improvements will de a major

emphusis of grant activities in Cell IV, that is, the competition areas known

as Regular Educators and SEA Projects.

’

Findings

All projects in the study sample for Cell IV were judged to be emphasizing
(The abbreviations below appear in the summary table.

system improvements.
Ns are simple sizes, used in reporting frequencies of findings.)

Regular Educators (REG, N=4)
SEA Projects (SEA, N-4)

The two most frejuently reported system improvements that these projects
claimed to have promoted include collaborative planning and intervention on
behalf of handicapped children, and preparing trainees who would return to
their sites to train others to implement mode. practices.

Crantees attribnted much of their success in enhancing system capacity to

having been able to involve xey institutional decision makers in program
development, review, or promotion, and to the fact that project participants
{e.g., ~esular classroom teachers, special education teachers, parents, bduild-

ing administrators) now shared a language, hpproach, and philosophy that

facilitated their team efforts.
Teble 4 presents informstion on how these projects implemented the system

improvements strategy.
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Table )

How Grantees Implemented Systwn Improvements (Stratexy 7)

Sumber of Projects
(Cell IV)

Description REG SEA
N=4 N=4
Emphasized collaboration, teaming as a mechanism for 4 A

improving capacity of system to assess/address needs of
handicspped children

Prepared trainees to provide permanent capacity at their 4 4
sites, or in their regions, for training others to imple-
ment program model

Provided participants with a common language, approach, 4 3
approach, and philosophy to facilitate team approaches

Involved key institutional decisionmakers in program 4 1l
development, review, or promotion

Emphasized developing "partnerships” in which special 2 1
educators and regulsr educators take joint responsibility

for developing instructional alternatives that can be

implemented in regular classrooms

Field-tested state’'s draft of pre-referral guidelines 2

in the course of grant asctivity

Disseminated statewide training model to other states across 1
the country

Prepared building staff (all levels) and parents to assess 1

needs and to develop appropriate, "locally owned” inter-
ventions and related training or assistance

-y~
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In addition, 29 projects (representing 8 competition areas in Cells I, II,

III, and V) were judged to be emphssizing system improvements in conducting
grant activities:

Special Bducators (3/9)

Related Sorvices (3/5)

Rural (1/5)

Transition (4/5)

Minority (2/3)

Leadership (5/6)

Special Projects (6/7)

Parent Organization Projects (5/5)

These additional projects reported a wide array of system improvements,
but the most prominent include those highlighted sbove: establishing new
collaborative arrangements and providing permanent training capacity.

Other prominent exsmples of the system improvements they reported were
developing "locally-owned” staff development models, expanding or establishing
libraries and computer labs, convincing SEAs to support statewide dissemination
after grants end, and convincing grantee institutions (IHEs) to incorporate
special education courses or programs developed under the grant in their
personnel preparation programs.

Project-level datas that support implementation of this federal strategy
include:

Self-reports of project staff
Training materials

Numbers, types, leveis of personnel preparation progranms
developed
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The two major constraints on implementing gystem improvements were time

and money:

It takes time to get teachers expert enough in a new approach to
have the ability to fully implement it, and to train others t¢
replicate it.

Funding cuts are forcing stiff competition for states’ special
education funds, making it difficult to win support for system
improvements that are tangential to states’ current, specific

priorities (e.g., sutistic children).

The above financial constraint is s special problem for related
services/roles that are not identified "required.”

Historical turf problems and institutional inertia were also identified
as constraints on imrlementing system improvements.

Strategy 8: Institutionalization

Review of Federal Expectations and Assumptions

This strategy was not expected to be a major emphasis of grant activity.
However, the federal hope is that grant sctivity will stimulate institutional
commitments for long-term support for these programs after federal support for

them ends.

Findings

Some projects in the following competition areas claim to have stimulated
institutional commitments thst appeared to satisfy the criterion of "likely
long-term support”:

Special Bducators (4/9)
Rursl (1/5)

Regular Educators (3/4)
SEA Projects (3/4)
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These long-term commitments took a wide variety of forms, which did not
suggest an overall pattern and did not favor a particular competition area or
cluster of projects. These are examples:

Expanded scholarship policies to fund students who are committed to
Program ares

Secured IHE support for interdepartmental training programs
Obtained verbal assurances from IHE and state to maintain
undergraduste training program, or incorporate model courses into
preservice personnel preparation

Established a permanent statewide training network

Will soon dbe rule (with force of law in this state) that regular
educators must try model’s approach before referring a student to
the special education teacher, and that building administrator is
accountable for enforcement

State will support staff to do statewide inservice training in model
approach

Project-level data that suppurt implementation of this federal strategy

include:
Self-reports of project staff
Institutional agreements
Written policies/procedures
Constraints

Crantees did not mention specific constraints on implementing institution-
aligation. However, there are undoubtedly problemmatic circumstances, which
could include most of the constraints related to Strategy 7, system improve-

ments.

~49- 72




The following summary recapitulstes highlights of findings for the imple-
mentation of federal strategies through grant actlvities.

The Personnel Preparation Program expects to be able to emphasize par-
ticular federal strategies through grant sctivities in certain clusters of
projects. The relationships among program objectives, federal strategies, and
major types of grant activity were originally shown in Figure 2 (Section I).
Figure 3 on the next page summarizes what the goal evaluation found to be the
actual implementation pattern (as reported by grantees), using dotted lines to
show expected primary emphases snd solid lines to show actual (multiple)
emphases.

As Section I explained, the gross classification that associates particu-
lar competition areas with one (or two) federal strategies is not intended to
suggest an exclusive emphasis, but to portray the federal program’'s strategic
plan very generally. The Personnel Preparation Program fully expects that, in
aggregate, projects in particular competition areas and cells will implement
strategies in addition to the one(s) shown as their primary emphasis in
Figures 2 and 3.

Projects in the study sample did appear to be implementing strategies in
addition to the emphasis that was specifically expected for their competition
area. Table 5 provides a frequency distribution for implementation by the
study sample of each of the eight federal strategies: by competition ares,
cell, and overall. The frequency distribution in Table 6§ shows the number of
projects emphasizing each major type of grant activity that the Personnel
Preparation Program supports: program development, improvement, and support
(including stipends); model development, evsluation, and dissemination; and
technical assistance and information.

The following summary relates the above information (in Tables 5 and 6)
to the relationships originally portrayed in Figure 2 (Section I).
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Table 5

Projects Judged to Be Ewmphasizing Particular Federal Strategies

NOTE: The numbers at the intersections of rows and colummns indicate the number of
projects judged to be emphasizing the strategy in the far lefi ooligw.?

_zs_

Cell I Cell 11 ] Cell 11X | Cell 1V Cell V Totals by Cell
SPED REL RUR INF TRA MIN LDR SPROJ REG SEA POP I 11 1T 1Iv v Overall
Strategy B=9 N=5 N=5 R=3 N=5 N=) N=6 Ne7 N=4 N=§ N5 N=30 RNe6 N=7 N=§ N=5 N=56
1. Recruitment/Retention 9 5 5 3 5 3 5 1 @ s 1 36
2. Targeting Critical 9 5 5 3 5 3 6 7 4 4 5 G s 7 8 5 56
Needs Areas
3. Model Development, Evalu- 2 2 7 é 3 4 (:) 5 16
ation, and Dissemination
4. Leadership Development b (:) 6
5. State/Professional 3 3 1 3 1 2 2 7 3 1 4 15
Standards
6. Parent Organization 5 (:) 5
Projects
7. System Improvements 33 1 4 2 5 6 s 4 5 135 b 5 37
8. Imstitutionalization 4 1 3 3 5 6 11

r 15

(:) indé:atis t?e part of the Personnel Preparation Program that program logic associates with the strategy in the far left column, Also see Figure 2
n Section I.
* The ground rule for judging that a project was "emphasizing” a particular strategy was this. Strong elements of the strategy had to be evident from
both of the following: (a) descriptions of specific efforts or activities that indicated how the strategy was being forcefully implemented (provided
by the interviewee and project documents); and (b) supporting data or information that the project was collecting or was likely to include in its
final performance report. Examples:
1. Grantees were not counted as emphasizing model development (Strategy 3) if strong elesments of this strategy
were lacking (e.g., relatively little effort invested in evaluating and revising approaches and materials.
2. Al]l Brantees met the statutory raquirement for assurances in grant applications that their projects would
meet appropriate state/professional standards, but projects were not counted as emphasizing Strategy 5 unless .
they reported vigorous or extraordinary efforts to promote or strengthen state or professional standards. ?7(,

3. To be ounted for system improvements (Strategy 7) and institutionslizstion (Strategy 8) grantees, reported
that the change or improvement had moved from the hoped-for or trying-for stage to reality, and had supporting
evidence.
Readers who desire more information on how judgments were made should review the Data Collection and Anslysis segment of Section II, and the discus-
sion and definitfion of each strategy in the present section.

Projects typically emphasized more than one strategy. Therefore, columm totals will not necessarily match Ns for subsamples, and the last column
will not add to the overall sample size of 56.
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Table 6

Projects Judged to Be Emphasizing Major Types of Grant Activity

NOTE: The numbers at ghe intersections of rows and columns indicate the nugber
of projects judged to be emphasizing the grant activity in the far left
column,*
Cell 1 Cell 1I{ Cell 111§ Cell 1V Cell V Totals by Cell R |
SPED REL RUR INF TRA MIN LDR SPROJ REG SEA POP 1 11 111 IV v overall

Type of Crant Activity N=9 N=5 N=5 Ne3 N=5 N=3 N=6 N=7 N=4  Nm4 N=5 N=30 N=6 N=7 N=8 N=5 N=56
{New) Program Development# 3 3 1 2 2 + 3 3 11 6 17
Program Improvements 5 5 1 2 1 4 1 1 14 4 2 20
Program Support 8 5 3 3 5 1 6 25 6 3
{includes stipends)»

Expectation: Projects in b

Tells I, II, and IV would

emphasize one or more of

the ﬂbOVE\l
Model Development, Evalua- 7 1 7
tion, Dissemination

Specifically expected of:

Projects in Cell I11
Technical Assistance and 5 5 5
Information

Specifically expected of:
Projects in Cell V

* Projects that emphasized providing stipends ma
will not necessarily match Ns for subsamples,
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y also be counted in the programs de lopment or improvement categories.
and the last colum will not add to the overall sample size of 56.

Therefore, column totasls
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All projects in competition areas that are specifically expected to con-
tribute most to the objective of "producing more qualified personnel” appesred
to be implementing strategies and activities that the Personnel Preparstion
Program expects are important for achieving this objective: pecruitment/

retention, and targeting critical needs. To a lesser extent, they also imple-
mented strategies that program logic associates with the other two program

objectives. These additional strategies included promoting state/professional
standards through their program development and improvement actlivities, and

facilitating gystem improvements.

All projects that are specifically expected to contribute most to the
objective of "improving the quality of personnel trained” (i.e., projects in
the Leadership and Special Projects competition areas) appeared to be imple-
menting the strategies and activities that the Personnel Preparation Program
expects will contribute to this objective (i.e., model development, evaluation,
and dissemination; and leadership development). In addition, projects in both
of these competition areas also targeted critical needs and stimulated system
improvements, and Leadership projects also emphasiged recruiting strong candi-
dates for doctoral and postdoctoral programs, strategles associated with the
other two program objectives.

Finally, projects in competition areas assocliated with the objective of
"expanding system capacity” appeared to be emphasizing strategies that program
logic links to this aim. In addition, they targeted critical needs (a strategy
associated with the first program objective). Projects in the Regular Educa-
tors and SEA Projects competition areas in addition emphasized model develop-

ment and state/professional standards, two strategies linked to the third
program objective.

In summary, projects in the study sample implemented strategies expected
to be their primery emphasis and, in addition, emphasized one or more addi-
tional strategies. Because the sample was representative of the variety of
grant activities funded by the Personnel Preparation Program, the prospects
are good for maintaining broad support for these federal -trategies among
grantees,

5§
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Divisi £f Pers t

Introduction

The Personnel Preparation Program is implemented, in part, through
federal program inputs by the Division of Personnel Preparation (DPP). DPP
inputs are pertinent to Column 2 of the Program Logic Model in Figure 1,
Section I. (The other part of program implemstation, strategies pursued
through grant activities, was discussed above.)

The analysis of program implementation seeks to answer specific questions.
These questions are stated at the beginning of the chapter. The questions are
reworded here for the discussion of DPP inputs:

To what extent are the intended inputs actually occurring?
How does this help/hinder federal program objectives?

What might be done to improve these processes to better support
federal strategies and objectives?

The goal evaluation relied on three mejor data sources for the analysis
of DPP inputs:

(1) Two rounds of interviews at the federal level--

(a) DPP Director, Branch Chiefs, Competition Managers, staff in
other OSERS divisions, OSERS Deputy Assistant Secretary and
staff*x

(b) DPP Project Officers for projects in the study sample

(2) Interviews with grantees in the study sample (as consumers of
DPP support, assistance, leadership, etc.)

(3) Program documents, including grant announcements for FYB84
through FYB7; technical review/evaluation plans for FY84 and
FY86 application reviews; grant award documentation, including
justifications for disspproving and spproving recommendations of
peer review panels; telephone monitoring reports in grant files

% See Appendix E for the list of persons interviewed at the federal level.
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for projects in the gtudy sample; and internal and interagency
communications (e.g., prominent in the latter category were
memos to the Grants and Contracts Services {CCS] to expedite
stalled GCS decisions on grant matters and to forwerd to DPP
stalled copies of grantees' final reports).

Findings are presented under four major headings: (1) Grant Award
Process; (2) Grant Administration; (3) Leadership; and (4) Coordination/
Collaboration. 1In aggregate, the findings under these headings summarize the
nature of DPP inputs that were listed in Column 2 of the Program Logic Model
(see Figure 1, Section I).

Bach of the four sections addresses the three questions stated above
under the subheadings of Findings, Constraints, and Recommendations. The
analysis reflects both federal and field perspectives, and draws from all
three of the above data sources.

Grant Award Procesg

The grant award process refers to all the activities DPP undertakes to
provide grants to eligible institutions end organizations for projects in
priority areas, selected annually for funding in consultation with federal
officials and representatives of the program’'s constituencies. These activ-
ities include setting priorities, announcing priorities and criteria for grant
competitions, and reviewing and awarding grants.

Findings. Both federal-level and field personnel agree that overall the
grant award process is a very fair one. It is the distillation of processes
and procedures that have been used over the years with successive improvements.
The process seems to be as good for one competition as for another. Formal
guidelines for the review process are held to and give credibility to the
process.

Beyond any specific process, grantess emphasize the extremely important
role of federal grant dollars in the success of their programs: grant funds
have significantly facilitated improvements in and expansion of their programs;
stimulated cross-department and cross-disciplinary arrangements that have
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improved institutional copacity; enabled them to take the nuxt logical step
sooner in incrementally improving their personnel development activities (all
levels).

Funding priorities. Priorities for tunding seem to evolve from a

number of sources. Legitimate pressure comes from Congress, the Secretary's
(OSERS) office, constituencies, even OMB. Some federal staff express serious
concern that often these priorities are not related to data on critical short-
ages of personnel, areas of need(s), or an overall, long-range plan. Funding
levels vary from year to year, and what gets funded appears to many to depend
on the current "hot issues.” In focusing funds over the years, the pendulum
has swung from general to specific priorities and back again.

Aside from priorities that DPP a.nnounces for ~nmpsatitiun, many grantees
in the study sample see funding students (rather than faculty) as the priority.
They peint out that private universities need grants to survive in terms of
quality, that is, to be able to attract strong candidates is critical. Finan-
cial assistance allows them to go to school full-time, thus contributing to
their quality preparation. Grantees commented on the constantly increasing
cost of going to graduate school (and the cost of living), and hope that
becoming well qualified will not become a matter of affordability.

Application reviews. DPP must ensure that the best-qualified people
review the grant applications, and that specific criteria are adhered to in
selecting applications for funding. A DPP staff member serves as monitor of
the review panel, seeing that all procedures are followed appropriately.
Formal contracting and paperwork processing is handled by another unit within
the Department of Bducation, Grants and Contracts Services (GCS).

Grantees comment that the federal application package is clear and eassy
to follow and that it continues to get clearer and more helpful each year.
They see it as particularly helpful now that the evsluation criteria and
program guidelines match. (Grantees are experienced grant writers for the
most part, and some have served on review panels themselves. They note that a
novice might have difficulty working with the application package. Although
it is very clear, it is also very long and bureaucratic.)
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Constraints. Many constraints on the application process are circum-
stances beyond the control of DPP: GCS, timelines, amount of personnel,
funding levels.

GCS.®* DPP staff and grantses commonly cite GCS as one of their biggest
problems in implementing their programs. PMutual concerns about GCS include
the following:

GCS is sometimes months late in processing the paperwork after the
grantee has been notified of the award. Becsuse grantees cannot
begin work without a written contract, they are delayed in all their
activities. Recruitment activitles (for faculty and students) are
particularly affected. Starting late may also mean requests for
budget carryovers at the end of the grant period.

GCS does not necessarily respond tc DPP requests. Grantees, too,
comment on the numerous telephone calls they make and letters they
write to get s single response from GCS.

Timelines. DPP staff and grantees comment on restrictive timelines
that affect both their activities:

DPP may be notified late of their funding level and, as a result,
have very short notice to assemble ceview panels. Contacting and
schedul ing reviewers requires adequate lead time.

The timeline between the date of a grant announcement and the dead-
line date for receipt of applications may be so short that applicants
are not able to write about their new ideas. The concern is that an
inadequate amount of time allotted for the preparation of applica-
tions hinders creatlvity and fosters mediocrity.

Pe-sonnel and funding. DPP staff point out that the bottom line is
the amount of personnel and the amount of dollars available to do the work
that has to be done. Both DPP and GCS seem clearly understaffed and under-
funded to do the work expected of them. As a result, ‘PP gpends most of its

X For the readers' ~larification, the “grants negotiator” is the GCS contact
for grantees.
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time "up front” on the grant award process, with little time left for admin-
istration, leadership, and interagency coordination/collaboration. Grantees
are understanding and sympathetic with DPP, however, for whom they express
strong satisfaction in the quality and utility of the contacts they do have,
although infrequent.

Other constraints on the grant award process over which DPP may have
some control incl ‘de the composition of the review panel and the review of
critical needs for funding.

Composition of review panel. Many DPP staff and grantees argue
strongly for the merits of a review panel composed of both internal and
external reviewers. The concern is that guality and representativeness may
be compromised by limiting panels to only internal reviewers, which has been
proposed as a cost-saving messure. Some grantees have noted a drop in the
quality of the review process, and have questioned whether reviewers have
expertise in the areas their applications address. They wonder if onlv
"insiders” are serving on review panels. considerable confusion seems to
exist in the field about who reads applications and how the readers are

chosen.

Review of critical needs. Some DPP staff have pointed out that the
only “needs” information considered in funding grants is the information
presented in the grant applications themselves. DPP has no means to verify
this iaformation nor to correlate it with more global, regional needs. Very
often grant applicants reference their state’s annual data and information
in the state's comprehensive plan for personnel development (CSPD), if this
is relevant to t 2 particular training audience under consideration.
However, information in both sources varias in quality and comprehensiveness
from state to state. Moreover, states typically do not collect data on
critical needs for doctoral-level personnel or certain categories of related
services, nor are state data particularly relevant to parents of handicapped
children and youth.
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Overall, the reality is that DPP either gets no data, insufficient
data, conflicting data, or unverifiable data on "critical needs.” Some
grantees comment that DPP does not have enough money to meet all the needs
anyway, and, that one critical area 13 thereforc funded at the expense of

another.

Recommendations. Recommendations coming from DPP staff and grantees to
deal with some of the constraints operating on the grant award process
include the following:

GCS
Set up procedures and systems thit expedite grant processing.

To the extent possible, provide for additional personnel in DPP and
GCS to alleviate many of the problems.

Implement joint training for OSEP and GCS staffs with the goal of
improvin; operating procedures.

Inform grantees where they can go for help when GCS is slow and
unresponsive.

Timslines

To the extent possible, coordinate timelines with those of the IHEs:
~-Start the grant award process earlier in the year.
-~-Stretch out timelines for contiwation awards.

To the extent possible, (a) release grant announcements earlier in
order to (b) receive applications earlier (c) so that DPP can select
the types of field reviewers needed.

DPP should develop a long-term plan (e.g., a ten-year plan) and

communicate projections to the field. IHEs need more lead time to
prepare to be responsive.

Composition of Review Panel

Maintain the involvement of external reviewers. It is important for
accountability purposes to have that expertise and objectivity.

Provide for a broader base of people in the pool »f reviewers and a
quicker system to verify their credentials.

Make clear to the field how the readers are cuosen, who reads the
applications, and how reviews are conducted.
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Review of Critical Needs

Provide DPP with an independent source of reliable information on
needs. (Developing such a source is beyond any single OSEP
division’s capacity or responsibility.)

The above recommendations, if acted upon, would strengthen federal inputs
(by DPP) in ways that would better support the strategies it pursues, through
the Personnel Preparation Program, to attain program objectives.

Grant Administration

Grant administration refers to the system for keeping track of grant
activity. 1Its aims are to determine what has been produced with the federal
funds invested in grant projects, increase grantees' sense of accountability,
and involve DPP staff in coordinating various activities. Grant administra-
tion also occurs through GCS on contractual and budgetary matters. Although
administration has meny aspects, the focus of discussion in this section is on
those aspects most commonly cited by federal-level and field personnel:
ongoing contacts between grantees and federal staff, monitoring, and final

reporting.

Findings. The structure of the present grant management system features
DPP staff serving multiple roles as competition managers, ares specialists,
and project officers who have individual responsibility for all grant activ-
ities in a specified subset of states. They are guided by decision rules on
what to monitor, but each staff merber has a big project load to mansge, and
accountability problems persist.

Ongoing contacts. Contacts between DPP and grantees are minimal (two
or three times a year on the average), but grantees perceive these contacts to
be of high quality and utility. Aside from the telephone audit that DPP staff
conduc’, grantees typically see themselves as initiating these calls. They
may call their project officer to determine if they can modify a program idea
or concept, to make changes in a procedure (e.g., formative evaluation), or,
more frequantly, to find out about upcoming dates for applying to a compati-
tion, and what future ai:as of funding might be. Occasionally, contact occurs
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regarding progress on a project. Some grantees point out that if they are
conducting business in Washington, D.C., they will stop by DPP for general
project "PR" and to find out about funding plans.

Crantees are very positive about their contacts with DPP staff. They see
their project officers as collesgues rather than regulatory in nature, as very
helpful, very responsive, and always available to answer questions.

Grantee contacts with GCS are aﬁother matter. Budgetary issues are the
most common concern of grantees, yet where they perceive that they are likely
to get the least assistance from federal-level personnel. Grantees cite
significant difficulty in getting responses from their GCS grants officers
(e.g., 8 request for 8 grant extension took four months for even a response),
and lost paperwork (e.g., an original and continuation proposal and accompany-
ing request to transfer the grant to another university). As s result,
projects suffer setbacks aad project staff endure personal hardships.

Monitoring. DPP staff confirm the minimal contact they have with
grantees and their inability to keep track adequately of grant activities.
Given budget constraints and limited personnel, DPP staff members are able to
monitor only a small portion of the grant projects and must rely largely on
faith that grantees are doing what they said they would dbe doing. The
monitoring that does occur is carried out by telephone.

Overall, DPP staff and grantees express a strong need for onsite
monitoring and point out the vsluable opportunities it provides. DPP staff
gain content and management information about projects, a sense of their
reality, and consequently an informed base from which to make professional
judgments. They galn more exposure, broader experience, and are able to
provide networking contacts and technical assistance to the field. Grantees,
in turn, are kept on their toes, gain new insights about their projects, and
are able to exchange valuable information with federal-level personnel whom
they view as colleagues.

Final reporting and recordkeeping. Final performance reports and other
official documents on grant projects are filed with CCS. DPP staff point out
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the difficulty of getting to these files, and an spparent lack of follow-
through by GCS in forwarding sppropriate documents to DPP for evaluation. The
DPP project officer is responsible for signing off on these projects with
regard to their completeness and appropriatenass, but is frustrated by delays
in receiving final performance reports from GCS and sometimes by not recelving
them at all.

Sometimes, grantees themselves have not submitted final performance

ts. Even those who follow the rules and submit their reports on time
express doubts as to whether these reports are even read. DPP staff members
themselves are not sure that the final reports serve any real purpose for

DPP. Because there are no specific guidelines for :heir preparation, final
performance reports are submitted in various forms and are neither useful for
aggregating data nor drawing conclusions. Given the many grant projects they
administer, project officers are not expected to follow through on these final
reports. They comment repeatedly that most of their time is spent "up front®™
on the grant award process.

Constraints. Major constraints on grant administration appear to be
limited budgets and limited personnel in the two separate federal units thst
are responsible for carrying out the necessary activities. As a result, the
grant administration that does occur is very limited:

Although the current types of contacts that occur between DPP and
grantees are collegial, they are very matter-of-fact and routine.
They do not affect the quality of programs.

The current types of contacts that occur between grants officers at
cCcS and grantees are frequently detrimental to project operations
and to the overall image of GCS in the field.

DPP staff rely on faith rather than fact that project activities are
being carried out; this is because it is possible to do only limited
monitoring by telephone of only a small sample of grantees.

Under the current system, final reports are seen as of little value
to DPP staff and grantees. Without specific guidelines for their
preparation, final reports provide no useful basis for DPP to deter-
mine some combined effect of federal funding.

Typically, the proper flow of grantee records from GCS to DPP does
not occur in a reasonable or timely fashion.
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Recommendations. Recommendations coming from DPP staff and grantees to
deal with some of the constraints operating on the grant sdministration
process include:

Provide for efficient and economical ways for grantees and federal-
level personnel to make contact (e.g., regional meetings of project
directors and DPP staff). DPP needs to know the people who are
running the projects, and grantees need to know the people who are
funding them.

To the extent possible, provide for at least some onsite monitoring °
to give DPP staff a sound basis for professional judgment in assess-
ing the progress of projects.

Foster communication, coordination, cooperation, and mutual respect
between DPP and GCS.

Determine the purpose of final reporting. If final performance
reports serve only as a culminating rctivity for historical purposes,
perhaps not much more needs to be done. If they are to serve as the
basis for drawing conclusions on the overall effects of federal
funding, then uniform guidelines for their preparation need to de
established. If they are to be published and disseminated, then
other guidelines should be followed.

Provide for centralized grant files with equal access to DPP project
officers and GCS grants officers.

Leadership refers to the activities DPP undertakes to guide and shape the
field of personnel preparation. These activities may include working with
other units in OSEP to enhance states' responsiveness to CSPD requirements in
state plans, consulting with the field in planning priorities, providing
technical assistance to the field in areas of expertise, and disseminating
ideas and products.

Findings. DPP engages in a variety of leadership activities in varying
degrees. Again, most staff time is spent on the grant award process, so
lesdership activities directly related to that receive the most emphasis.

CSPD. DPP is charged with directing program funds to relieve specific
needs for various types of special education and related services personnel
(all levels). DPP attempts to get a sense of these needs from data that
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states collect annually, from reviewing CSPD portions of state plans for
special education, and from advice solicited from the field. DPP, through
its technicsl review process for evaluating grant applications, is supposed
to determine whether proposed training projects reflect states®’ data and
priorities.

DPP staff have expressed feeling "schicoid™ about this determination,
given that data are not always good or even available for some types of
personnel. Overall, in fact, these data vary in quality and comprehensive-
ness from state to state. (See comments under "Review of critical needs,” in
the discussion for the Grant Award Process, above.)

It is worth noting that DPP receives only a portion of the CSPD informa-
tion, and that does not come to them dlractly from the states, but through the
Division of Assistance to the States (DAS), one of five divisions in OSEP.

DAS has frontline contact with the states and, from the point of view of DPP
staff, is in a detter position to assist states to improve the quality,
timeliness, and real utility of their data.

Some state-level grantees comment that they have only begun to realize
how their CSPD data might be used more fully. They have so much data that
their first task is to figure out how best to extract what is relevant to
particular activities and how best to manipulate the data to highlight needs
and help set priorities. Such grantees see this as an area where federal
leadership and technical assistance would be especially valuable. They
envision DPP working closer with DAS to provide the know-how and gulidance
states need to get the most out of their CSPD efforts.

Consultation with the field. Federal program managers have tradition-
ally sought the field’'s advice in planning priorities. Appropriately, much of
the input comes from institutions of higher education (IHEs) because they are
the knowledge producers, and it is through their programs that new knowledge
and best practice are communicated to increase the supply and improve the
quality of trained personnel.
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Late in the first quarter of calendar year 1986, DPP called in a task
force of representatives from the field to advise the federal program officials
on appropriste emphases for the FY87 competitions. DPP has relied heavily on
task forces as an effective means of consulting with the field. Some staff
would like to involve the field to an even greater extent, and suggest mechan-
isms such as task forces and small groups to asddress specific planning lssues.

Grantees and other field personnel also look to the federal level as a
central repository for state-of-the-art practice in personnel preparation, and
for leadership in initiating and facilitsting activities in which federal and
field representatives discuss and develop long-range agendas.®

Technical assistance. DPP staff answer letters and telephone queries
in their identified areas of expertite. Crantees are very satizfied with the
quality and utility of these contacts, although they sre infrequent. DPP
staff and grantees would like more opportunities for technical assistance in
which they can address substantive issues that affect the quality of programs.
(Some grantees specifically mentioned that "the old BEH” had provided valusable
assistance of this type.) 1In general, the field misses having closer contact
with DPP staff members. DPP represents the best source of information about
what is happening nationally--an informal national clearinghouse for ideas,
innovative practices, staff recruitment, and much more.

Disseminstion. Without funds for dissemination, DPP does not play such
a role, except to help grantees submit their products to ERIC for dissemina-
tion via its computerized database.

Overall, grantees seem to be unaware of how much or what kind of dissemi-
nation they should be doing, aor do they have adequate funds in their three-

% Joint planning has enabled institutions of higher education (IHEs)--to some
extent--to adjust their programs to better fit fluctuating federal priori-
ties for personnel preparation. However, to schieve federal goals in a
lasting, fundamental way, IHRs reportedly need much more lead time--10 years
minimum--than 8 five-year plan or a three-year grant cycle provides.
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year grants to promote their projects and products extensively. Again, they
look to the federal level to do something to faclilitate dissemination. DPP
staff members report that they would like to develop better dissemination
approsches and to encourage grantees to place more emphasis on dissemination.
However, DPP staff are overburdened with work which has higher priority within
the division.

Constraints. A familiar constraint on federal program leadership (by
DPP) is limited resources (funds and personnel) to carry out these various
activities. Additional constraints in certain areas are noted below.

CSPD

DPP's ability to identify critical needs is only as good as readily
available dats and information permit. If and when statutory
requirements for CSPD are enforced, and each state develops sound
projections, DPP will have a better (but by no means adequate) basis
for directing program funds to critical needs.

Consultation

DPP project officers are rarely permitted to travel anywhere, so
consultation must occur by teiephone or through task forces in which
field representatives are brought to Washington, D.C. Task forces
have proved extremely valuable but are limited in the number of
field personnel they involve, and the breadth of porspectives they
can tap.

Technical Assistance
Technical assistance, for the most part, is limited to answering

querries by letter or by telephone. Person-to-jerson contact rarely
occurs, unless grantees are able to visit Washington, D.C.

Dissemination

DPP has no dissemination role, and no formal dissemination plan to
provide to grantees.

Recommendations. Recommendations of DPP staff and grantees to help
overcome the constraints on DPP leadership activities include the following:

Provide -technical assistance to the states in improving their CSPD
data through a combined DPP/DAS effort.

Promote the use of task forces and small groups brought to
Washington, D.C. as a means of consultation with the fleld.
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To the extent possible, include technical assistance as part of a
limited onsite monitoring effort.

Reinstate a budget for DPP staff participation in professionsl
meetings, which would permit an economical channel for discussion,
technical assistance, and exchange of ideas.

Clarify for grantees the dissemination roles of grantees vis s vis
federal mechanisms or delivery systems; also clarify for grantees
the underlying logic by which dissemination of promising practices
will improve the quality of personnel preparation programs, and in
turn, of personnel trained in those improved programs.

Consider providing for 2 national system of sharing "promising”
ideas, models, programs, and products. The system should dbe easy to
access (l1ike s hotline and/or a catalog of brief descriptions and
contact information). The information available through the system
should dbe screened (if not formally validated), and should always be
current, and easy to translate into practice elsewhere.

Coordination and Collaboration

Coordination and collaboration refers to the joint activities DPP unde
takes with other OSEP divisions, other OSERS offices, and other federal
agencies associasted with personnel preparation. Some of these activities have
already bdeen mentioned in the above summaries of DPP inputs into federal
program implementation.

Findings. Historically, federal agencies have had less than spectacular
success in implementing truly productive or mutually satisfying and beneficisl
joint arrangements for planning and implementing activities. Members of DPP's
staff comment on the boxes and boundaries within and without the division thst
prevent integrated programs from being established at both the federal level
and in the field. Within OSERS, for example, the needs of special education
arnd rehabilitation overlap, yet their representative units--OSEP and RSA--and
their respective activities remain separate and distinct. Projects in the
field, as snother example, may have to eliminate otherwise appropriste
elements, such as direct training, in order to "fit” within the boxes and
boundaries of competition areas (e.g., Special Project grants cannot emphasize
direct training). In short, boxes and boundaries nay enhance administrative
convenience, yet they may also disrupt the integrity of a program.



Coordination and collaboration between DPP and GCS presents the most
immediate and pressing problems for the smooth functioning of the Personnel
Preparation Program. Both units have experienced staffing changes and budget
cuts. GCS has undergone two major reorganizations recnatly, exacerbating
already present problems in serving DPP and the fleld efficiently and effec-
tively. DPP has undergone changes as well, but staff have been able to main~-
tain good relations with the field, as limited as they might be.

CSPD presents an opportunity for DPP, through coordination and collabora-
tion with DAS and professional organizations, to determine exactly what states
are doing and what they might be doing to better address CSPD. For the most
part, however, this potential for coordination has yet to be realized.

Constraints. Obstacles to interagency coordination and collaboration are
those typical of bureaucratic organizations: each agency operates under a
separate and distinct legal mandate and funding source, according to its own
administrative structure and norms, defending its own turf, and pursuing its
particular legislative and management objectives.

Recommendations. DPP stsff and field personnel, during interviews with
the study team, commented fregquently that the agencies concerned with personnel
preparation should be working together to foster communication and cooperation,
and to define their mutual roles. Recommendations for overcoming the con-

straints to coordination snd collaboration include:

Select for these efforts individuals who strongly desire to establish
cross-agency relationships and who by nature have the persirstence

and organizational development skills to make coordination work.

Establish formal ties and structured interactions for purposes of
defining common objectives, for making strategic choices among
alternstive means, and for achieving these objectives.

Summary of Findings on Implementation
of Federal Program Inputs by DPP

The inputs that DPP is intended to make in implementing the Personnel
Prepuration Program sre occurring in various degrees. The grant award
process, to which DPP staff devote m~3t of their time, is generally occurring
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as intended. The mechanisms are in place, the processes and procedures that
have been used over the years have been distilled and improved successively,
and the formal guidelines for the process are adhered to. A major block to
the smooth operatica of the process is the time delay experienced by many
grantees in obtaining & formal written contract from GCSC.* This is particu-
larly detrimental to grantees' recruiiment of both faculty and students, which
has longer-term impact on the guality of the program.

The grant administration process (to keep track of grant activity) is

occurring but only in a “bare-bones” fashion. The structure of the management
system is in place and seems to be a relatively efficient one, but limitations
of budget and in number of personnel put DPP staff in a position of having to
rely primarily on faith that grant activities are occurring as intended. cCon-
tacts between DPP staff and grantees, while of adequate quality and utility,
are 100 infrequent to foster discussion of substantive issues that affect the
quality of grant projects. Contacts between GCS and grantees on budgetary
matters are often frustrating.

DPP leadership activities are occurring in varying degrees, with the most
emphasis placed on those related to the grant award process, e.g., consultation
with the field in planning priocities. The greatest potential for leadership
occurring would be in working with DAS to enhance states’ responsiveness to
CSPD requirements in state plans. As of FY86, resources were not available to
DPP for providing any substentive federal leadership through technical agsis-
tance and dissemination activities.

The potential for coordination and collaboration occurring between DPP
and other federal agencies concerned with personnel preparation is far grester
than the reality. Buresucratic norms are the most serious constraint, but
short-term fluctuations in priorities and the vagaries of federal program
funding also make it difficult to initiate coherent and stsble collaboration.

* The "grants negotiator” is the GCS contact for grantees.



IV. PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

Introduction

A second major purpose of the goal evaluation for the Persomnel Prepara-
tion Program was to determine the extent to which results are being achieved
(by grant projects in the study sample) that support the program goal and
objectives.

The goal evaluation methodology has implications for conclusions about
program performance. First was the decision to draw the sample from "live”
projects that had had time to stabilize and to implement the strategies of
interest to the goal evalustion. This necessarily restricted the study to
conclusions on prospective program performance, based on data that projects
were presently collecting and were likely to summarize in their final reports
(generally due at or soon after the end of 1986).

Second, project reviews in a goal evaluation rely on two major data
sources: initial and continuation applications ir grant files, and interviews
with project directors or principal investigators. 1In many cases, grant files
did not contain the latest continuation, so files were not a useful scurce of
information on program performance. Interviews with project directors did
yield substantial informstion on project objectives and accomplishments, and
the nature of supporting evidence that grantees were documenting.

Third, evaluation resources for this study did not permit data collection
from third parties, such as copsumers. Consumers would have included agencies
who subsequently utilize the personnel trained and the models or programs
developed through grant activities. They could have indicated the extent to
which thess products are meeting their ecritical needs, and are found to be
high-quality, useful, and effective.
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Within these caveats, the analysis of program performance was directed at

answering these questions:

To which federal objectives did projects perceive they were giving
most emphasis?

What results did projeccs claim they were achieving?
What evidence were they documenting to support their claims?

Were their accomplishments consistent with the ocutputs and outcomes
the federal program expects from projects? (Reference: The last
two columns of charts for competition areas in Appendix C.)

Would outcomes contribute to the three federsl program objectives
and to its ultimate goal? (Reference: The last two columns of the
logic model in Figure 1, Section I.)

Federal Objectives That Projects Emphasized

The relationships among program objectives, federal s:rategies, and major
types of grant activity were originally shown in Figure 2 (Section I).
According to that gross classification scheme, the Personnel! Preparation
Program expects support for its three objectives to come from certain clusters
of projects, indicated by cell entries. For example, most of the contridution
to the objective of producing more qualified personnel is expected to come
from projects in the competition areas in Cell I (Special Educators, Related
Services, Rural, Infant, Transition, snd Minority). In sggregste, projects in
Cells II and III (Leadership and Special Projects) are specifically expected
to contribute most to the objective of improving the quality of personnel; and
the objective of expanding system capazity is expected to receive most of its
support from projects in Cells IV and V (Regular Educators projects, SEA
projects, and Parent projects).

Associating particular clusters of projects with a particular program
objective risks conveying the incorrect impression that "quantity” and
"quality” are pursued in separate and distinct ways. On the cuntrary, the
Personnel Preparation Program strives for parity between quantity/quality.

For example, the part of the grant program that aims primarily at personnel
production ("quantity™”) also has "quality’” aspects:
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e technical review/evaluation procedures are meant to ensure that
only high-quality personnel preparation programs are funded; and

® to be funded, spplicants must provide assurances that proposed
programs meet recognized standards.

The part of the grant program with a primary emphasis on "quality” also
has "quantity” aspects:

e producing more personnel st doctoral and post-doctoral levels;

e producing models that sddrass unmet needs for preparing personnel
in particular specialty areas or for particular roles.

Figure 4 shows that from a project perspective, too, the drive toward
federal program objectives was broadly based for grantees in the study sample.
These grantees, too, perceived that they were contributing to more than one of
the three program objectives. Many reported that they were documenting results
that could de linked to two or all three of the objectives.

The remainder of this chapter summarizes project accomplishments and the

nature of supporting evidence to confirm or disconfirm progress toward fedaral

program objectives.

Outputs

Nature of Outputs and Outcomes

The charts for competition areas in Appendix C distinguish outputs from
outcomes by listing them in separste columns. Lists in the outputs columns of
these charts are more closely akin to processes or activities that occur in
the course of doing the projects. They typically mirror the statement of
project objectives in the first column of each chart. Outputs are the focus
of the present section.

In contrast, entries in the outcomes columns are more in the domain of
effects or impacts. Their wording suggests relevance to a particular (federal)
program objective. Outcomes are the focus of a later section in this chapter.
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* NOTE: The dotted boxes and arrows show the competition areas that are
expected to make the major contribution to each federal objective.
However, both the federal program and its grantees recognize that
the three objectives are inextricably related, and cannot be
pursued in separate and distinct ways.

Figure 4. Overview of Emphasis
on Federal Program Objectives
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Overview of Federal Expectations for Outputs

Charts for competition areas in Appendix C indicate outputs the federal
program expected for each competition area according to FY86 grant announce-
ments. (These charts, with the exception of the cliart for Transition projects,
originally appeared in the gosal evaluation's Program Documentation Report,

June 1986.)

Tuble 7 lists these outputs snd, under each one, indicates each competi-
tion area for which the output is specifically indicated by (1) the charts in
Appendix C, or (2) the locatlion of the competition area in one of the three
columns in Figure 2. For example, the Personnel Preparation Program expects
projects in all competition areas to develop and improve training and related
information (in the form of programs, models, materials) and to provide this
training and information directly in all but Special Projects (SPROJ). Another
predominant output is providing stipends, although only the seven conpetition
areas in Cells I and II are specifically expected to do this.

Findings

The nature and pattern of outputs that projects in the study sample
claimed to be achieving was generally consistent with federal expectations for

competition areas, and for cells.

For instance, dissemination of models and msterials is specifically
expected of Special Projects (SPROJ) and SEA Projects (SEA), and all or most
projects in these competition areas were documenting evidence to confirm such
activities. Similarly, all or most projects in competition areas that are
expected to develop programs/modelg/materials, to provide training and infor-
mation, and to offer stipends, were doing so.

Project~level data that grantees said they were documenting to support
the above four outputs were predominantly gquantitative or concrete:
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Numbers trained, certified, employed in needs area

Bumbers and content of communications, workshops
Print and sudiovisusl products, instruments

Course descriptions
Numbers, types, reach of dissemination activities

For all remaining outputs, supporting evidence is qualitative:

Opinions of trainees, their supervisors, project staffs, and
consultants about the quality, utility, strengths, and wesknesses of
models and materials

Self-reports (of project staff, participants in training programs)
of knowledge and competencies acquired, or behaviors changed

Self-reports (of project staff) of incorporating "best practices,”
identified in research literature, suggested by expert consultants,
or expected to be effective on the basis of earlier (pilot) efforts

To summarize, there appears to be good alignment between federal expecta—
tions and project outputs, and supporting evidence on the extent and nature of
these achievements. However, available quantitative evidence is likely to be
limited to production-type outputs, such as individuals trained, models and
mat~rials developed. Much softer data were reportedly being documented for
quality-type outputs, such ass models evaluated, competencies acquired, best
practices incorporated. The nature .f these ¢ ita suit the formative emphasis
of projects’ evaluations, which they conducted as part of developing and
refining their programs and models.

Outcomes

Outcomes are the effects or impacts on individuals and organizations of
training activities, model availability, and “doing the project.” Examples of
outcomes are the availability of more qualified personnel (including regular
educators); higher qunlity personnel; new or improved capacity for personnel
preparation, programming, and planning; interest in or implementation of
exemplary practices, models, programs.
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Table 7

Outputs Being Documented by Projects in the Goal Evaluation Sample

Number of Projects That Reportedly Have Supporting Evidence for This Result®

Cell 1 Cell I1{ Cell 111§ Cell IV {Cell V Tvzals by Cell 0:2;':11 Predominant Nature of Grantee's {(and TAPP's) Supporting Evidence ]
Type of Output Expecred** SPED REL RUR INF TRA MIN| LDR SPROJ | REG SEA| POP | 1 11 III IV v [(N=36)
P N9 N=5 N=5 N=3 N=5 N=3; N=b Ne7 | N=4t N=4 | ®=5 | N=30 N=6 N=7 N=8 Ne5 | N Quantitative Data Qualitative Data 4
e Individuals receive training, informa- j® Ns receiving training
tion for roles (includes regular edu- 9 > 5 3 5 3 6 4 4 5 30 6 8 5 49
cators, parents) ® Ns, content of communicacioms,
Specifically expected of: SPED, REL, workshops, on-site consultations
RUR, INF, TRA, MIN, LDR, REG, SEA, POP
» Programs, models, materials developed/ [® Print and audio-visual products,
Tevised 49 instxuments; lists of competen-
Specifically expected of: SPED, REL, 8 4 3 2 4 2 4 7 b 4 3 25 4 7 8 3 cies and training uvbjectives;
RUR, INF, TRA, MIN, LDR, SPROJ, SEA, course descriptions
POP
» Stipends attract strong candidates ® Ns, types who receive stipends Letters of recosmendation from
Specifically expected of: SPED, REL, e Student records of admissions previous employers, administra-
INF, TRA, MIN, LDR qualifications (for universit tors
RUR, ’ 9 s 5 3 & 3 6 29 6 35 program) 7
® Course grades and class stand-
ing of stipend recipients (for
university program)
® Ns of trainees stipends attract
whe would not enter program
without financial assistance.
» Best practices incorporated in pro- ®Self-reports of incorporating
grams, models 7 5 3 7 7 14 practices based on research liter-
Specifically expected of: 5SPROJ, ature, experts consulted, lessons
REG, SEA learned from earlier {pilot) efforts.
¢ Models and materials evaluated o ®0Opinions of trainees, their super~
ifically expected of: SPROJ visors, project staffs, and consult~
Specifically expected o 7 7 7 ants about quality, utility, strengths,
and wveaknesses of model, materials
» Models and materials disseminated ®Ns, types, and "reach” of model a
Specifically expected of: SPRDJ, 3 4 5 & ? dissemsination activities,
SBA consumers
’ i:::::::e p:or::»rgies addressed by . . ® Ns of requests for training Informal asseasments of need
Specifically expected of: SEA, REC 4 8 Literature review ’
» Competencies acquired as a result of ® Self-reports of kaowledge, compsten-
training s 5 0 s 9 cies acquired, behaviors changed
Specifically expected of: REG, POP ® Descriptions of parents’ interactions
with justice, health, and school
systens on behalf of their children

-

* In order for a project to be counted here, information obtained from the interviewee
must have indicated that the reported result was being systematically documented and

that supporting data were being collected or might be reported in final performance Competition Areas in Cells I - V:

Teporis. Cell I: Special Educators (SPED) Cell 11: Leadership (LDR)
Related Servi :
*% This list of "outputs” is consistent with the "outputs” column of the charts for each Rural (Ru:;'v ces (REL) Cell I11: Special Projccts (SPROJ)
competition area in Appendix C. They represent the federal program’s expectations of Infant (INF) Cell 1v: :;:“;‘ r Ed:cato;: (REG)
Projscts funded in FYB6. Transition (TRANS) Cell V: Paren:oé:;asiﬁut)m

Minority (MIN) Projects (POP)
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Charts for competition sreas in Appendix C indicate outcomes the Personnel
Preparation Program expected for each competition area, according to FY8¢
grant announcements. Table 8 lists these outcomes (second column) and shows
their logical relevance to the three federal ubjectives and to the ultimate
program goal.

Findings

The columns in the middle of Table 8 show the number of projects that
gsaid they were documenting supporting evidence for these outcomes. These
frequencies are presented by competition area, by cell, and for the program as
8 whole. The purpose of this arrangement is to provide a picture that will de
useful to federal program managers, who will not only be interested in results
for the program as a whole, but also for units and subunits of the progranm
(cells and competition areas).

If it were possible to lay Table 8, Figure 3 (Section III), and Figure 4
side by side and to consider cne competition area at a time, and one cell at a
time, the following pictu-e should emerge:

Projects in competition areas (and cells) that are expected to make
the rost contribution to s given program objective, as a result of
the strategy(ies) they are expected to emphasize, reported outcomes
with supporting evidence that were consistent with these expecta-
tions.

In addition, support for federal program objectives came from
projects in other competition aress.

Having said that, what does Table 8 tell us sbout the nature of outcomes
and evidence the study sample claimed to have to support the three federal
program objectives?




Obiective 1. Forty-four projects representing nine competition areas (in
Cells I, II, and IV) reported that they have quantitative data to show that
their activities and strategies have produced more qualified personnel.* 1In
addition, many projects were documenting numbers of program graduates actually
employed in the speclalty areas for which they received training, and some
were documenting retention data.

Objective 2. Eighteen projects representing four competition areas (in
Cells II, III, and IV) claimed to have improved the quality of personnel
trained through applying model training approsches, or through doctoral or
postdoctoral programs. They had only subjective or qualitative data on these
outcomes, and no objective data on the quality of training or models. Examples
of supporting evidence were:

Subjective judgments or ratings of trainees' competency levels as a
result of training (includes course grades and reports from super-
visors of practicum experiences)

Informal feedback (from participants and their supervisors) confirm-
ing improved performance of individusls trained according to model

Te six projects in Cell II (Leadership) claimed to have increased the
number of doctoral-level personnel qualified to train teacher trainers, do
research, and sdminister programs (i.e., qualified to lead the field of per-
sonnel preparation). The data they claimed to be documenting to support this
outcome included:

Numbers of graduates (doctoral, postdoctoral)

Numbers of gradustes employed as "leadership™ personnel

* Projects must now report annually to the Personnel Preparation Program: the
number of individuals trained under the grant, by category of training and
level of training; and the number of individusls trained under the grant who
receive degrees and certification, by category and level of training.
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Outcomes Being Documented by Projects in the Goal Evaluation Sample
that Contribute to the Federal FTrogram Goal and Objectives

Number of Projects That Reportedly Have Supporting Evidence for This Resul:®

Table B

Cell ! Cell 11} Ced 111| Cell IV jceil v Totals by Ceil Overall Pradoainant Rature of Crautee's (and TAPP's) Supporting Evidence
Federal Goa} and OMsctives Related Project Outcoses®® | SPED REL KuR INF TRA win| LoA | SPRor | mec seafl pop b1 aroamomw &8 Soporvine Tv
N=g §=S Ke§ N=] Ne5 Ns] ] Neb Ne? Neb_ Ned | yu§ Jyw3) Ne§ N7 N N Qusntitative Rata Qualitarive Data
tncressed guastity of Qualified ' a6 0 s 8 4 I

e Objective 1t To produce ’"“‘::1 quastity of gualified 9 5 5 3 3% 3 & * ® Na/types/iavals of parscansl
more gual ified persounel to trained and carcified in
sarve children and youth specialcy or oeeds area
vho IN":::“!WM ® Ng of ’mr::‘ sTaduates actually

Specifically sxpected exploysd and recained ia special-
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Objective 3. Forty-three projects, representing all competition areas,
claimed to be achieving outcomes that were relsvant to expanding system

capacity for personnel development (all levels). Frequencies in Table 8
suggest that the most prevalent of these outcomes included:

New or improved collaborative or cross-discipline relationships that
increase the likelihood of further joint personnel preparation
activity, programming, or decision making

New, permanent, local capacity for personnel preparation as a result
of project activity

Serious interest in projects' products (models or programs) across a
broad array of potential consumers

Commitments of nonfederal support to help promote or expand demon-—
stration and dissemination of models, programs

These projects said they were documenting guantitative data to support
most of their claims. However, this information is likely to be imbedded in a
descriptive narrative in their final reports, rather than in a format that
would make it easy to extract and aggregate across projects and competition

areas.

The ultimate goal: Nearly half of the projects in (Cells I, II, III, and
Iv) planned to report qualitative data to support their claims of:

Inproved educational or social attainments of children and youth who
are handicapped

Improved quantity and quality of services to handicapped children
and youth (from participants who complete training)

One project in Cell IV (in the Regular Educators competition area) plan-
ned to collezt quantitative data that he expected would show 8 reduction in
the frequency with which classroom teachers referred students for special
education services. (This project has developed 8 program in which regular
educators and special education personnel jointly develop instructional stra-
tegies for teaching learning disabled students in regular ¢lassrcoms. The
classroom teachers "commit” to trying these instructional alternatives first,
before resorting to referral for special ®ducation services, and building
administrators "commit” to ensuring that they do.)
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Summary of Findings op Proxram Performance

Nearly 80% of the study sample (44 projects in 9 competition areas)
claimed to be achieving outcomes and to have supporting evidence for the
objective of "producing more qualified personnel.” Over 30% (18 projects
in 4 competition aress) said they were achiewing outcomes associated with
the objective of "improving the quality of personnel trained.” Over 75%

(43 projects in all 11 competition areas) reported outcomes that represented

the third objective, "expanding system capacity.” MNMost prevalent were new or
improvec collaborative arrangements as a8 result of grant activity, claimed by
about 43% (24 projects in 9 competition areas).

Therefore, there appears to be broad support for federal program objec-
tives from results that grantees in the study sample were trying to achieve.
This suggests that the prospects for satisfactory program performance are
positive.

However, it is likely that the ounly gquantitative data availabdle in
summary form will be relevant to producing more qQualified personnel and more
"leadership” personnel. The data to support the objective of "improving the
quality of personnel trained” will be quite soft, and quantitative data to
support the "system capacity” objective, though impressive, will probably not
be provided in a form that makes it economical to aggregate.

Finally, there was a surprising amount of interest among grantees in
tracking ultimate benefits for handicapped students, given the impossibility
of conclusively demonstrating that these benefits are attributable (directly)
to personnel preparation programs. Nearly hslf of the projects in the study
sample claimed to have information on improved-service delivery to, or improved
attainments of, handicapped students who were subsequently served by project
participants.
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V. PROGRAM PLAUSIBILITY

Introduction

This step in the goal evaluation asks the question:

"Ig it reasonable to expect the Personnel Preparation Program to
achieve its objectives, given the federal strategles that have been
adopted, and the extent to which they are being supported by the
program and implemented through grant activities that are actually
operating in the field?”

This question reflects what the tum, »plausibility,” means in the context
of a goal evaluation, and the nsture of judgments that the evaluator makes .
An objective is plausidble if there is some likelihood that program activities
and strategies will achieve progress toward the objective. To judge an objec-
tive as plausible would be to claim that if the program continued to operate
as observed, the objective would or could be attained. Saying that an objec-
tive was implausible would be to assert that, for various reasons (which the
evaluator makes explicit), the program operations or conditions observed do
not support attainment of the objective. These reasons could include such
factors as the failure of activities or strategies supporting the objective to
occur as planned.

Procedure

Making these judgments requires estimating the extent to which the inputs,
processes, and assumptions represented in the program logic model are occurring
or can occur at a level of performance that justifies expectations about the
Personnel Prepsration Program's ability to achieve its objectives.

Much of the information needed for the plausiblity analysis is in
Section III (Progi . Implementatio.):

Findings on the extent to which processes and inputs sre being
implemented (i.e,, strategies, project and federal program
activities)
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Conclusions about the congruity or incongruity bdbetween expected and
actual emphases on federal strategies through major kinds of grant
activity.

Information in Section IV (Program Performance) is also relevant:

The nature of results grantees claimed to be achieving, and the
extent to which these results appear to support Personnel
Preparation Program objectives

All of this information must now be reexamined in making judgments about
program plausibility.

The analysis addresses these questions for each of the three program
objectives:

To what extent were federal strategies being implemented through
project activities? (Ref: Section IXI)

To what extent were projects’ objectives and accomplishments
congruent with federal program goals and assumptions? (Ref:
Section IV)

To what extent does evidence of these accomplishments exist?
{Ref: Section IV)

Methodological Reminders

The goal evaluation examines strategies as they operated through FYB6.
This also establishes the time boundary for the plausibility analysis. wWhile
it is conceivable that changes from FYB6 to FY87 have implications for program
plausibility in the future, the present analysis must necessarily be restric-
ted to the data base for the goal evaluation.

It is not within the scope of a goal evaluation to collect primary dats
on project accomplishments, to capture all relevant perspectives, or to verify
secondary data conclusively. The study team relies on readily available writ-
ten or verbal reports of results and, to an even grester extent, on interviews
with principal investigators or project directors--who are certainly not
disinterested observers. Even though this study team conducted interviews on
8 confidential dbasis, and most interviewees were candid ("This is off the
record. . ."), it is certainly possiple that some relevant information is
fugitive.
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The goal evaluation sample is small in proportion to the size of the
program, slthough it is representutive of the dbroad array of Personnel Prepa-
ration Program grant activities and six of the eleven subsamples constituted
between 25% and 37% of their sampling pools. Another compensating advantage
for a program analysis of this type 1s that data collection emphasizes depth,
especlally in the areas that will inform a plausibility analysis.

Finslly, goal evaluations do not examine prog.am management procedures
per se. However, it is legitimate (and necessary) to determin» if intended
major program inputs are occurring at a level that supports program objectlive
and federal strategies that are implemented to attain the objectives. This
information, too, is part of the database for the plausibility analysis.

Organization of Presentation

The plausibility analysis for each program objective is divided into
three sections: (1) analysis; (2) constraints and unresolved issues; and (3)
summary. The analysis addresses the three questions (above) that are at the
heart of a plausibility analysis. The list of constraints and unresolved
issues includes a variety of perspectives: grantees; DPP, OSEP, and OSERS
staff; Personnel Preparation Program constituencies in the field; and
literature reviewed in the course of the gosl evaluation. Some of these
issues were mentioned in the Program Documentation Report for the goal
evalustion. They reemerge here because they affect strategies as they
currently operate, and because they could affect the future plausibility
of program objectives.

Plausibility of Objective 1

This federal objective is "to produce more qualified personnel to serve

handicapped children and youth.”

Judgment: At face value, Objective 1 is plausible,
as it is presently stated.
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Analysis

As of FYB6, there were six competitions directed at filling shortages and
targeting for critical areas of need: Special Educators, Related Services,
Rural, Infant, Transition, and Minority.

Section III documented that all projects in these six competition areas
appeaced to be implementing the strategies and activities that the Personnel
Preparation Program expects are important for achieving Objective 1. They
said that they were documenting numbers and qualifications of recruits, and
several said that they had retention data. Their propossls yresented ronvine-
ing statements of critical needs that incorporated or cited a variety of
appropriste sources, and comments of peer review panelists were particularly
complimentary on this aspect of grant applications.

Section IV indicated that the training program: and materials that these
projects subsequently developed, and the training they provided, were directed
at the needs they proposed to address, and appesred to be quite consistent
with the focus of the competition areas under which they were funded. Project
level data reportedly includea umbers trained and certified, by specialty
area and/or degree level, and numbers of training "graduates” who enter the
roles for which they were traited. (WitP the exception of Leadership projects,
grantees did not systematical y collect data to show whether graduates of
training progrsins remained in careers in special education.) In summsry,

these data supported outputs and outcomes that the federal program expects of
these types of projects.

The above picture also holds for additional subsamples (1) that imple-
mented these two federal strategies, and/or (2) whose major grant activity was
"program development, improvement, and support (including stipends), even
though Objective 1 was not necessarily their primary emphasis. For example,
all projects in all other competitlon areas in the study sample claimed to be
targeting critical needs, and all but one of the projects in the Lesdership
subsample emphasized recruitment. They all claimed to have quantitative data
like that noted above for other subsamples.

-88-

113



>

Constraints and Unresolved Issues

The lists of constraints and issues below pertain, in turn, to
Strategy 1, Strategy 2, and Objective 1.

Strategy 1. Recruitment and Retention

Stipend allowances are not always 8 sufficient incentive for
qualified candidates with financially attractive options. This was
especially true for strong minority candidates, who appear to have
many optlons.

For projects in the Leadership competition area, high tuition and
selectivity constrained how many candidates doctorsal and post-
doctoral programs could recruit.

The methodological difficulties and costs of longitudinal surveys
make it unlikely that grantees will ever be a feasible source of
reliable data on whether those who prepare for and enter careers in
special educatlon remain in these careers.

Strategy 2. Targxeting Critical Needs Areas

The intransigent problem of what constitutes a shortage, how to
identify it, and how to focus resources on relieving it is far from
being resolved (or completely understood).

while the larger strategic issues in targeting critical needs areas
are receiving varying amounts of attention from OSEP, OSERS, and
agencies outside OSERS, such as OPBE and the Center for Statistics,
DPP has not yet assumed a significant role, or developed a long-range
plan for sharing in the problem’s resolution. (The FY86 amendments
establish a national clearinghouse whose responsibilities include
collecting data on needs. If DPP can influence or shape data
collection so that it includes more than "teacher counts,” that
refresents an opportunity to make some headway.)

No satisfactory system or mechanism is functioning well enough at
present to provide a baseline against which to evaluate grantees’
documentation of critical needs areas in initial and continuation
applications.

CSPD information and states’ annusl counts are least useful for
document ing needs for highly specific personnel specialities, and
for pro,ects serving regional and natlonal interests or needs (such
as those submlitted under the Leadership competition).
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There are no central data bases relevant to preparing personnel to
serve handicapped individuals in out-of-school settings (e.g.,
hospitals).

Uncompetillve salaries and unappealing geographical location are two
problemns (not amenable to training program interventions) in target-
ing critical needs areas.

Because of critical shortages, uncertified teachers are hired, and
this reduces the incentive for potentisl trainees to enter certifi-
cation programs.

Objective 1:

Grantees observed that it takes a long time for individuals who
receive training in model practices to develop "working power”
(competence) at a level necessary for a meaningful head count of
qualified personnel. It also takes time to be qualified for
providing effective training to others.

No universal standard exists to suggest what "qualified” means.
State certification requirements vary widely. Grantees' data on
competencies demonstrated as a result of training were also weak,
relying heavily on subjective assessments of trainees® performance
by their teachers, practicum supervisors, and employers.

Grantees took issue with being associated (in federal program logic)
with personnel production. They counted among their most significant
accomplishments having been able to win commitments and engineer
changes in their institutionsl contexts that would continue the pro-
grams they had established. Such improved capacity, these grantees
reasoned, will eventually enable the system to meet its needs for
(sufficient numbers of) qualified personnel.

Summary

This analysis concludes that:

There is quantitative data that can be aggregated to indicate the
numbers trained, for what specialty areas, and at what degree
levels.* Grantees also have data on numbers employed in roles for
which they were trained. All of this information will provide
support for the "personnel production” aspect of Objective 1.

* Projects must report annually to the Personnel Preparation Program: the number
of individuals trained under the grant, by category of trsining and level of
training; and the number of individusls trained inder the grant who receive
degrees and certification, by category and levei of training. Grantees enter
the data on a form that DPP refers to (in-house) as "the 98-199 form,™ because
the amendments to the Education of the Hendicapped Act in this public law
authorized such data collection for the first time from Personnel Preparation
Program projects.
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According to the statutory language, “qualifisd” means that the person

who completes training also meets state requirements or professionally

recognized standards for a certificate or degree. Thus, grantees’ dats
on the numbers who earn certificates or degrees in speclalty arvas will
provide support for the gualified portion of Objective 1.

Strategies 1 and 2, recruitment and retention and targetinx critical
, can be implemented as intended through program development,

improvement, and support grant activities.

There was a very close fit between (1) critical needs areas documented in
grantees' proposals and (2) programs and models they developed, or
training they delivered.

It would be difficult to convince individual grantees in the "personnel
production” competition aress (SPED, REL, RUR, INF, TRA, MIN) that the
primary importance of their projects was to increase the quantity of
qualified personnel. From their perspectives (project level), this
objective is s much more distal outcome, following from improved system

capacity.

Plausibility of Objective 2

This federal program objective is "to improve the quality of personnel
trained to serve handicapped children and youth.”

JuAgment: 1In the absence of objective assess-
ment, the plausibility of Objective 2 is neither
confirmed nor disconfirmed.

Analysis

According to the gross classification presented in Figure 2 and explained
in Section 1, there are two competitions directed primarily at improving the
quality of personnel prepsration: Special Projects and Leadership. These
grants support, respectively, (1) development of exemplary models for person-
nel preparation, and (2) preparation, at the doctoral and postdoctoral levels,
of individuals who will then go on to encourage the us® of state-of-the-art
methods in personnel preparation. The Personnel Preparation Program would
like to be sble to show that benefits of these grant activities address
ceritical needs for "leadership” personnel and for replicable, exportable
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training models and cost-effective approaches to personnel development (all
levels).

Section III concluded that projects in these two competition areas appesred
to be implementing strategies and activities that the Personnel Preparation
Program expects to bt their primary emphasis, and to de associated with the
secor3 objectlive:

All Special Projects in the study sample undertook activities that

included strong elements of model development, evaluation, and
dissemination (Strategy 3).

Leadership projects emphasized leadershi (Strategy 4),
through doctoral and postdoctoral programs they developed, improved,
or supported with grants from the Personnel Preparation Program.

Two important qualifications pertain to Strategy 3, as it was implemented
by projects in the study sample. First, model evaluation relied on expert
review and participant feedback, carried out in the context of the model’'s
developmental tryout; formal field tests did not occur. Second, model
digsemination emphasized one-way communication--getting information out to
target markets, and promoting model approaches through presentations at
conferences and workshops. Although a wide variety of potential adopters
expressed sericus interest in the model approaches, there was: little oppor-
tunity within 8 three-year grant period to provide them with implementation
assistance, nor was this expected to dbe an objective of such grants.

Section IV described the datas that Special Projects and Leadership
grantees said they were documenting of outputs and outcomes that contribute to
the quality objective. Their quantitative, objective data was reportedly
limited to production-type outputs:

(For Special Projects) numbers of models and materials developed,
target roles and levels, and the frequency, nature and reach of
dissemination activities

(For Leadership projects) numbers of doctoral and postdoctoral
graduates, numbers of graduates amployed as "leadership” personnelx

X The definition of "leadership” roles varies, as does the availability of
such opportunities for new Ph.Ds.
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No objective data are likely to be available on the quality of models,
the quality of training, or improved quality of personnel trained through (1)
applying model training approaches or through (2) doctoral or postdoctoral
programs. However, these are examples of the qualitative data they said they
were documenting: subjective judgments or ratings of competency levels that
trainees demonstrated during and upon completion of training (including course
grades and reports from supervisors of practicum experiences); and informal
feedback from participants and their supervisors confirming performance
improvements and desired changes in behaviors and attitudes of individuals
trained.

It was beyond the scope of grant projects to obtain data from consumers
of the models they developed and the personnel they trained. Such data could
indicate whether these products in fact do meet critical needs of the field,
and are found to be high-quality, useful, and effective.

Constraints and Unresolved Issues

The lists of constraints and issues below pertain, in turn, to Strategy 3,

Strategy 4, and Objective 2.

Strategy 3. Model Development, Evaluation, Dissemination

Grant budgets and timelines are not sufficient for carefully testing
models, or for distributing them and providing implementation
assistance on a large scale.

Federal program resources have not been used to fill this gap,
except selectively. For example, funds were added to a grant that
developed a training system for infant service providers, to enable
the model developer to do a workshop for all Personnel Preparatlon
Program grantees with “infant” projects.

Strate . r

Budget reductions at institutions of higher education, combined with
the relatively high cost of doctoral programs and limited availabil-
ity of stipends to attract well qualified full-time doctorsl stu-
dents, threaten the quality of future leadership for the field of
personnel preparation. This dilemma results from economic condi-
tions that the Personnel Preparation Program cannot affect.
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Opportunities for new Ph.Ds to assume leadership roles have been
limited to date, a situation that is not amenable to training
interventions.

Objective 2:

Quality-oriented intiatives have inherent measurement problems that
make it very difficult and costly for grantees to establish
rigorously the merit of their grani products (models, leadership
personnel). Not surprisingly, available quantitative, objective

data for adequately assessing accomplishment of this objective are
virtually nil.

Even qualitative data (e.g., subjective rssessments of demonstrated
competencies, of model quality, of behaviors acquired through
training that utilizes state-of-the-art practices) have not been
obtained from disinterested sources, especially consumers.X

Summarcy
This analysis concludes that:

Assumptions that these two federal strategies will lead to improved
practice and to improved quality of personnel are neither confirmed
nor disconfirmed on the basis of data available from the study sample.

As grant activities are presently focused, it is probabdly not

feasible to expect grantees to obtain data that would rigorously
support Objective 2.

Strategy 4, leadership development, can be implemented as intended
through doctoral and post-doctoral grant activities.

X By definition, a disinterested data source must be limited to individuals
who were not associated in any capacity with the grant project, because
otherwise their roles would compromise their absolute objectivity. To de
included in such a survey, consumers must actually have '‘purchased” the
services of the graduates of doctoral prograns, or "purchased” (and actually
implemented) models or materials that were developed and refined during
grant projects. By this definition, consumers exclude experts who were
involved in a model’s formative evaluation (developmental tryout), or

individuals who have roles in the programs whose graduates are being
evaluated.
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implemented to s lnlted extont wlthin a thrto—yolr grnnt. wlth most
of the effort going to model development, promoting awaceness of
these models, and exposing others to the models during their
developmental tryout.

There was a8 very good fit between models developed dy grantees and
the critical needs that they documented in their grant applications,
and there was evidence of seriocus interest among potential consumers.
Thus, the models have the potential for meeting critical needs.

As grant activities are presently focused, it is probably not

feasible to expect grantees to obtain data that would rigorously
support Objective 2

Plausibility of Objective 3

This federal objective is "to expand the capazity of the system for
personnel development.”

Judgment: Objective 3 is plausible.

Analysis

As of FY86, there were three "capacity-oriented” competitions: Regular
Educators, SEA Projects, and Parent projects. The first two competitions were
directed at stimulating improvements in the system’s ability to meet local,
state, and regional needs for trained and certified personnel, and for regular
educators qualified to educate handicapped children and youth in least restric-
tive environments. Parent projects were to provide training, technical assis-
tance, and information to parents to help them influence the system to develop
and exercise its capacity to meet the needs of their handicapped children.

Section III documented that all projects in these three competition areas
appeared to be implementing the strategies and activities that the Personnel
Preparation Program expects are important for achieving Objective 3. Overall,
they developed programs and provided technical assistance, information, and
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training that emphasized collaborative planning and intervention on behalf of
handicepped children, and permanent local or statewide training capacity to
stimulate replication of their models and approaches.

Sectlions IIXI and IV indicated that these projects said they were docu-
menting quantitative data on the number and nature of thel~ information
exchanges, training events, and technical assistance sessions; the number and
nature of perent and personnel preparation programs they developed; the
number, nature, and reach of their dissemination efforts; and the number and
location of individuals, agencies, and groups who express serious interest in
the training approeches they have developed. To some extent, these projects
were documenting new collaborative or cross-discipline planning mechanisms;
new, permanent, local capacity for personnel preparation; and commitments of
non-federal support for model demonstration and dissemination.

It is significant that some projects in every one of the additional eight
competition areas also claimed to have evidence of stimulating system improve-
ments. In fact, in every case where a grantee could point to supporting data
for having brought about or contributed to such improvements, they counted
these accomplishments among the most important results of their grant projects,
even if they were not in competition areas that were expected to contribute to
Objectlive 3,

Constraints and Unresolved Issues

The lists of constraints and issues dbelow pertain, in turn, to Strategy 6,
Strategy 7, and Objective 3.

Strategy 6. Parent Organization Projects

Having only one POP grant in each state makes it impossible to meet
needs of parents in large or populous states.

A persistent implementation problem has deen reaching minority and
rural parents.

Grantees' opinions differed on whether their objective should b to
train trainers of parents, or to train parents directly. The latter
requires an individualized approach, and is therefore more expensive.
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Time, money, and institutional inertia were the major constraints for
bringing about system improvements: time to acquire the proficlency
required of s "master” trasiner who teaches others to replicate model
practices; intense competition for states’ special education funds;
and resistance to changing established organizational bdehavior and
structure.

Objective 3:

The Personnel Preparation Program presently lacks a composite picture
(synthesized from a variety of sources) to use as a basis for deci-
sions to maintain or to expand system capacity through the grant
process. Without this information, it is quite conceivable to curtail
system capacity unwittingly, as is the case when a decision not to
support a grant disables a state from taking the next logical step in
improving its personnel development program, or from undertaking
activities that would otherwise take many more years to accomplish,
given other state priorities and limited resources.

Summary

This analysis concludes that:

Strategies 6 and 7, parent organization projects and system improve-
ments, can be implemented as intended through grant activitles that

are associated with Objective 3.

Data are available to indicate the number and nature of a wide
variety of system improvements (including those involving parents
and parent organizations). However, muchk of this information is
likely to be threaded through narrative sections of grantees' final
reports, making it difficult to extract and aggregate.

There was a very close fit among (1) critical needs areas documented
in grant applications; (2) the programs, models, materials, and
approaches that grantees developed; and (3) the training and assis-
tance they delivered.
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ndings P sibility

This section closes with the observation that none of the program objec-
tives wes strictly implausible. MNoreover, support for these odbjectives through
grant activitles among projects in the study sample was much broader based than
might be assumed from the primary emphases portrayed in Fi 're 2. Crant proj-
ects implemented strategies and pursued ubjectives in addition to those expected
to be their primary emphasis. (This is no surprise to DPP staff or to the work
group, who intended Figure 2 to provide a gross classification, useful for
focusing data collection and asnslysis in the goal evaluation, and for indicating
the program’s overall strategic plan.)



VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

Section I of this report described prorram logic through figures and text
that explained the federal strategies being implemen*ed through the grant
program to reach program objectives, and assumptions about how these actions
are expected tu contridbute to these objectives.

Sections III and IV analyzed information from 56 project reviews ss a
basis for assessing the validity of the logic and assumptions underlying the
Personnel Preparation Program (as it operated in FY86), and for judging the
extent to which the strategies are being implemented and results are deing
achieved that support federal program objectives.

Section V reexamined this information to draw conclusions about the
reasonableness of expecting the Personnel Preparation Program to achieve its
stated objectives if strategies continue to operate as observed in the study
sample, with similar results and supporting data.

The generally positive findings in the preceding chapters support the

conclusions that follow, but also indicate areas that could profit from
further examination.
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Project Results Support Program Objectives

All projects in the sample were judged to be (1) implementing the federal
strategies that were expected to be their primary emphasis and, in addition,
(2) one or more of the strategies associsted with other program objectives
(and competition foci). Overall, the nature of quantitative and qualitative
evidence of grantees' activities and accomplishments, provided elsewhere in
this report, indicates a good fit with federal expectations and with program

objectives.

Therefore, prospects are positive that the Personnel Preparation Program,
by pursuing federal strategies through its grant programs, can make progress
toward increasing the number of qualified personnel to serve handicapped
children and vouth, improving their quality, and expsnding the capacity of the
system for personnel development.

Many Project Results Are Well Documented

Nearly 80% of the study sample (representing nine competition areas)
claimed to be achieving outcomes, backed up with quantitative data, that
pertain to the first program objective, "to produce more qualified personnel.”
The most readily available data included: numbers of individuals recruited,
trained, and graduated (by level and specialty); number of program graduates
who subsequently enter careers in special education in roles and areas for
which they were trained; number and nature of grantees’ training, technical
assistance, and dissemination sctivities; and the number and nature of the
models snd materials Lhey developed.

% Section II described the goal evaluation methodology, and Sections IV and V
reiterated its implications for interpreting findings and conclusions.
These cavests are not repeated here.
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Over 30% of the study sample (representing four competition areas)
reported outcomes and claimed to have data to support the second progam
objective, "to improve the quality of personnel trained.”™ These data,
however, are subjective and qualitative. For example, data that grantees in
the study sample were documenting on model quality, improved competence, and
use of state-of-the-art practice in personnel preparation consisted mostly of
subjective assessments of "experts,” of project staffs (who may both design
and implement the model during its developmental tryout), and of participants’
instructors or supervisors. Although soft, such date served the formative
evaluation nzeds of these model and program development projects very well.
Moreover, as these three-year grant activities presently operate, it may not
be feasidble to expect grantees to obtain data that would rigorously support
this federal program objective. (See last conclusion dbelow.)

More than 75% of the study sample (representing all eleven competition
aress) reported outcomes that constituted a wide variety of system improvements
which would support the third program objective, "to expand the capacity bdf
the system for personnel development.” However, these data will probably not
be reported in a form that makes it feasible for federal program staff to

extract and aggregate.

The above types of information address information needs of the Personnel
Preparation Program, OSERS, and others interviewed in the course of the goal
evaluation, if aggregated and summarized for competition sreas, and for major
types of grant activity.

Program Logic d As ions Are Valid

In the type of snalysis characteristic of a goal evaluation, judgments of
the validity of program logic and sssumptions, and of the plausibility of .
program objectives, are based on evidence of “congruence,” rather than by
testing cause-effect linkages. In this case, the evidence presented in
Sections III, IV, and V shows that (1) there is very good consistency betw-en

expec. 1 and reported emphases on federal strategies through major kinds of
grant ac ivity, and (2) the results and corroborating data that grantees’
claimed to have will support Personnel Preparation Program objectives. In
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short, no major incongruities with the ligic model or the assumptions are
apparent.

One aspect of these findings requires clarification. Figures and text in
earlier chapters showed that the most mileage toward objectives was expected
to come from certain clusters of Projects, dbut explained that this gross
classification was not meant to suggest an exclusive emphasis on a particular
s:rategy or objective. In fact, the Personnel Preparation Program expects
that individual projects may implement strategies and pursue program objec-
tives in addition to those expected to be their primary emphasis.

This was the case for the 56 projects in the study sample, which suggests
that support for Personnel Preparation Program objectives 1s broadly based.
Such broad support also suggests that the processes and outcomes represented
in the logic model, and elaborated in the assumptions, can occur at a level of
performance that jus’ :.,/les expectations about the Personnel Preparation
Program’s ability to achieve its objectives.

Model Development. Evaluation. sand Dissemination
Presently Can Be Implemented Only To A Limited EBxtent

The reality is that this strategy can be implemented only to a limited
extent within a three-year grant, with most of the effort going to model
development, promoting awareness of the model, and distributing information
about it to potentlal users during its developmental tryout. Although a wide
variety of potential users expressed serious interest in :he model approaches
that were developed by grantees in the study sample, there was little oppor-
tunity within the grant period to provide them with implementation assistsnce.
Formal testing of models (and new programs) by projects in the study sample
was riot the norm, nor was objectively assessing whether these improved
approaches led 10 improved practice.



Recommendations*

There are two sets of recommendations here. Both follow from the findings
and conclusions of the goal svaluation. The first set suggests actions that
the federsl program mansgers can take now to fill information gaps and improve
program functioning. The second sei suggests candidate topics that could be
examined further in the strategv evaluation phase.

1. Utilize readily available 4dsts to address critical information
aeds & D! pmes o e Personnel Preparation Program.

Beclier in the goal evaluation, the Program Documentation Report pointed
out that fedsral-level steff want quantitative data about what is being pro-
duced through grants from the Personnel Preparation Program. The goal evalua-
tion concluded that cuantitative data relevant to most of these informstion
needs is readily available.

The most readily avsilable quantitative data in summary form is what
grantees must report once a year on the Annual Performance Report, nicknamed
*+he 98-199 form” by program steff. Duca on the 98-199 form would meet
i~formstion neads about numbers of individuals trained, receiving degrees, and
cortified through grants from the program, by category and level of training.

In addition, nurbers of individuals recru.tzd, anJd numbers who then are
employed in roles for which they were trainsd, sre data that grantees in the
study cample said they would include in the r finsl reports. This information
can be aggregated and summarized (for all grantees) to fill additional infor-
mation gaps tha: the goal evaluation noted.

In the same fashion, information in grantees’ final performance reports
can be aggregated to indicate numbers of training models developed, for what
content areas, for what target roles and levels, and the nature and reach of
dissemination sctivities to interest others in implementing the models.

* Recommendations for improving “"federal program inputs by DPP” were presented
earlier and are not repeated here. See Section III, pages 56 (grant award
process), 61 (grant administration), 64 (DPP leadership), and 68 (coordins-
tion and collaboration).
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Three important informstion xaps remain that the Personnel Preparation
Program should fill: (1) the adsence of rigorous data on the quality and
effectiveness of model programs that grantees develop; (2) data to meet
information needs of the "Leadership” competition area; and (3) empirical
evidence from a user's perspective that the personnel trained and the models
produced by grartees are high-quality and meet identified needs for such
products. Some of these information gaps could be sddressed during the
strategy evaluation phase (see Candidate Topics for the Strategy Evaluation).

2. Redefine the current strategy (and outcomes expected) for three-
ear el deve t, evaluation d dis na t
projects.

The goal evsluation concluded that within a three-year grant period,
models (and newly developed programs) can be subjected to expert peer review
and developmental tryout and revised accordingly, but may or may not be in a
format suitable for field testing. Grantees can document outputs and outcomes
indicated for model and program development grants, but within the limitations
noted for the study sample. (See Tables 7 and 8 in Section IV.)

Given the much more prominent emphasis on "models” in the FY87 announce-
ment for Personnel Preparation Program grants (e.g., even for those program
development, improvement, and support activities that historically have focused
on personnel production), define acceptable quality-control procedures for
developing new programs or improving existing ones, and for putting them in an
exportable form. Then, provide this information to grantees, and support
related technical assistance. (Parent projects may also perceive themselves
as "model developers,” and so would also benefit from this clarification and
support through the TAPP contract.)

Second, if the best of these products are to have broad impact, the
Personnel Preparation Program needs to taske these additional steps.

e Support independent field-tests of models that appear to have
broad significance for the field of personnel preparation.

® Package validated models in exportable formats.
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e Provide adopters with the assistance they need to implement the
models successfully.

e Provide leadership by developing and implementing a suitabdle
gystem for sharing these promising models and practices.

Information that would be needed to plan these steps could be developed
during the next phase of the evaluation (see Candidate Topics for the Strategy
Evaluation).

3. BExtend grantees' efforts to promote system improvements.

In FY86, grant announcements for only three of the competition areas
directly encouraged grantees to promote system improvements (SEA Projects,
Regular Educators, and Parent Organization Projects). Yet over three-fourths
of the study sample (43 projects) said they had brought about system improve-
ments (Strategy 7), and some of these improvements achieved a permanence during
a8 three-year grant that contributed to institutionslization (Strategy 8).

Every possible plece of the larger system for personnel preparation
seemed to be represented in the array of institutionsl contexts for these
projects. In describing their efforts, this diverse sssortment of grantees
said that such improvements were among the most important accomplishments of
their federally funded grants, even if these fundamental changes were

spinoffs, or byproducts of their projects.

Civen grantees’ broad commitment and ability to stimulate system change,
the Personnel Preparation Program should consider additional ways of encourag-
ing snd assisting them to do so. For example, require the grant applicant to
indicate how proposed activities address each of several federal stratexies in
a way that engages and serves different pieces of the system for personnel
preparation: at the grantee’s institution, and in the state and region that

the institution serves.

A second recommendation is to take steps to define and pursue a systemic

approach to managing all aspects of the Personnel Preparation Program. This
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means considering the system when selecting priorities for competition,
focusing competitions, defining technical review and evaluation processes for
gri.nt spplications, and so forth.

4. Reexamine resource allocations for parent organization projects.

Funds allocated for the Parent competition are presently used to
establish some grant activity in every stete. In making this decision,
federal program mansgers welghed the expected benefits of "getting something
going in each state™ with the obvious negatives: low visibility: and the
impossibility of identifying and reaching a large number of parents, or of
addressing comprehensively their needs for information snd technical assis-

tance.

The study team's recommendation is to obtsin information from the techni-
cal assistance contractor (TAPP) on difficulties grantees.experience in tcying
to achieve project objectives given present resource allocations. Then, if
the decision is to continue with the present allocation scheme, address the
difficulties through the TAPP contract or some other mechanism.

Candidate Topics for the Strategy Evaluation

A strategy evaluation is the second stage of the two-stage evaluation
approach being used to review the discretlionary programs under the Education

of the Handicapped Act. The primary objective of the strategy evaluation will
be to develop focused information on a particular program strategy that will

respord t> the needs of OSEP management and staff, and that will identify ways
of improving the strategy.

The mechanism is a flexible one, and may include: exploration of issues
identified during the goal evaluation stage; exploration of alternative
strategies to those currently employed for the program; and development of
additional information to fill information gaps identified during the goal
evaluation. The findings from the gosl evaluation suggest that any one of the
following topics would be good candidates for the Personnel Preparation
Program strategy evaluation phase.
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Targeting critical needs (Stratexy 2). The new (1986) amendments add
langusge on "projucted” needs to existing langusge on directing Personnel
Preparation Program resources to meet shortages of personnel (all levels).

OMB continues to push the program for information to demonstrate that its
training grants are producing personnel to meet shortages. OSERS/OSEP want to
see comprehensive planning for personnel development (and its products,
states’' CSPD plans) achieve full potential s> that states can be expected to
focus efforts on meeting their acknowledged needs and priorities for personnel
development.

Thus, pressures sre increasing for visibly and proactively managing the
program to meet shortages. Based on information produced by the goal
evaluation, requiring grantees to document shortages in their proposals as
justification for funding their activities may be viewed as inadequate and
unresponsive.

Developing an independent source of reliable information on critlcal
shortages (current and projected) is undoubtedly beyond any single OSEP
division's capacity or responsibility. Nevertheless, a strategy evaluation
could develop information to improve the federal program's understanding of
and ability to use data that can be collected to identify personnel shortages
in special educstion.

Recruit and retention (Strategky . At present, the Personnel
Preparation Program supports grantees' recruitment efforts by providing funds
for stipends. Grantees acknowledge that without stipends, they would not be
able to attract sufficient quantities of strong candidates for preparation as
special educators, related services, and leadership personnel. However
necessary, stipends are not a sufficient condition for effective recruitment,
and grantees in the study sample used a variety of non-monstary tactics to
attract, screen, and retain well-qualified and committed individu~ls to their
personnel preparation programs.

How can lessons learned from these (and other) recruitment efforts be
identified and communicated to grantees? A strategy evaluation could identify
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effective recruitment efforts in areas of nationally recognized critical
shortages, and for traditionally underrepresented groups.

What are implications of the national clearinghouse on recrultment and
employment opportunities (1986 amendments) for the Personnel Preparation
Program, its strategles, and its grant activitles?*® A strategy evaluation
could look at project-level and system-level elements of this strategy.

Leadership development (Strategy 4). No existing data system (including
CSPD) provides useful information for demonstrating that leadership develop-

ment is directed at producing doctoral-level personnel who will meet critical
needs in the field of personnel preparation, special education research and
program development, and so forth. To be useful for long-range planning,
these data should enadble federal program managers t. estimate current needs ss

well as needs in five years, ten years, etc.

More generally, the Chief of DPP's Leadership Branch indicated the need
for better data on what kinds of activities graduates actually carry out after
completing doctoral programs. Do they themselves go into teaching and into
the preparation of new personnel? Do they go into practice instead? Do they
actually conduct leadership activities directed at improving the quality of
programs and practices in the field?

The study team recommends that filling these information gaps be
considered when making choices for focusing strategy evaluation resources.

Model development, evaluation. and dissemination (Stratexy 3). One of
the recommendations at the beginning of this section was that the federal

program develop and implement a suitable gystem for sharing high—quality
personnel preparation models, materials, and other products that are developed
by its grantees.

* The new amendments (Section 310[c)) define clearinghouse activities that are
pertinent to Strategies 1, 2, 5, and 7.
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If this recomiendstion is to be implemented, information could be
developed through the strategy evaluatlion that would identify important
elements of & sound diffusion plan. For example, the strategy evaluation
could answer these questions:

e What federal strategies might be implemented to select the
dbest of these models and programs for formal evaluatioa?

For broad digsemination?

e What lessons can be learned from other federally-sponsored
efforts to identify, validate, and disseminate exemplary
practice? From the considerable federal experience in
funding and managing national demonstrations?

The next phase of the evalustion will examine one or more strategles
which seem to be most critical for achieving Personnel Preparation Program

objectives.

Of course, a strategy’'s "criticalness” is a matter of judgment, and must
take into account factors beyond those addressed by a goal evaluation. These
additional factors include changes in policies and plans that have shaped the
Personnel Preparation Program's strategic emphases in FY87, modificstions in
individual competition areas for FY87, changes in personnel at senior
management ievels in OSEP and DPP, and so forth.

The work group will consider the above factors and the findings, conclu-
sions, and recommendations in this report in exploring how the strategy evalu-
ation phase can be focused most profitably for program improvement.
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PROTOCOL FOR PROJECT REVIEWS
FOR THE GOAL EVALUATION OF THE PERSONNEL PREPARATION PROGRAM

Reviewers will follow this protocol, uring the instrument in
Appendix B, as closely astgossible in reviewing rojects. Each
project review will have ree steps, describe n detail below:

1. Determine sources of evidence and schedule data
collection.

2. Collect data.

3. Complete the project review instrument.

Determine Sources of Evidence and Schedule Data Collection

Every review will be based on several sources of evidence.
Where tweo or more sources of evidence cover the same topics, the more
recent sources will be given credence over older ones. Sources will
include:

® the initial program solicitation leading to the grant
award (e.g., FY 1984 grants announcement);

® initial and continuation proposals (e.g., FYs 1984,
1985, and 1986);

® technical review/evaluation and award documentation:

® progress reports and performance reviews, if
available:

® documentation of results of grant projects, e.g., data
on the previous year's accomplishments which are
appended to the beginning of a continuation proposal,
or which may be described in it;

® products or deliverables from the grant project;

® 60-minute telephone interview with the project
director (or principal investogator):;

® 3@-minute telephone interview with the DPP project
officer or other DPP staff member, whoever is most
knowledgeable about the project and the federal
"program inputs" that are related to the project and
its competition area:; and

® literature and other selected sources that are
relevant to the project or its competition area, to
its institutional or state context, or to presenting
findings of the goal evaluation for clusters of
federal strategies and grantee activities.
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The DPP project officer(s) will be alerted that the review is to
take place and asked to provide contact information and to assemble

all relevant materials.  The project officer and the reviewer will
also agree on a time for the DPP interview.

The letter at the end of this protocol will be mailed to the
director of each project to be reviewed, followed by a telephone call
to (a) confirm agreement to participate, (b) re-emphasize
confidentiality of information, and (c) schedule a telephone
interview.

Collect Data

Reviewers will study files for their assigned projects before
interviewing project directors or DPP project officers. Then they
will partially complete the instrument in Appendix B for each
project, based on these file reviews.

Interviews with project directors and DPP project cfficers have
ceveral purposes:

o to confirm selected information from file reviews;

o to explore in some depth the nature of grantee
activity and the implementation of federal strategies
through that activitys

o to identify major accomplishments and longer-term
outcomes of grantee activity; and

o to obtain the project director's and the DPP project
officer's perceptions of the (a) logic by which
grantee activity and federal strategies are intended
to further the objectives and ultimate goal of the
Personnel Preparation Program, and (D) opportunities
that exist for improving program plausibility and
per formance.

The instrument in Appendix B establishes the approximate

boundaries for the reviewer's inquiry, but does not propose a
standard set of questions. Instead, the probes and the examples of

evidentiary information suggested in the instrument are intended to
stimulate the reviewer to explore certain topics in depth, and to
ensure that the reviewer's notes provide a rich source of information
on which to base answers to questions that the goal evaluation must
address.

Because the instrument is designed for the reviewer (as

respondent), there are no separate instruments for interviews of the
project director and the DPP project officer.
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Complete the Pro’iact Review Instrument

The instrument contains a set of questions that will be answered

by the reviewer, based on the evidence available. Care will be taken
to ensure that the reviewer’'s responses:

© clearly distinguish between facts and inferences
from, or anaysis of, these facts;

© use footnotes, with the appropriate citation to a
specific document or interview to indicate the
sources of the information; and

© can be understood by a "cold" reader or analyst.

level of Effort

Each project review will require approximately nine (9) hours,
on the average. Reviewers will follow these guidelin2s in managing
their effort to complete the steps just described:

Determine sources of evidence and schedule
data collection ¢ ¢ o o ¢ v bt e e 4 s e s . .75 hr.

Collect data:

- Review files and other documents. . . . . 2.75 hrs.
- Interview project director. . . . . . . . 1.00 hr.
- Interview DPP project officer . . . . . . .50 hr.
Complete the project review instrument. . . 4.00 hrs.

* E—

Average time required for one project review 9.0 hrs.
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SAMPLE FORM LETTER TO PPCJECT DIRECTORS

(Project Director's Name and Address)

Dear 3

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) in the
J.S. Department of Education has requested reviews of
five programs under the Education of the Handicapped Act.
The purpose i~ to gather information on the overall
functioning or these programs that will help federal
managers improve them.

The American Institutes for Research (AIR) is participa-
ting with COSMOS Corporation, a social science research

firm, in the program reviews which began in October 1985
and will continue for the next two years.

The Personnel Preparation Program is the third program to
be studied. As part of our information gathering, the
AIR team is interviewing a sample of the progran's
project directors by telephone about their experien:<s as
funded projects.

Wwe would like to interview you (or your represen:ative)
by telephone, and hope you will agree to assist us. This
interview will last from 45 minutes to one hour, and will
cover the following general areas:

e goals and objectives;
e activities and strategies:

e logic or rationale whereby project activities and
strategies are to attain goals and objectives;

e accomplishments and nature of supporting
evidence; and

@ oObstacles oOr frustrations encountered.

The information you provide will NOT be used to evaluate your
individual project, but will be aggregated with information
from approximately 68 other projects to develop a more
complete description of the overall functioning

of the Personnel Preparation Program.

We do not expect you to prepar? in advance for our
telephone call, other than idertifying the person we
should interview, if that is not yourself. However, if
you do have on hand summary information about what your
project has accomplished that was not included in your
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continuation proposal--quantitative or descriptive
summaries--we would be interested in discussing these
with you when we telephone you.

We will apxreciate your assistance and cooperation very
much. An AIR staff person will contact you soon to

confirm your willingness to participate and to arrange a
convenient time for the interview. Before interviewing
you, that person will review information about your
project that is already available from files at the
federal program office.

The enclosed brochure provides more information about the
review approach.

Sincerely,

Peggie L. Campeau

Enclosure
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PERSONNEL PREPARATION PROGRAM GOAL EVALUATION

PROJECT REVIEW INSTRUMENT

The AIR reviewer will provide the responses to items in this
instrument, first, by studying project records that DPP provides; and
second, by interviewing DPP project officers or staff, grant project

directors, and TAPP contract and subcontract managers.

The instrument consists of six sections. Titles for sections B
through F are similar to headings that appear in the "Personnel
Preparation Program Logic Model® and in the charts for competition
areas in the Program Documentation Report, Sections II and III,
respectively.

A. Basic Descriptive Information
About the Project . . « + « « + « » » » « » Page 2

B. Grantee Activities. . . . . . . ¢« . . ¢« « . Page 4

C. Intermediate Outcomes . Page 11

D. Ultimate Program Goal . . . . » - « . » » » Page 14

E. Federal Strategies. . . s ¢ o s+ o s s « o Page 15

F. Federal Program Inputs. « « « « « « +» » « . Page 24

Each section (except Section A) begins with an overall protocol

uestion and describes the purpose of the section. The section then
gas a list of probes that will guide the reviewer in addressing the
topic of the section. Next, a list of illustrative evidence will help
the reviewer to determine whether or not specific types of Information
are available on the project.

The purpose of this project review is to obtain sufficient information
about a project to determine its alignment with the federal program
goal and objectives. The purpose is NOT to collect voluminous amounts
of information for preparing detailed project descriptions.
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I.D. ’3

AIR Reviewer:

A. BASIC DESCR.PTIVE INFORMATION ABOUT THE PROJECT

Project Title:

PR #:

GOO #:

Competition Area:

__ Special Educators ___ Leadership
Related Services Personnel ___ Special Projects
—_ Rural __ Parent Org. Projects
Infant __ SEA Projects
~ Minority —__ Regular Educators
—_ Transition
Agency Type: ___ Institution of higher education
___ Private, nonprofit organization
—_ SEA
___ Other

Name of Agency:

Name of Project Director: (__Dr. _ Ms. _ Mr. _ Mrs.) Phone:
Title:

Address:

Name of DPP Project Officer: Phone:
Name of DPP Competition Manager: Phones
Other Contact(s): Phone(s):




Funding:
Initial Year of SgP (or BEH) Funding for This Project:

__FY 84
___ Other (Explain)

SEP Funding Amount (entire performance period): $

Other Funding for This Project {(list below):

Source Performance Period Amount

Staff:

Number FTE Type (Position & Discipline)

Emphasis of Grantee Activity

_ (New) Program Development . Model Development and
Program Improvement Dissemination

:: Program Support . Technical Assistance

_ Stipends and Information

Federal Strategies Receiving Most Emphasis Through Grantee Activity

Recruitment/Retention
Targeting Critical Needs Areas

| |

Model Program Development and Dissemination
Leadership Development
State & Professional Standards

Parent Organization Proijects
Building System Capacity
Institutionalization
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B. GRANTEE ACTIVITIES

PROTOCOL QUESTION: WHAT MAJOR GRANTEE ACTIVITY DOES THIS PROJECT
— REPRESENT?

The grantee activities characterized below are the major avenues
through which the Personnel Preparation Program pursues federal
strategies for achieving program objectives. These three categories
of grantee activity appeared as column headings in Figure 1 of the
Data Collection Plan:

1. Training program (a) development, (b) improvement, or
(c) support, including (d) stivends

2. Model program development, evaluation, dissemination
3. Technical assistance and information

The probes and the illustrative examples of evidence below will focus
document reviews and telephone interviews on elements oOne would look
for to determine if a particular activity is actually present in a
grant (or contract).

The examples of evidence include the "outputs” that were listed in
charts for the competition areas in Section III of the Program
Documentation Report. These are relatively short-term results, such as
numbers and types of persons trained, models produced, assistance and
information provided. Longer-term results, such as what persons DO
afterwards who are exposed to training, models, assistance, and
information, are addressed in a separate section of this instrument
(see section C, "Intermediate Outcomes”).

while the expectation is that a project will emphasize one of the
three activities, conceivably all three activities could be present.
Therefore, every project review will inquire about all three types of
activities.

NOTE: Every competition area EXCEPT "Special Projects’
and "Parent Organization Projects” is expected to
fit pest under 1{a), OR 1(b), OR 1(c), AND may
also fit under 1{(d).

1(a). 1Is it primarily a training PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT project?

Probes:
- grantee's perception of the:
-~ federal objectives for this type of grant

-- congruence between federal objectives and the
project's objectives
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1{b).

specific needs that were not met by training activity
that existed prior to FY 1984

features that distinguish this "new" training activity
from what existed prior to FY 1984

nature of the development process (who, what, when,
why, how)

grantee's view of the most significant accomplishment or
activity of the project

in order to:
"produce more high-quality personnel to meet

current and emerging needs of handicapped
children and youth."

Illustrative evidence:

number and nature of new courses and materials
developed

number, types, and levels of individuals who:

-- receive training
-~ compl.ice training (or fail to)

types and amounts of training provided

OR,

Is it primarily a training PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT project?

Probes:

grantee's perception of the
~~ federal objectives for this type of grant

-=- congruence between federal objectives and the
project’'s objectives

specific needs that were not met by training activity that
existed prior to FY 1984

features that distinguish this "improved" training
activity from what existed prior to FY 1984

nature of the improvement process (who, what, when,
why, how)

grantee's view of the most significant accomplishment or
activity of the project
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1(c).

in order tos

"produce more high-quality personnel to meet
current and emerging needs of handicapped
children and youth."

Illustrative evidence:

number and nature of courses and materials imprcved
specific improvements in courses and materials
number, types, and levels of individuals who's

-- receive training
-- complete training (cr fail to)

types and amounts of training provided

AR
Is it primarily a training PROGRAM SUPPORT project?
Probes:

grantee's perception of the
-- federal objectives for this type of grant

-- congruence between federal objectives and the
project's objectives

grantee's view of the most significant accomplishment Or
activity of the project

number of continuous years of Personnel Preparation
Program funding for training activity

budgetary or contextual factors that suggest why federal
support has been vital to the survival of the training
program
in order to:

"produce more high-quality personnel to meet

current and emerging needs of handicapped
children and youth."
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1(d).

Illustrative evidence:

proportion of grantee’s institutional budget that has come

from the Personnel Preparation Program annually for the
past "X" years

number of FTE special education program staff paid for
by grant as a percentage of total staff in that program

numbers, types, levels of individuals who:

-- receive training
-~ complete training {(or fail to)

types and amounts of training provided

numbers and types of materials and courses developed or
revised

Does the project emphasize the provision of STIPENDS?

Probes:

dollar amount and number of stipends
criteria for eligibility for stipends
in order to:

"attract strong candidates who will prepare for,
enter, and remain in special education to
provide services to handicapped children and
youth, to train others, or to lead efforts to
expand or improve the system for personnel
development.”

Illustrative evidence:

numbers and types of individuals receiving stipends

ratio of stipend dollars tu faculty salary/administrative
dollars that the grant provides

number of participants receiving stipends as a percentage
of total enrollment in the special education program

degree/certificate completion rate for students receiving
stipends compared to rates for "regular"” students in the
special education program

indicators of the guality of full-time graduate students
and PhDs that stipends attract and support




2. 1Is

it primarily a MODEL DEVELOPMENT, EVALUATION, AND DISSEMINATION

project?

NOTE: "Special Projects” are expected to fit best in
this category of grantee activity. However,
projects in other categories may include model
development, evaluation, and dissemination.

Probes:

grantee's perception of the
~- federal objectives for this type of grant

-- congruence between federal objectives and the
project's objectives

name and nature of model

aims of model stated as objectives, competencies,
standards

sources utilized to establish:

-- need for model
~- "quality"” of model (e.g., "Baseline Book")

respects in which this model has "broad significance” for
the field of preservice and/or inservice personnel
preparation

how its effectiveness, replicability, and transportability
are to be (or have been) established

nature and extent of these project activities:

-- product development (the implementation model)

-- product demonstration

-- data collection and analysis activities

-- promoting awareness of the model

-- product dissemination

-- orientation to the model for its potential consumers
-- training trainers to use the model

-- other training by grantee, using the model

~-- consultation

in order to:

"stimulate the field of personnel preparation to
implement such exemplary approaches, which in
turn will make available more high-quality
personnel to deliver services to handicapped
children and youth.”
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Jllustrative evidence:

model or product developed, i.e., nature of curricula,
books, teacher guides, and modules produced

evaluation of model or product, i.e., competencies
demonstrated, standards met by trainees; types and levels
of personnel for which model is applicable; indicators of
“quality” met by product

dissemination of model or preoduct, i.e., number and types
of materials, presentations, or publications disseminated
over an "X"-year pericd to promote replication of the
model practices; number and types of dissemination
activities planned; extent of ongoing capability to
disseminate model

dissemination targets, i.e., number and type of
dissemination efforts directed at special educators,
related services personnel, administrators, trainers,
developers, parents, others; number, nature, and
geographic distribution of dissemination activities

replication, i.e., extent to which concepts and procedures
contained in the model are actually used (conceptually or
instrumentally) to improve subsequent training projects

i;fgrima*i%y a TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND INFORMATION project?

NOTE:s Jarent Organization Projects” and TAPP are
expected to fit best in this category of
grantee activity. However, projects in other
categories may include technical assistance and
information services.

Probes:

key features of technical assistance content and approach
nature and extent of these project activities:

-~ assistance or informational activities aimed at
specific sites, audiences

-~ id( .ification of effective strategies for providing
assistance and information aimed at specific sites,
audiences

characteristics of target audience(s) for training and
information



in order to:

"gtimulate improvements in training and system
capacity that make available more personnel and
parents who are able to provide effective
education and related services to handicapped
children and to interact effectively with the
system on their behalf."”

Illustrative evidence:

numbers, types, levels of individuals who, over an i &
year period:

-- request assistance and information
-- receive assistance and information

number and nature of assistance and information provided
over an "X"-year period

numbers and types of materials, curricula, programs,
presentations, or publications developed or revised over
an "X"-year period

competencies and knowledge demonstrated by those assisted

examples, if any, of perceived usefulness of assistance
and information
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C. INTERMEDIATE OUTCOMES

PROTOCOL QUESTION: TO WHAT EXTENT DID THE PROJECT ACHIEVE RELEVANT
INTERMEDIATE OUTCOMES?

(If the judgment is premature, describe when the
outcomes will occur and why the judgment is
premature.)

These are the longer-term results that may be attributable to the
project (at least partially), and that fall on a continuum somewhere
between short-term project results ("outputs”) and the ultimate goal
of the Personnel Preparation Program. Longer-term results include
effects that appeared in the “"outcomes® column of the charts for the
competitions in Section III of the Program Documentation Report.

These effects lie beyond merely exposing people to training, models,
assistance, and information. Instead, "intermediate outcomes” address
the questions, "What do persons trained do afterwards? Are model
training programs replicated? By whom? With what effect on quality
of personnel trained? On system capacity? For whose benefit? How
does this fit or not fit with federal program aims and strategies?”

l. Did it increase the QUANTITY ofggualifieggpersonnel?

DEFINITION: Producing specialized personnel who are {(a)
qualified to meet current and emerging needs of
handicapped children and youth, and who (b) go
on to provide them with educational and related
services (all levels), in areas appropriate to
their qualifications.

Illustrative evidence:

- documentation that individuals who complete training
programs (all levels) enter or are retained in the special
education/related services field, e.g., numbers, types,
and levels of individuals whos

~=- indicate their intention to enter careers in special
education upon completion of training

-~ indicate their intention to go on to more advanced
levels of preparation for careers in special
education

-~ actually go 6n to serve handicapped children and youth
in areas appropriate to their qualifications

- documentation, if any, of post~graduation activities of
recipients of "leadership” stipends
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- documentation that the types and ievely of personnel
completing the specialized trairing are congruent withs:
—- critical needs identified by grantzes
- critical needs identified by others

- extent to which such qualified personnel report that their
training assisted them .n the: job

L)
2. pid it improve the QUALITY of personnel?

DEFINITION: Producing leadership, knowledge, models, and
techniques that (a) stimulate other training
programs to use state-of-the-art personnel
preparation practice at all levels, which in
turn (b) produce high-quality personnel who {c)
meet or exceed professional and state standards
for specialized personnel to serve handicappsd
children and youth.

Illustrative evidence:

- use by training programs of state-of the art practices
that are appropriate for preservice and inservice training
of specialized mersonnel (all levels)

- increased numbers of persons who, upon completion of
training in these programs, meet or exceed professional
and state standards and other indicators of "quality” for
various types of specialized personnel (all levels)

- increase in doctoral level personnel qualified to train
teacher trainers, do research, and administe- special
education programs

3. Did it EXPAND SYSTEM CAPACITY for personnel preparation?

DEFINITION: Influencing the system directly or indirectly
to (a) identify and meet local, state,
regional, and national needs for trained and
certified personnel, and for regular
educators qualified to work with handicapped
children ané youth in least restrictive
environments, and to (b) sustain these
personnel preparation programs after federal
support for them ends.

illustrative ev.dence:
- sources, amounts, and percentages of grantee institution’s

total special education program financial support from
nonfederal sources for the past "X" years

e e
_ 5t
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- extent to which “graduates" of parent training projects engage
in productive interactions with the educational system on

behalf of their handicapped children

- institutional policies and actions taken as a result of
grantee activity that increase the system's responsibility
and capacit' €for personnel preparation, e.g.,:
~- support for personnel development (all levels)
~= financial assistance for training program participants

~- support for model development, evaluation,
demonstration, and dissemination

-- support for technical assistance and information

services related to personnel development (all levels),
including regular educators and parents
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PROTOCOL, QUESTION:

D. ULTIMATE PROGRAM GOAL

was it the effective use of skills acquired in the training
program?

Probes:
- direct evidence regarding handicapped students’
-- educational attainments
-- economic self-sufficiency
-- social self-sufficiency
that can be linked causally tos
- the use of skills acquired in training.

Illustrative evidence:

- evaluation studies at the school, classroom, and
community level
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E. FEDERAL STRATEGIES

PROTOCOL QUESTIONs WHAT FEDERAL STRATEGIES WERE USED BY THE PROJECT?

ALSO, what is the logic or rationale whereby
the project’s activities (and the federal
strategies they represent) are intended to
further one or more of the three objectives
of the Personnel Preparation Program?

By this peint in the instrument, the reviewer will have:

® established the type of grantee activity represented by
the project:;

® collected information regarding intermediate outcomes,
which are the longer-term results that further federal
program objectives (increase the QUANTITY and improve the
QUALITY of personnel trained, and expand SYSTEM CAPACITY
for personnel development), and

® identified outcomes (if any) that further the ultimate
goal of the Personnel Preparation Program-~®to enhance
education and related services for handicapped children
and youth through the preparation of specialized
personnel.”

The purpose of this section of the instrument is to guide the reviewer
in (1) establishing the federal strategies represented in the grantee
activity, as the project has actually operated, and (2) making
explicit the logic (rationale) whereby grantee activity is intended to
further the objectives and ultimate goal of the Personnel Preparation
Program.

The Program Documentation Report lists eight (8) strategies that the
Personnel Preparation Program pursues to achieve the three program
objectives. Figure 1 in the Data Collection Plan shows the presumed
relationships among the three objectives, the eight strategies, and
major categories of grantee activity. It implies that all projects in
a particular cluster will represent best the strategies associated
with that cluster. For example, "SEA Projects” and "Regular Educator”
projects will best exemplify the three system capacity strategies,
presuming these grant activities are implemented as intended.

In actual practice, however, the relationships will not be as clearcut
as Figure 1 suggests. The eight strategies, when implemented through
grantee activities, may turn out not to be mutually exclusive.
Moreover, individual projects in the clusters depicted in Figure 1 may
emphasize strategies that are different from, or in addition to, the
strategy({ies) attached to their particular priority area. Therefore,
the reviewer will attend to ALL EIGHT strategies in reviewing grantee
records and interviewing the project director, regardless of where the
project was originally presumed to fit in Figure 1.
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1. was there evidence that RECRUITMENT and

RETENTION were utilized?

Probes:s

methods implemented tos

-- attract and retain strong candidates until they
complete training (all levels)

-= encourage "completers” to enter roles appropriate to
their training

criteria used to identify strong candidates

so that:

"strong candidates are more likely to prepare
for, enter, and remain in careers in special
education, and thereby increase the (QUANTITY)
of individuals specially trained to serve
handicapped children and youth.”

Evidence:

actions taken by grantee toO attract and retain
strong candidates

how these actions were supported

numbers, types, and levels of individuals recruited by
grantee

documentation, if any, that these actions increased
training enrollment and completion

documentation, if any, that "completers”s

—- indicate their intent to £fill roles appropriate to
their training and qualifications

-- actually take on such roles
document the logic/rationale whereby grantee activity

(including the above elements) furthers one Oor more
of the three federal program goals

Plausibility and performance issues:

gaps or flaws in the above logic/rationale

major —onstraints or frustrations experienced, addressed,
anticipated in attempting to recruit and retain strong
candidates
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2. Was there evidence that TARGETING CRITICAL NEEDS was utilized?

Probes:

~ extent to which grantee implemented systematic procedures
for assessing lccal, state, regional personnel training
needs (or needs for models, or for technical assistance
and information)

- extent to which systematically assessed needs affected:
-- training design

-=- training opportunities provided in the locale, state,
or region

so that:

"personnel preparation (or model development, or
technical assistance and information) in areas
of critical need will {increase the QUANTITY) of
these types of qualified personnel (or models,
or technical assistance and information).”

Evidence:
- actions taken and sources utilized to assess specific
needs for personnel (or models, technical assistance,

information)

- how project activities are presmued to ameliorate
these needs

- document the logic/rationale whereby grantee activity,
including the above elements, furthers one or more of the
three federal program objectives :

Plausibility and performance issues:

- gaps or flaws in the above logic/rationale

- major constraints or frustrations experienced, addressed,

anticipated in attempting to target project activities to
address areas of critical need

3. Was there evidence »f MODEL DEVELOPMENT, EVALUATION,
ON

in order to:

"promote the refinement and distribution of
improved training methods of broad significance
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for the field of preservice and inservice
personnel preparation (all levels), which will
(a) encourage replication of best practices by
other training programs, leading to (b)
inmproved QUALITY of personnel trained in these
programs.”

Reference: Information collected for Section B, "Grantee
Activities, " Question 2.

Evidence:
- description of model

- how model development, evaluation, demonstration,
dissemination were supported

- ways in which the model has "broad significance"

- documentation, if any, that the model is effective,
replicable, transportable

- documentation, if any, of target market interest in
and/or actual implementation of model

- document the logic/rationale whereby dgrantee activity
(including the above elements) furthers one or more of
the three federal program objectives

Plausibility and performance issues:

- gaps or flaws in above logic/rationale

- major constraints or frustrations experienced, addressed,
anticipated in attempting to:

-~ develop model

-~ determine its effectiveness and replicability
-- sustain demonstration and dissemination activities

4. was there evidence of LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT?

Probe:

- methods used to develop doctoral and postdoctoral
personnel who will go on to:

-~ ¢train teachers
-- d0 research
-- administer programs

in order to:
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“promote use of state-of=-the-art methods in
personnel preparation {(all nevels), leading to
improved QUALITY of these personnel.”

Evidence:

- description of the leadership development activity

~ how the activity prepares students to promote
state~of-the-art practice, e.g., does it train doctoral
and postdoctoral students tos

-= do research?

-- identify best practices?

-- utilize effective training and administrative methods?
== Other?

- documentation of the logic/rationale whereby grantee
activity (including the above elements) furthers one or
more of the three federal program objectives

Plausibility and performance issues:
- gaps or flaws in above logic/rationale

~ time frame for progressing to positions of leadership in
the field of personnel preparation

- major constraints experienced, addressed, anticipated in

attempting to provide doctoral and postdoctoral programs
that:

-- incorporate and promote state-of-the-art practice
-- prepare leadership personnel for careers in research,
administration, and personnel preparation

Was there evidence that STATE and PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS were

utilized?

in order to:
. . . ensure the QUALITY of personnel trained.”
Evidence:
- presence of assurances in proposal(s)
- source(s) of standards and other quality indicators, e.g.,

"Baseline Book,"” latest guidelines from professional
organizations, etc.
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- nature and extent of interaction with standards-setting
agencies and organizations

- documentation of how standards and/or indicators of
quality were utilized and with what results

- document the logic/rationale whereby grantee activity
(including the above elements) furthers one or more of the
three federal program objectives

Plausibility and performance issues:

- gaps or flaws in above logic/rationale

- major constraints experienced, addressed, anticipated in

utilizing state and professional standards, or other
indicators of quality

was there evidence of PARENT training and information activit!z

in order to:

"help (parents) influence the SYSTEM to develop
and exercise its CAPACITY to meet the needs of
their handicapped children.”

Reference: Information collected for Dection B, "Grantee
Activities,” Question 3.

Evidence:

- description ofthe parent training, assistance, and
information activity

- specific competencies and knowledge that parents acquired
as a result of participating in the project

- indications of how, over "X" time, the training,
assistance, and information provided is expected to help
them influence the educational system to meet the needs of
their handicapped children

- indications of the extent to which the project serves
parents of all handicapped children in all categories

- document the logic/rationale whereby grantee activity
(including the above elements) furthers one Or more of the
three federal program objectives

Plausibility and performance issues:

- gaps in the above logic/rationale
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- major constraints experienced, addressed, anticipated in
attempting to design and implement training and
information programs that equip parents of handicapped
children with:

-~ knowledge of their children's ri ‘hts and the system's
responsibilities

-- effective strategies for working with the system on
behalf of their children

7. Was their evidence of CAPACITY BUILDING?

in order to:

“increase the system's capacity to meet local,
state, and regional needs for trained and
certified personnel, and for regqular educators
qualified to work with handicapped children and
youth in least restrictive environments (which
in turn) will INCREASE SYSTEM CAPACITY for
personnel developmenc.”

Reference: Information collected for Section C,
"Intermediate Outcomes,® Question 3.

Evidence:

- ways in which the capacity of the systcr for personnel
preparation improved as a result of support by the
Personnel Preparation Program

- document the logic/rationaie whereby these improvements
are expected to provide more and better training
opportunities to meet local, state, and regional needs for
specizlized personnel, including regqular educators

Plausibility and performance issues:
- gaps or flaws in above logic/rationale

~ major constraints or frustrations experienced, addressed,

anticipated in attempting to improve the capacity of the
system for personnel developn.ent

§. Was there evidence of INSTITUTIONALIZATION?

80 that:
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the CAPACITY OF THE SYSTEM for personnel
development can “"sustain personnel preparation

programs . . . at all levels . . . after federal
support for them ends.”

Evidences

- any increase in the level of nonfederal support for
personnel development

- changes in organizational structures, institutional
actions, policies, or other changes that indicate
increased commitment to personnel development, including:

-- increased number of budgeted positions for special
education teacher trainers

-- training opportunities for special education and
related services personnel (all levels), regular
educators, parents

-- model demonstration and dissemination

-- technical assistance and information services

- document the logic/rationale whereby these changes may
enable the system to sustain personnel preparation (all
levels, all areas) if federal support for it ends

Plausibility issues:

- gaps or flaws in above logic/rationale

- constraints on the system, e.g., inertia of system vis a
vis emerging or new roles for special educatgion and
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REVIEWER: Summarize the linkages between this grantee's activities
(representing "N" federal strategies) and the three
federal program objectives.

Further
Represent- These Indicate
ing These Program Page Ref.
Grantee Activities Strategies Ob?ectives in this
(*) jadl *hw) Instrument

{(*) Identify major activities and code each one as indicated below.

1(a) NEW program development? 2 model development, evalua-
1(b) program IMPROVEMENT? tion, or dissemination?
1{c) program SUPPORT?

1(d) providing STIPENDS? 3 technical assistance/info.?

(**) Opposite each activity in the left-hand column, write the number
of the strategy(ies) represented by that activity.

recruitment/retention

targeting critical needs

model development, evaluation, dissemination
leadership development

state and professional standards

parent organization projects

capacity building

institutionalization

DO AU W N

(***) In this column, enter either QUAN, QUAL, or SYS, which
correspond to the three federal program objectives.
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F. FEDERAL PROGRAM INPUTS (BY DPP)

PROTOCOL QUESTION: HOW WERE GRANT SUPPORT/ADMINISTRATION AND OTHER

¥ NAM i LN & & bt IS
PROJECT/ COMPETITION?

The purpose of this section of the instrument is to collect
information about Personnel Preparation Progran activity in the
Division of Personnel Preparation (DPP) that helps the reviewer
analyze findings from data collected in the instrument.

For example, DPP actions and policies may help explain linkages (or
linkage failures) between grantee activity, federal strategies to be
pursued through that activity, and the presence (or absence) of
outcomes that further the three objectives of the Personnel
Preparation Program.

The reviewer will obtain much of the information for this section of
the instrument from documents, such as the FY 1984 grant
announcements, technical review and evaluation plan, prefunding review
packages, and other award documentation.

In addition, reviewers will interview DPP staff and grantees for each
project in the sample to give them an opportunity to comment On any of
these federal level activities that they believe have enhanced or
hindered their ability (or the system's inclination) to further the

three program objectives.

REVIEWER: Focus discussions with DPP staff and grantees on
factors that may help explain (1) congruities or
incongruities between program intent and actual
implementation, and (2) the ease or difficulty of
furthering program objectives.

1. How was the GRANT PROCESS carried out for the project (and the
— competition)?

in order to:
further federal program objectives and to pursue
federal strategies that are linked to this type of
grant activity/competition.

Potentially productive topics include:

For the competition,

- focus of competition, and changes in focus over time
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- logic or rationale whereby the competition focus is
intended to further program straegies and objectives

-~ related constraints and gaps that characterize this logic
in actual practice

- clarity of application package

- degree to which the “technical review and evaluation
plan”s

-~ reflected program regulations and policies
-- was implemented as intended

Examples: selection of reviewers and formation of
panels, their orientation and instruction;
guidelines for project officer recommendations,

management reviews, and preparation of prefunding
packages

- number of awards made

- total amount of funds awarded to new and continuation
grants

- average size of grant, and range (lowest, highest award)

For the project,

- overall rating of proposal

~ significant aspects of proosal that were negotiated and
changed in the final award

2. How was GRANT ADMINISTRATION carried out for thig_prgject {and
for this competition)?

Potentially productive topics include:

- quantity and content of contacts between DPP staff and
grantee since initial award

- perceived "quality” and utility of contacts

- relevance of contacts for furthering federal program
objectives

- nature of data on project accomplishments that are:

-- requested by DPP

-~ reported by grantee

-~ summarized by DPP

-=- actually used by DPP {HOW USED? )
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3. What other activities of the Personnel Preparation Programs

- influenced the grant activity/competition

- help explain perceived gaps between expectations and
reality for this project/competition?
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APPENDIX C

Competition Areas

Table C-1. Summary of Funding History

Charts

Figure
Figure
Figure
FPigure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

for Competition Areas

for Each Area

C-1. Special Educators
C-2. Related Services
C-3. Rural

C-4. Infant

C-5. Transition

C~6. Minority

C~7. Leadership

C-8. Special Projects
C-9. Regular Educators
C-10. SEA Projects

C-11. Parent Organization Projects
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Table C-1.

Summary of Funding Mistory for Competition Areas

CONPETITION AREAS 1983 » 1983 o 1984 # 1984 ® 1988 » 1983 ¢ 1966 # 1986 ¢
SPECIAL EDUCATORS
ney 187 911,096,471 13 88, 196, 833 116 o8, 214, 673 135 811, 264, 926
cont o "0 183 019, 962, 216 309 019, 298, 538 247 016, 778, 345
INFANTS
ney ) ”® ] L 19 81, 819, 444 13 o1, 882,888
cont ] - ) ” 9 *9 15 91, 218, 416
MINORITY
nav ) 29 ) 0 @ s 19 o1, 361, @6
cont e *0 o *9 @ ] ) *
RELATED SERVICES
nevw 29 81, 359, 269 27 e1, 397, 939 25 93, 588,07 28 02, 900, 200
cont [ L ) 26 81, 262,733 3 02, 571, 341 49 92, 929, 178
SEA PROJECTS
new 27 e}, 89S, 97 22 01,578, 864 9 o664, 417 7 2500, 00
cont [ *0 23 01,891, 49 47 83, 496, 633 e 02, 191, 843
PARENT ORO PROJECTS
ney 33 92, 124,608 41 03, 745, 212 11 o1, 284, B4 38 04, 340, 492
cont @ " 32 02, 908, 720 64 o5, 137, 883 11 81, 136,939
LEADERSHIP
new 47 93, 726, 967 40 93, 289, 21€ 12 28485, 697 19 92, 250, 29
cont e 0 47 83, 702, 63 86 06, 947, 298 52 24, 300, 909
SPECIAL PROJECTS
nev 32 83, 967, 818 21 1,729, 197 13 9921, 726 20 01, 730, 000
cont 24 1,321, 220 49 o3, 978, 320 5@ o4, 939, 922 34 2, 758, 00
RURAL
new @ 0 ] *2 a8 0364, 099 a 1564, 224
cont e 0 2 L 1) e " 8 9483, 668
REGULAR EDUCATORS
new 12 *668, 486 15 2996, 433 9 9633, 846 4 2509, 9890
cont ] ) 19 95009, M6 25 81, 613, 460 24 o1, 7530, 300
TRANSITION
ney e * 9 o887, 663 e 0 ® o2
cont ] L ] - ] *0 9 847,373 9 8831, 106
FPROGRAN ASSISTANCE
new ] *"” L *"» 2 [ )] L] L 1
cont 444 923, 740, 360 189 09, 981, 337 ) " ] .
OTHER EXPENSE CATEBORIES
new -] "” 1 129,743 ) 20 e o8
cont ] ) @ *9 1 9732, 5372 1 0759, 868
other 0 238, 200 *68, 009 9325, 009
TOTALS 837 049, 200, 947 B62 999, 416, 602 a6® 258, 945, 894 828 861, 240, 00
1 7 1 Note: Entries in the FY86 column for some comﬁetitions nay var¥ slightly from actual awards as a result of grant
Q nepgotiations that were underway while this report was being prepared.
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COMPETITION OBJECTIVE

>

INPUTS

>

IMPLEMENTATION

»

OUTPUTS

»

OUTCOMES

® To provide preservice
training for personnel
preparing for employment
as spec lal educators of
hand icapped children
and youth

173

legislation and Regulations

e P.L. 91-23D, Sections 631,
632, and 634, Part D, as
amended by P.L. 93-380
(1974), P.L. 98-199 (1983)

e 34 CFR Part 118

e FDGAR, 34 CFR Parts 74, 15,
77 and 78

Funding {FYB6)
e {See Table C-1.)

Elig:bility Requirements

» IHEs, public and private
colleges, SEAs, LEAs,
other nonprofit public
and private agencles

Conditions That Must Be Met

# Applirations must show
evidence from data col-
lected annually that
need does exist, and
reflect priorities
identified in CSPD por-
tion of state plans

Reporting Requirements

® Annual Financial Status
Report

e Final Performance Report
{within 90 days after
projeci termination)

e Annual Performance Report
{continuation projects)

Monitoring

e Crants are assigned to
project officers to
monitor by state.

® Project officers do tele-
phone monitoring of
grantees.

Figure C-1,

Applications Funded (New, FYBS)
e (See Table Cc-1.)

Review Criterin

® Extent of need (25 noints)

e Program content (1% points)
® Operation plan (15 points)

e Evaluation plan (15 points)

e Quality of key personnel
(15 points)

® Adequacy of resources
(5 points)

® Budget .10 points)

Review Process (FY86)

e Applications are reviewed by
external peer review panels
consisting of 3 reviewers
(1imited to special educa-
tion professionals).

e Project of ficers' recommen-
dations are based heavily on
raw and standardized scofe
ratings by peer review
panels and on panels’
narrative justifications.

® Review process usvally takes
3 months or more.

Special Educators

Number and category of
students trained

Nupber and nature of mate-
rials and programs devel~
vped, revised, or supported

Mumber and degree level of
students receiving stipends

® Increase in special educa-
tion personnel qualifjed
to educate handicapped
children and youth

174



COMPETITION OBJECTIVES ’

INPUTS

»

IMPLEMENTATION

>

OUTPUTS

>

OUTCOMES

-3

® To improve the quality

e To provide preservice
preparation to individ-
uals who provide develop-
mental, corrective, and
other supportive services

and increase number of
professionals who Pro-
vide special eduration
related services

g |

Legislation and Regula’ions

Applications Funded (New, FYB6)

e P.L. 91-230, Sections 631,
632, and 634, Part D, as
amended by P.L. 53-380
(1974), P.L. 98-199 (1983

» 34 CFR Part 318

e EDCAR 34 CFR Parts 74, 75,
77, and 78

Funding (FY86)
o (See Table C-1.)

Eligibility Requirements

® INEs, public and private
colleges, SEAs, LEAs,
other nonprofir public
and private agencies

Conditions That Must Be Met

® Applications must show
evidence from data col-
lected annually that
need does exist, and
reflect priorities
identified In CSPD
portion of state plans.

Reporting Requirements

® Annual Financial Status
Report

¢ Final Performance Report
{(within 90 days after
project termination)

¢ Annual Performance Report
{continuation projects)

Monitoring

® Grants are assigned to
project officers to
monitor by state.

® Project officers do tele-
phone monitoring of
grantees.,

Figure C-2. Related Services

® fSee Table C-1.)

Review Criterias

» Extent of need (25 points)
e Program content {15 points)
® Operation plan (15 points)
® Evaluation plan (15 points)

® Quality of key personnel
{15 points)

@ Adequacy of resources
(5 points)

® Budget (10 points)

Review Process (FYBG)

® Applications are reviewed by
external peer review panels
consisting of 3 reviewers
(l1imited to related ser-
vives professionals).

® Project officers’ recommen-

dations are based heavily o
raw and standardized score
ratings by peer review
panels and on panels’
narrative justifications.

® Review process usually takes

3 months or more.

-

® Number and category of
students trained

#» Number and nature of
materials and programs
developed, revised, or
supported

# Number and degree level
of students receiving
stipends

® Increase In personnel
qualified to provide
developmental, corrective,
and other special educa-
tion related services to
handicapped children and
youth
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COMPETITION OBJECTIVE

>

INPUTS

>

IMPLEMENTATION

>

OUTPUTS

>

OUTCOMES

® To provide preservice
training for personnel

for rural areas

177

e P.L, 91-230, Sections 631,
632, and 634, Part D, as
amended by P.L. 93-180
(1974), P.L. 9B-199 (1983)

e 34 CFR Part 318

e EDCAR 34 CFR Parts 74, 75,
77, and 78

Funding (FY86)
# (See Table C-1.)

Eligibility Requirements

# 1HEs, public and private
colleges, SEAs, LEAs,
other nonprofit public
and private agencies

Conditions That_ Must Be Met

® Applications must show
evidence from data col-
lected annually that
need does exist, and
reflect priorities
identified in CSPD
portion of state plans.

Reporting Requirements

e Amnua! Fipancial Statwos
Report

e Final Performance Report
{within 90 days after
project termination)

e Annual Performance Report
{(continuation projects)

Monitoring

® Grants are assigned to
project officers to
monitor by state.

® Project officers do
telephone monitoring
of grantees.

Applications Funded {New.FY86)
# (See Table C-1))

Review Criteria

@ Extent of need (25 points)
® Program content {15 points)
® Opuration plan (15 points)
® Evaluation plan (15 points)

® Quality of key personnel
{15 points)

# Adequary of resources
(5 points)

# Budget (10 points)

Review Process (Fy86)

e Applications are reviewed by
external peer review panels
ronsisting of 3 reviewers.

® Project officers’ recommen-
dat fons are based heavily on
raw and standardized score
ratings by peer review
panels and on panels’
aarrative justification.

® Review process usually takes
3 months or more.

Figure C-3. Rural

Number and category of
students trained

Number and nature of mate-
rials and programs devel-
oped, revised, or supported

Nunber and degree level of
students receiving stipends

® Increase in personnel
qualified to fill a
variety of rural-specific
roles with hanoicapped
students, parents, peers,
and administrators
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COMPETITION OBJECTIVES ’ INPUTS ’ IMPLEMENTATION ’ OUTPUTS ’ OUTCOMES

e To provide preservice Legislation and Regulations Applications Funded (New, FY86) | ® Number and category of . I?crease in pe;snnnel Qu31;
tudents trained ‘fied to provide short- an
preparation of persomnel | p, 91239 sections 631, | e (See Tabl: c-1.) students traine lons-torm handicap-
to serve handicapped and 632 d 634, Part D. as ong-term care to handicap
at-risk newborn and » an » rart Y, ® Number and nature of mate- ped and at-risk newborn and
infants ??;?ggd :ylf';Q-fgza?Pst) Review Criteria rials and programs devel- infants
) o B ® Extent of need (25 points) oped, revised, or supported| Increase in qualified per-
e To prepare personnel to . rki i FoRs ams
provide short-term or ® 34 CFR Part 318 ® Program content (15 points) | e NMumber and degree level of z;:::i::: ize:gbyn 1:’“95‘_ s
Jong-term special cduen | o EDGAR, 3 cF» Parts 74, 75,| © OPeration plap (15 points) students receiving stipends|  acrion between medical,
(as in an intensive care 77, and 78 ® Evalustion plan (15 points) 2:::?::3“:z;m:::t::i“ted
»
Pursery or a preschool # Quality of key personnel and parental or guardian
program} Funding (FY86) {15 points) involvement
e {See Table C-1.)
® Adequacy of resources
® To prepary personnel for (5 points)
employment in programs -Eligibility Requirements Sudget (10 points)
characterized by inter- #» 1HEs, public and private & Sudge Points
action of the medical, colleges, SEAs, LEAs,
educational, and related other nonprofit public Review Process (FYB6)
s2rvice. communities, and and private agencies ® Applications are reviewed by
involvement of parents external Peer review panels
or guardians Conditions That Must Be Met consisting of 3 reviewers
e Applications must show experienced in the prepara-
evidence from data col- tion of persongel to serve
lected annually that newborn and infant handi-
need does exist, and capped and at-risk.
reflect priorities ® Project officers’' recommen-
identified in CSPD dations are based heavily on
portion of state plans. raw and standardigzed score
ratings by peer review
Reporting Requirenents panels and on panels’®
® Annual Financial Status narrative justifications.
Report

# Review process usually takes
® Final Performance Report 1 months or more.

{within 90 days after
project termination)

® Annual Performance Report
{continuation projects)

Monitoring

, 1"'"

£ e Urants are assigned to 1 r
project offirers te

monitor by state.

e Project officers do
telephone monitoring
of grantees.

Figure C-4. Iniant



COMPETITION OBJECTIVE

>

INPUTS

>

IMPLEMENTATION

>

OUTPUTS

»

OUTCOMES

To provide preservice
training for personnel
preparing for employment
in programs designed to
prepare handicapped
youth for cosmunity
placement and adjustment
to the community setting.

legislation and Regulations

e P.L. 91-230, Sections 631,
£32, and 636, Part D, as
amended by P.L. 93-380
(1976), P.L. 98-199 (19813)

® 34 CFR Part 118

o EDCAR, 34 CFR Parts 74, 75,
77, and 78

Funding (FY84)
e (See Table C-1.)

Elipibility Requirements

» 1lHEs, public and private
volleges, SFAs, LEA, other
nonprofit public and
private agencies

tonditions That Must Be Met

® Applications must show
evidence from data col-
lected annually that need
does exist, and reflect
priorities identified in
CSPD portion of state
rlans.

Reporting Reyuirements

® Annual Vinancial Status
Report

# Final Performance Report
{within 90 days after
project termination)

o Annual Performance Report
{continuation projects)

Monitoring

e Grants are assigned to
project officers to
monitor by state.

# Project officers do tele-
phone monitoring of
grantees.

Applications Funded (New, FY84)

o (See Table C-1.)

Review Criteria (FYB4)

® Extent of need (20 points)
e Program content (15 points)
e Operation plan (15 points)
# Evaluation pPlan (15 points)

® Quality of key personnel
(15 points)

® Adequacy of resources
(10 points)

# Budget (10 points)

Review Process {FYB4)

o Applications are reviewed by
panels consisting of 3 review-
ers with appropriate expertise

{one of whom must be non-
federal).

® Project officers’ recommenda-

tions are based heavily on
raw and standardized score

ratings by peer review panels

and on panels' narrative
Justifications.

® Review process usually takes

3 months or more.

Figure C-5. Transition

#» Number and category of
students trained

# Number and nature of
materisls and programs
developed, revised, or
supported

® Number and degree level
of students receiving
stipends

® Increase in specrial edu-

cation and related
services personnel
Qualified to prepare
handicapped youth to
meet adult roles
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COMPETITION OBJECTIVES

>

INPUTS

>

IMPLEMENTATION

>

OUTPUTS

»

OUTCOMES

e To provide preservice pre-

® To provide preservice pre-
paration of special educa-
tion and/or related perso..-
nel to educate minority
children

paration to groups that
have been underrepresented,
such as wembers of racial
or ethnic minorities

Legislation and Regulations

Applications Tunded (New, FYR6)

e P.L. 91-23D, Sections 631,
632, and 634, Part D, as
amended by P.L. 93-380
{1974), P.L. 98-199 (1983)

® 34 CFR Part 318

® EDCAR 34 CFR Parts 74,75,
77, and 78

Funding (FY86)

® (See Table C-1.)

Eligibility Requirements

® IHEs, public and private
colleges, SEAs, LEAs,
other nonprofit public and
private agencies

Conditions That Must Be Met

e Applications must show
evidence from data col-
lected annually that need
does exist, and reflect
priorities identified in
CSPD portion of state
plans.

Reporting Requirements

® Annusl Financial Status
Report

® Final Performance Report
{within 90 days after
project. termination)

# Annual Performance Report
(continuation projects)

Monitoring

o CGrants are assigned to
project officers to
monitor by state.

#® Project officers do tele-
phone monitoring of
grantees.

® (See Table C-1.)

Review Criteria

e Extent of need (25 points)
® Program content (15 points)
e Operation plan (15 points)
® Evaluation plan (15 points)

® Quality of key persomnel
(15 points)

+  dequacy of resources
t» points)

® Budget (10 points)

Review Process (FY86)

® Applications are reviewed by
external peer review panels
consisting of 3 reviewers
{to include 1 reviewer
active in the prepaiation
of minority handicapped
children).

® Project officers’ recommen—
dations are based heavily on
raw and standardized score
ratings by peer review
panels and on panels’
narrative justificsations.

# Review process usually takes
3 months or more.

Figure C-6. Minority

Mumber and category of
students trained

Number and nature of mate-
rials and programs devel-
oped, revised, or supported

Number and degree level of
students receiving
stipends

® Increase in personnel
qualified to educate
minority handicapped
children and youth

® Increase in minority
personnel gqualified to
educate handicapped
children and youth



COMPETITION DBJECTIVE

»

INPUTS

IMPLEMENTATION

»

OUTPUTS

>

OUTCOMES

® To provide preservice

doctoral and postdoctoral
preparation of professional
personnel to ctonduct train-
ing of teacher trainers,
researchers, administrators),
and other specialists

legislation and Regulations

Applications Funded (New, FY86)

e P.L. 91-230, Sections 631,
632, and 634, Part D, as
amended by P.L. 93-380
(1974), p.1. 98-199 {1981)

® 3 CFR Part V18

® EDGAR 34 CFR Parts 74, 75,
77, and 78

Funding (FY86)
® (See Table C-1.)

El{zibility Requirements

s IHEs, public and Private
colleges, other non-
profit public and private
agencies, including
parent organizations

Conditions That Must B2 Met

® All applicant agencies
must meet state and pro-
fessional standards.

® Applicants must show
evidence that proposed
projects address state
and/or nationalneeds data.

Reporting Requirements

® Annual Financial Status
Report

® Final Perfcrmance Report
{(within 90 days after
project termination)

e Annual Performance Report
{continuation projects)

Monitoring

o Grante are assigned to
project officers to
monitor by state.

® Project officers do tele-
phone monitoring of 1/3
of grantees annually.

o {See Table C-1.)

Review Criteria
#» Extent of need (25 points)

e Program content (15 points)
# Operation plan (15 points)
e Evaluation plan {15 points)

e Quality of key personnel
{15 points)

# Al=quacy of resources
{5 points)

@ Budget (10 points)

Review Process (FY86)

e Applications are reviewed by
external peer review panels
consisting of 3 reviewers:

- panel limited to reviewers
with a doctorate who are
working with doctoral
Programs ;

- panels should include
1 repeat reviever and
1 director of 8 current
federally-funded doctoral
or postdoctoral program.

e Project officers' recommen-
dations are based heavily on

raw and standardized score
ratings by peer review
panels and on psnels’
narrative Justifications.

® Review process usually takes
3 months or more.

Figure C-7. Leadership

#» Mumber, category, and level
of students trained

# Number, category, and level
of students receiving
stipends

e Increase in doctoral level
personnel qualified to
train teacher trainers,
do research, administer
Progrars
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COMPET1ITION OBJECTIVE

>

INPUTS

>

IMPLEMENTATION

»

OUTPUTS

»

OUTCOMES

8 To pupport projects to
develop, evaluate, and
distribute new approaches
for preservice and
inservice training

Legislation and Regulations

e P.L. 91-230, Sections 631,
632, and 634, Part D, as
amended by P.1L. 93-380
(1974), p.L. 98-199 (1983)

® 3 CFR Part 18

® EDCAR 34 CFR Parts /4, 75,
77, and 7%

Funding (FYB6)

® {See Table C-1.)

Eligibility Requirements

# IHEs, public and private
colleges, SEAs, LEAs,
other nonprofit public
and private agencles

Conditions That Must Be Met

o Applicants must show
evidence that propused
projects address state
and/or national needs
data.

Reporting Requirements

® Annual Financial Status
Report

# Final Performance Report
{within 90 days after
project termination)

e Annual Performance Report
{continuation projects)

Monitoring

® Grants are assigned to
project officers tomonitor
according to their exper-
tise and their assigned
states.

® Project officers do tele-
phone monitoring of
grantees.

Figure C-8.

Applicat fons Funded {New, FY86)

e (See Table C-1.)

Review Criteria

» Extent of need (25 points)
» Program content (15 points)
e Operat fon plan (15 points)
e Evaluation plan {15 points)

® Quality of key personnel
{15 points)

# Adequacy of resources
{5 points)

e Budget {10 points)

Other Selection Considera-
tions

® Potential for broad impact

# Potential to improve
significantly the quality
of personnel preparation
offorts

Review Process (FY86)

@ Applications are reviewed by

external peer review panels
consisting of 3 reviewers.,

8 Project officers' recommen-

dations are based heavily on

raw and standardized score
ratings by peer review
panels and on panels’
narrative justification.

# Review process usually takes

3 months or more.

Special Projects

Number, nature, and qualiry
of model approaches for
preservice training of
regular educators

Number, nature, and quality
of model apytoaches for
inservice 1 .ining of spec~
ial education personnel,
including classroom aldes,
related services personnel,
and regular education
personnel

Number, nature, and Quality
of materisls developed

Number and type of mate-
rials, models, or other
information disseminated

Number and types of dis-
semination targets

® Use of gqualiiy practices
for preservice and in-
service training of
personnel (all levels)
who serve handicapped
children and youth

o Improved quality of
personnel trained in
these programs




COMPETITION OBJECTIVES

»

INPUTS

»

IMPLEMENTATION

»

OUTPUTS

>

OUTCOMES

e To provide preservice and

inservice training of
regular wrweators to assist
with the . «ntification and
del ivery of servic:ss to
handicapped children and
youth

To develop personnel
training programs for
regular educators on a
statewide basis

To disseminate/dif fuse state~

wide training models

18:

Legislat ion and Regulat fons

e P.L. 91-270, Sections 631,
632, and 6%, Part D, as
amended by P.L. 93-380
(1974), P.L. 98-199 (1983)

® 3} CFR Part 313

@ EDGAR 3 CFR Parts 74, 75,
17, and 78

ﬁynding(FYBh)

® (See Table (-1.)

Eligibility Requirements
® SEAs only

Conditions That Must Be Met

® Applications must show
evidence from data col-
lected annually that need
does exist, and reflect
priorities fdentified in
CSPD portiop of state
plans.

Reporting Requirements

e Annual Financial Status
Report

# Final Performance Report
{within 80 dayy aflter
project termination)

® Annual Performance Report
{continuation projects)

Monitoring

® Crants are assigned to
project officers to
menitor by state.

o Project officers do tele-
phone monitoring of
grantees.

Applicat fons Funded (New, FY86)

e (See Table C-1.)

Review Criterta

® Extent of need (25 points)
® Progran content (15 points)
e Operation plan (15 points)
# Evaluation plan (15 points)

e Quality of key personnel
{15 puints)

@ Adequacy of resources
{5 points)

o Budget {10 points)

Review Proress (FY86)

® Applications are reviewed by at
least 3 independent reviewers

{1 of whom is nonfederal),
whu then convene as a8 panel.

Project officers’ recommen-

dations are based heavily on

raw and standardized score
ratings by peer review
panels and on panels’

Figure C-9,

narrative justification.

# Review process usually takes
3 months or mure,

Regular Educators

Number and nature of state-
wide training models
developed/ implemented to
identify and work with
handicapped students in
"mainstreamed” settings

Number and nature of "best
practices” evident in these
statewide training models

Number of regular educators
trained in these programs

Competencies demonstrated
by regular educators as a
resultl ot such training

¢ Incresse in regular
educat fon personnel,
including administrators
and supervisors, who are
qualified to provide
services to handicapped
children in "mainstreamed”
settings
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wi

COMPETITION OBJECTIVES ’

INPUTS

»

IMPLEMENTATION

»

OUTPUTS

 —

# To assist SEAs to increase
the supply and improve the
quality of teachers of
handicapped children &and
youth amd their super-
visors

e To tmprove SFA leadership
capability for development,
dissemination, and incor-
poration of successful
educat fonal training
practicyes slatewide

® To assist states in pre-
service and Inservice
tratning in areas of unique
need

¢

Legislation and Regulations

e P.L. 91-230, Sections 631, §32,
and 634, Part D, as amended by
P.L. 93-180 (1974), P.L. 9B-199
{1987)

e 34 CFR Part 318

» EDUAR, 34 CFKR Parts T, 75,77,
and 78

Funding (FY86)
o {See Table C-1.)

Eligibility ba luirements
® Only SEAs are eligible.

® SEAs may conduct training directA
1y or contract with IHEs.

tonditjons That Must Be Met

e Projects must deal with unique
statewide training needs iden-
tified by data collected annu-
ally, and recomnended by £SPD
unit.

® Projects must focus on training

of supervisors and teachers of
handicapped children and youth.

e Projects may include training in
management and crganizational
design to enhance states’ ability
to provide special ciucation
services to children and youth.

Report ing Requirements

e Annual Financisl Status Report

o Final Performsnce Report (within
90 days of tersination)

o Annual Performance Report
(continuation projects)

Monitoring

e Crants are assigned to Project
officers to monitor by state.
Project of ficers monitor a mini-
aum of 1D projects annually.

o Monitoring is conducted by phone.

Applications Funded (New, FY86)
o (See Table C-1.)

Review Criteria
e Extent of need (25 points)

Program content {15 points)

)

e Operation plan (15 points)
o Evaluation plan (15 points)
®

Quality of key personnel
{15 points?

Adequacy of resources
{5 points)

o Budget (10 points)

Review Process (FYB6)

o Applications are reviewed by
panel of external and internal
peer reviewers:! current SE.
employees, former SEA employ-
evs, individuals who current-
1y or formerly work closely
with SEAs.

s Prolect officers’ recommenda-
tions are based heavily on raw
and standardized score ratings
by prer review panels and on
panels’ narrative justifica-
tions.

® Review process usually takes
3 months or more.

- - Figore—C-18—— SEA Projests

Number and category of
personnel trained {(all
levels)

Nusber and nature of
iraining programs devel-
oped and disseminated

Nusber and nature of
“bust practices” evident
in these statewide
training programs

Number and nature of
statewide priorities
addressed by these
training programs

s Increased and improved
capacity of states to
train teachers and
supervisors
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COMPETYITION DBJECTIVE

»

INPUTS

>

IMPLEMENTATION

»

QUTPUTS

>

OUTCOMES

# To provide training and

information to parents of
handicapped children, and
to persens who work

with parents

Legislation and Regulations

e P.L. 91-230, Sections 631,
632, and 63, Part b as
amended by P.L. 91-380
(1974), P.L. 98-19" 7198%)

e 34 CFR Part 318

» EDCAR, 34 LFR Parts 74, 75
77, and 78

Funding (FY8b)
® (See Table ¢-1.)

El1gibility Requirements

® Parent organizations or
private, nonprofit agencies
mect ing very specific
requirements in the law
that ensure parents amajur
tole in developing and
implement ing proposed
projects

Reporting Requirements

® Amual Financlal Status
Report

o Final Performance Reporl
(within 90 days ot
terminat fon)

e Annual Performmnce Keport
{vontinuation projects)

Monitoring

® (rants are assigned to
project officers to
monitor by state.

® Projecrt officers do tele-
phone monitoring of
grantees.

Figure C-11.

Applicat ions Funded (New, FYBG)

® {See Table C-1.)

Review (riteria

® Extent of need (25 points)
e Program content {15 points)
e Operation plan (15 points)
» Evaluation plan (15 points)

® Quality of key personnel
(15 points)

“dequacy of resources
» points)

e Budget (10 points)

Lther Selection Considerat ions

o teographical distribution

® Focus on providing service to

parents of all handicapped
children in al)l categories

# Focus on unique training and
inforomat fon needs of parents

Review Process (FY86)

e Applications are reviewed by
external peer review panels
consisting of 3 reviewers.

e Project off icers’ recommenda-

tions are based heavily on

and standardized score ratings

by peer review panels and on
panels® narrative Justifica-
tion,

@ Review process usually takes
3 months or more.

® fompetencies and knowledge

o Types of information
provided to parents

® Number and types of cur-
riculum and pPrograms
developed/revised

® Number ~nd nature of parent
training actfvit des conducted

demonstrated by partici-

pants in paxent projects,

e.g.:

~ handicapped vhildren’s
educational rights;

- educat lonal system’s
responsibilities; and

- effective strategies
for working with educa-
tional system.

Parent Organization Projects

® Parents, amd persons
who vork with thea, become
actively involved on
behalf cf their children’s
educat lon and assist in
that process.
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APPENDIX D

The Study Sample

® Table D-1. Reasons for Deletions from and
Additions to the Sample

® Bar ¢ Descriptive Information for Projects in
the Sample

Table D- 2. "Special Educators" Projects (N=9)
Table D- 3. "Related Services” Projects (N=5)
Table D- 4. "Rural" Projects {(N=5)

Table D- 5. "Infant" Projects (N=3)

Table D- €. "Transition" Projects (N=5)

Table D- 7. "Minority" Projects (N=3)

Table D- 8. "Leadership"” Projects (N=6)*
Table D~ 9. "S_ecial Projects" (N=7)

Table D-10. "Regular Educators” Projects (N=4)
Table D-11. "SEA Projects” (N=4)

Table D-12. "Parent Organization Projects” (N=5)

* One of the 7 projects in the Leadership subsample
was dropped because available information was too
minimal to include it in subsequent analyses.
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Competition é;gg

Special Educators

Related Services:

e "Paraprofessional”

"Career Ed4"
"0T, PT, Nurse”

"Counselor"

"Therapeutic Rec."”

Rural

Infant

196

Table D-1

Reasons for Deletions from and Additions to

the Sample for the Personnel Preparation Program Goal Evaluation

Total #
in Sample

9

(5)

1

T )

Deletions/Addlitions

No changes

Delete PRO29FH40077
"Train...Deaf Interpreters”

Add PRO29FH40014
"Train...Paraprofessionals"

No changes
No changes
No changes

No changes

Delete PRO2SAH60064
Delete PRO29AH60224
Delete PRO29AH60022

Add PRO29VH60007
Add PRO29VH60004
Add PRO25VH60003

Delete PRO29AH60043
Delete PRO29AH60097

Add PRO29AH60060
Add PRO29AH60105

Reason

"Deai interpreters” a much more spec-
ific target (personnel) than the
"typical paraprofessional” so not a
true specimen of this subsample.

Identified by random draw as
"Replacement #1."

Not a true specimen of focus on
Rural training.

Had to go to FY85 to complete sample
with 3 projects that focused on RURAL
training.

Second project directed by same person.
Early childhood focus, NOT infant.

Next in random draw for replacements,
with true focus on INFANT training.
Two other replacement candidates dis-
carded because of focus on early
childhood, not infant.
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Competition Area

Transition

Minority

Leadership

Special Projects

SEA Projects

Regular Educators

Parent Organization

Projects

Reasons for Deletions from and Additions to

Table D-1 (continued)

the Sample for the Personnel Preparation Program Goal Evaluation

Total #

in Sample

5

Deletions/Additions

Delete PRO29VH60005
Pelete PRO29VH60007

Add PRO29AH60026
Add PRO29AH60057

No changes

No changes

Delete PRO29KH40141
Add PRO29KH40016

Add CALIFORNIA

Add NEW YORK

No changes

Reason
Anomalous selection.
Second project with same director.

Next in random draw for replacements.

Emphasis on delivery of training;
not much development.

First selected by random draw.

Only 3 states had both SEA projects
and Regular Educators projects

(KS, MN, SD). Therefore, added the
4th project of each type from two
big states.
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Table D-2. "Special Educators” Projects (N=9)

-—— —
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Title Target Roles Target Handicapped Population Fundiay
"Multidisciplinary Master's Degree Teacher of behaviorally/emotionally Behaviorally disordered, emotionally FY84  $8Y, 3%
Program for Teachers of the Behavior- disturbed, especially secondary aged disturbed children and Youth FY8S  $89,3130
ally bisordered/Emotionally Disturbed” encarcerated youth I'yg86  $89,3%0
Type of Institution: THE Level: M.A.; Preservice

Location: Maryland

——— e e = - —— = — - c——— e —————— —— ot e e

“Bachelor's Degree Teacher Training Certifled special education teachers Mainstreamed underserved, transfition, FY84 $45,000
Program in beaf Education” of hearing impaired rarly childhood, lostitotionalized, FYBS  $45,000
and multiply handicapped deaf and FY8H  $45.000

hearing {mpaired children and youth

Type of Institution: 1HE Level: BLA. or Certilicate;
Preservice
tocation:  Arkansas

"Pre-Service Training of Master’s Certified teacher in adapted physical Handfcapped children and yo oth in FYB4 825,709
Degree Students in the Area of education special schools, regular schools, FY85 $25,769
Adupted Physical Educot fon” and itinerant programs FY86  $25,769
Type of Institution: 1HE Level: MUAL; Prescrvice

Location: Nevada

"Personne] Preparation in the Area {lassroom teacher, =hildrern and youth Behaviorally disordered ohildrn FYB4 $78,794
of Behavior Disorders’ and youth Y85  $7B,794
FY86  $78,794
Type ot Institution: [HE level: B.A. and post B.A.;
Preservice

Location: Utah

ST S T e e e e — —— 8 o A o @ s < et = = A = amy s = o — — e - E e e e e e e e e e A e n - e e e e

"Preparation of Special Educators - Classroom teacher learning disabled, emotionally FYB4 $67, 344
Undergraduste Program in Applied disturbed, and sentally retarded FYBS $h17, 34
Developoental Disabilitfes” children and youth Y86  Sh7. 349
Type of Institut’'on:  THE Level:  B.A.; Preservice

Lavation: Florida
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Title

"Master's lewel Training for Teachers
of the Handicapped”

Type of Institution: IHE

Location: Oregon

“Tratning of Speech/Languape Patholo-
giste, Audiolopists

Type of Institution: THE

Lovation: New York

"Preparation of Special Fducators for
the Mildiy/Moderately fandicapped”

Type of Institotiont 1K

Location: Nebraska

"Training Specialists to Appropri-
ately Serve Blind and Visually

Impaired Individuals"
Type of Iustitutfon:  1H
Location: Ualifornia

Table D-2. "Special Educataors"

Target Roles

Spevial education teacher

Level:  BUA.; Preservice

Speechf language pathologlets,
audinlogists

M.AL G Preservice

Level:

TP s - - i —— - -

Special education teachers
(11l levels)

{revndorse-
Preservice

tertificate
ment )

loevel:

Jeachers of visaallv handicapped
vhildren and vouth (ages 0-21)

Level: tCertificate; M.A

Preservice, Inservice

n e e e— - ———

. e —— e, e o e A v

Projects {continued)

Target Hamdicapped Population

landicapped children, youth, and Young  FYB4

adults FYAas
FYB6

¢hildren and adoelescents severely FYR4

handicapped by vommunication FY85

disorders Y86

Mildly/moderately handicapped children FYB4

and youth (ages 0-21) in rural areas FY8&5

{{.e., those identified under the Fy8e

categories of specific learning dis-

ability, behaviorally impaired, or

educable mentallv handicapped and who

are mainstreamed into regular educa-

t{on)

Vvisually handicapped children and FYB4

vouth (ages 0-21) FYBS
FY86

Funding

§79,575
$79,575
579,575

$21,1393
$21,11
§21,393

$47,827
$52,937
$55,584

§76,805
$76,805
§76,805

a b ———————— ——
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Table D-3, "Related Services" Projects (N=5)
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Title Target Roles Target Handicapped Population Funding

"Project PAKA: A Project to Improwve Speciael cducators (primarily class- School-age children and youth (all FYB4 $72,640
the Trainfng and Utilization of room trachers n public and private ronditions, all levels) FYB5 §72,640
Paraprofessionals in Special dducation” fnstitutions ) special education FY86  $72,640

paraprofessionals
Type of Institution: JHE level:s Certificate of completiong
Presvrvice

tocatfon: Nebraska

........... fae e e e e e e m e m e eem F— . S S e e e e e e e e e e memit % @ me e e & e mn = e AT, W E e e e e e e w0

"geeupational Therapy Studeats' Decapational therapists in school- Severely handicapped bigh school YYBL  $94,860
Training tor High Schonl-Based based programs students FYRS $94,860
Independent Living Skills Development” FYBS  $94,8060
Type of Institution: THE Level: MA; Preservice

Lucation: talifornia

"Training Parent-Tratners to Facllitate Carver educat lon trainer ¢ parents tuner-citv handicapped Rispanic FY84 $86,BBY
Career Educat fon Practices in the {primariiy school personnel) students {primarily neurologically FYBS 586,889
Homes of Urban Handicapped Youth” and/or emotionally handicapped) FY86 586,884
Type of Institutton:  1HE level: rertificate of competency;

Preservice
Location:  New York

"rallaudet Collepe Project for the Sebuel compselors of hearing impaired Hearing impaired children and vouth FY84 $%,967

Training of School Counsclors for vhildren and vouth In a varfety of FYB8S  §34,967

Hearing Impafred Children” settings (all levels, public and FYRA §43,659
privite)

Type of Institotion:  IHE Leveel: MUAL L Preserviee

Location: District of Columbin

m——n — % = —m ame . kel s om o e e e e m e = omam mom trm 4 P e 4 Emamen = i ommm P e W - e e S el e = . — —— —— -

"presarvice BA/MA Loevel Programs o Therapeut ic recreation/child life 111 and handicapped children, includ- FY84 844,907
Therapeut i Recreation/thild Life specialists and adr 1istrators in ing infants, toddlers, youth, and FYB85  $44,907
Services' pediatric units of general or spec- adolescents FY86 544,907

ialty haspitals
Type of Institution: {HE Level: RBUA. . M.A.; Preservice

Locatlion: New York
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Tahle D-4. "Rural” Projects (N«5)
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Title Target Roles Target Ha dicapped PMopulation Funding

"Preservice Training of Rural Special Classtoom teacher, teacher consultant, Rural moderately to svverely/ FYB4  $19,852

Educat fon Personnel in the Area of resource room teacher, itinerant profoundly handicapped students FY85  §41,009

Severely Handicapped” teacher and families FY86 not in grant file
Type of Institution: IHE Level: BLA,; Preservice

fLocation: Vermont

“Rural General Special Edoucation Rural education consultant, rural Low incidence handicapped learners FYR4  §$78,B840
Preservice Persovunel Preparation special educatfon generallst F© 3 §78,840
Program with Fmphasis on Low- .o  $78,840
Incidence”

Type of Institution: 1HE Jevel: M.A.; Preservice

Locatfon: Oregon

e e e i m o amme e s & a4 m am e e WA = — e e v et W es = S e e e = 4 Seea fa o e -— o —— —— . - e v e hmm e —_— — c—

"preparation ol Special Fducators: Classroom teacher in resident school, Deaf children FYB4 §25,629
Bachelor and Masters level Tralning self~contained classroom, or FY85 §$18,123
for Teachers of the Hearing Tmpaired ftinerant program FY86  §50,673

in Rural Kentucky”
Type of Institution: THE level: B.A,, M.A.; Preservice

Locatfon:  Kenturky

“Preparotion of Special Educators: Rural servive positions, speech- Communicatively handicapped in FY84 $75,000
Masters Level Training fer Teachers Tanpguage pathologlists rural school districts FY85 $80,000
of the Communicatively Handicapped FY86  §$83,549

in Rural School bistricts”
Type of Institution: IJHE Level: M.A.; Preservice

Location: Mississippl

“preparation of Early Childhood hirect service providers, {ndirect Young handicapped rural children FYB4 $52,968
Special Education Kural Service Tesource managers three Years and above FYBS  §52,968
Providers" FY86 §52,968
Type of Institution: IE Level: M.A.; Preservice

Location: Washington

ERIC
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Table D-5. "Infant” Projects (N=7)
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Title Target Roles

Target Handicapped Population

Funding
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"Preparat ion Program for Parent- Parent Educator and Consultant

Infant Education Specialists”

Type of Institution: IHE Level: M A, Preservicoe

location: Washington, b4,

Farly childbood special educators,
early interventionists

“Preparat fon of Special Edurators,
Master's Level Trainiog for Teachers
of Handicapped Intants and Pre-School
Children”

Type of Institution: [HE fevel: M.AL; Prescrvice

Locativn:  Penosylvania

"Preparat lon of Special Educaors:
Freservice Training ol Master's
Level Speech~lLanguage Pathologists,
Audiologists to Serve Infants/
Preschool Chi‘dren”

Audinlogists, speech-languape

Type of Institution: IHE level: M.A.; Preservice

Location: Soutl Carolina

208
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pathologists; early interventivnists

Handicapped, multi-handicapped
infants three years and below,
minority apnd underserved, espec-
ially bearing fmpaired and their
Parents

Handicapped iniauts and pre~
schoolers

Handicapped infants: birth to
five years

FY84  $72,507
FYBS §74,721
FY86  §72,502

FY84  §54,706
FY85  $54,706
FY86  $54,706

FY84  $47,787
FYBS  $42,742
FYB6  $43,260

209



Table D-6. “Transition" Projects (N=5)
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Title Targer Roles

Target Handicapp-d4 Population Funding
"Masters lLevel Training for Special Secondarv-level vocational classroom All age groups, edacational levels, FYB4 544,054
Vocat fonal Fducators o! the Handi- teachers/instructors in nontraditional and types of handicapping conditions FY85  §44,054
capped” settings; supervisors and administra- {who typically recelve prevocational-- FY8s 544,054
tors of vocational programs 13-15-~and vocational/career/occupa-
tional training--15-21)
Type of Institution: IHE level: M.A.; Preservice

Location: Connecticmt

“"Preservice Training of Spectal Yduca- Secondary-level personnel in Indus- Secondary lewel handirapped students, FYyg8s  $45,000
tors, Counsclors, amd Vocatiopz! trial Arts, Vocational Education, crossing all conditions Y85 §50,000
Fducators to Work Cooperativelv in Special Education, School Counseling FY8e  $57,000
the Vooat lonal Programming of Handi- {v.g., industrial arts instructor,

capped Students" vocational eduration instructor,

spreial educat fon resource speceialist,
school counselor) who work in a
varlety of settings (e.g., loral
srhools, regional vocational-techni-
cal schools, sheltered workshops,
other human services agencies)

Type of Institution: [IHE level:  CGertitivate; M.S.;
Preservice

focation: Conneeticnt

“Transition Special Edocators for Transition speeiol educators fu o seriously emotfonally disturbed FYss  $79,054
Sericusly Emotionally bisturbed varivty of settings (e.g., LFaAx, adolescents FY8S  §79,054
Adolescents:  An Eduration Spueclalist’s private psychiatrie facilities, FYse  $80,%07
Degree Level Trainiog Program” comminity schuols, residential/dav/

hospital programs)
Type of Institution: 1IHE level:  Fd.S.; Preservice

Locat bon: Distriet ot Columbia

o mmem e m . am e e ow =t m e m e s+ e w o a = e e s e = e e e i e o e A e L me e i et e e m 4 & e At T RS @ e e o — - —— —— ——— — ) = ————— -

"Secondary Vocational Education for Secondary special educator with Youth at secondary/postsecondary Fyas $100,000
the Handicapped” ability to provide comprehensive level who are learning disabled, ¥Y85 $100,000
vocatfonal /rarver education; resource mentally retarded, seriously emotion- FYB6 5§100,000
consultant to vocat ional educators; ally disturbed, physically handicapped,
speclal educator with ability to severely/profoundly handicapped

adapt curriculum to needs of secon-
dary/postsecondary handicapped
learners (in middle, high, and alter~
native scheols and postsecondary

Type of Institution: I1HE schools)
QO Location: Indiana
ERIC € n Level: (ertificate; B.A.; M.A.3
Preservice )
-C el 2 R 1




Ty

E

"Leadership Development Program in
Vocat fonal Special Needs Edocat fon”

Type of lostitution: 1HE

Locat ion:  'iriued
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Tahle D-6. "Transition" Projects (continuced)

Tarpguet Roles Target Handicapped Population

Lovial leadership personnel in vora- A1l handicapped populations served FYR4  $72,500
tional special education in a variery by LEAs In ITllinois {youth and adults) FY8S  §72,500
of agencivs {(e.g., schools, rebabili-

FY8e  §72,500
tation facilities, correctgional

renters, vie.) which all receive
federal tunding under PL 94-142 and
"1, 94-482

Tevel: 4 units of credit toward MoA.
or ditoral deprees
Proservice
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Table D-7. “Mipority” Projects (N=3)
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Title Target Roles Target Handicapped Population Funding
“"preservice Special Fducation Classroom teacher Learning disabled or emotionally FY84  $63,608
Preparation of Minority Status disabled children FY85  $64,220
Teachers" FY8b 566,989
Type of lustitution: 1HE level: M.A.: Preservice

Location: lowa

“Bilingual Sperial Education Butlding administrators {(principals Regular, special education, bilingual,  FY84 $47,003
Administrative Interas Project” and assistant pripcipals) linguistically and culturally ditfer- Y85  §70,000

ent student populatioms FYB6 §70,000
Type of Institution: LEA level: M AL Preservice

Location: Uallfornia

Upreparation of Teachers to Serwve Classroom teacher Behaviorally disurdered and severely FYB4  §84,24)
Severely Behaviorally Disordered behaviorally disordered minority FYB5 SB4,243
Students from Minority Popalations children and vouth FY8h  S84,241
Type of Institution: Private, fevel: MAL; Preservice

nonprot it

Lecation:  ohio

1
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Title

"Preparation of Spectal Fducallon
Personmel”

Type of lastitution: INHE

Location: Kentucky
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Table D-B.

Target Roles

"Leadership Projects™ (N=6)
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Special education teacher trainers,
researchers, administrators

Doctoral (Ed.D.):
Preservice

level:

"Puctoral Training in Spevial
Educatfon/School Psychology and
the Handicapprd Hispanic thild”

Type of Institution: [HE

Locat tvon:  Texas

“Iactoral Leadership Training in
Teaching and Research--Psvebolinpuis-
tics of Early Childhood Languoope
bisorders from a Bilingoal and Multi-
rultural Perspective”

Type of Institutfon:  THE

Jocation:  Massachusetts

"Preparation of leadership Porsonnel
in Communication bisorders

Type of Institution: IHE

Location: Washington

216

Special educatfon/schonl psychology
teacher trainers, rescarchers,
specialists, school psycholopists,
administrators, supervi- ors

Doctoral (FPh.b.) s
Preservice

Lewvel:

tmiversity-level teacher triatners and
rescarchers; administrators, cvalua-
tors, cansultants, clinfcians

favel: Doctoraly U'reservicoe

tollege and university teacher
trajmers of tommunication Pisorder
Specialists (direet clinival service
providers)

fevels  Doctoral; Preservice

Target Handicapped Population Funding
Handicapped children, youth, and FY84 $103,748
adults FY85 §103,748

FY86 $103,795

Handicapped Hispanic children and
youth with learning and behavioral
problems; children with behavior
problems

Young children withh language and
commmication disorders, who come
from bilingnal, minority, aud
multicultural homes

Preschool and school-age ohildren

with rommunicrat ion (speech-hearing)

handicaps, focusing on children
with communication disorders in

FY84  $110,211
Fv85 §110,211
FY86  §110,899

FYB4 §61.764
FYRS 561,764
FyB86  $75,851
FY84 $101,732
FYss §1013,732
FYBRe §103,732

the early childhood, severely handi-

capped, and hearing- impaired
populat fons

ST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table D-8.

——— - — -

“leadership Projects” (continued)

Title

————— e et m et et — A - g oy

e e . ———————— e ——— .t e — T T | A s o o A T o e e .

"preparation of Leadership Personnel
for the Visually Impaired”

Teacnes trainers in colleges and

Target Roles Target Handicapped Population funding
Visually-impaired and multiply FY84  $87,474

rafversities preparing personnel in handicapped children and youth FY8S  $90,474
the specisl education of visually- Fy8s  $98,000

impaired students; researchers,
administrators, supervisors in LFAs,
SFEAs, regional and other programs;
consultants

Type of Institution: IHE level: Doctoral; Preservice

Locat fon:  Tennossee

"George Mason University Doctor of
Atts in Educat fon:  Special Educat ton”

Special oducation administrators,
teacher trainers, orricolom special-
Isnts, diagnosticio researchers,
policymakers at tocal, state, federal,
international levels

lLevel:s Doctoral (D.AEd)Y; Preservice

Type of inatitution: 1THE

lLocation: Virginia

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

kY84 $101,469
FYRS § 95,169
Y8h § 93,169

All handicapped lecarners
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Table D-9. “Specisl

Projects®™ (N=7)
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Title Target Roles Target handicapped Population Funding
“Preparation of Sprech Pathologlsts Speech pathologists, sudiolopists Young children (0-5 years) with com~ FY84  §44,705
and Audiolopists (1o serve) Handicap- munication disorders FYBS $63,111
ped Children, Birth to Five" FYse  $60,251
Type of Institutiom: 1HE Level:s MJA, (Speciallsts);
Preservice
Location: Celorads
"Training System for Intant Service Medical, educational, and thera- $ick, high-risk, handicapped infants, FY84 $100,000
Providers” peutic specialists in hospitals and birth to one year old FY85 $122,332
in the community who serve handicap- FYB6 § 95,699
ped infants in their first year of
life
Type of Institution: IHE Level:  Speclalists, Inservive,
Preservice
Location: Dbistrict of Columbia
“Iratning School and Commenily Special education teachers, school Moderate to severely handicapped Y84  $65,113
scervive Personnel tor Transftfon ol administiators, and commmity youth (middle school and high scheol FY85 §75,199
Secordary tlandicapped Students to service providers age, chronologically speaking) FY86 $713,813
Post-tchool Environment s”
Type o Institation:  HE level!  Inservice
Locativo:  Uregon
"Giraduate Tralning In Technology Administrators, special educators, All; pultiple-handicapped individ- FYR4  $44,705
for the Handicapped® therapists, and computer coordinator vals most fregquently represented FY85  §63,111
(emerging role) FY86  §60,251
Type of Institoetion: IHYE level: M.S. or Certificate
Locat fon: Marvland
"Advanc ing Technology Through Therapeutic revreation and other All disabilities FY84 574,563
Statewide Recreation Network! specialists, cducators, agency Y85  §74,563
administrators, parents FYB6 580,000

Type of Institution: 1HE Level: Inservice, Preservice

{(graduate level)

Locat fon:  Massachusells

220
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Table D-9.

"special Projects" (continved)

Title Target Roles Target Handicapped Population Funding
"Mainstreaming: Home/School Special educators, administrators, Mildly handicapped and “at~risk” FYB4  $97,B46
Integrated Intervention” parents, and support personnel students in elementary and secundary “Y8S  $39,810
schools FYB6 584,391
Type of Institution: Area Education Level: Inservice
Agency
Location: Iowa
"project 5.H A.R.E.” Information givers, disabled pre- All who sttend public schools FYss  $92,660
senters, and volunteer tacilitators/ FYBS  $92,660
trainers FY86 §92,660

Type of Institution: Parent {cosmunity-
based coalition of
parent organiza-
tions)

Location: [Illinois

level: N/A




Tuble D-10. "Regular Educators” Projects (N=4)

et ol o e M o~ o at o mem e e e A ime 4w mio @ = m % m e m oA _m e et e — e e e e - ——— —

Title Target Roles Target Handicapped Population Funding

"Preparat fon of Regular and Regnlar edurators, special educators Mildly handicapped students in regular FYBS  §44,576
Special Educators” classrooms FY86  $55,505
Type of Institution: SEA Level:  lInservice

Location: South hakota

"Prereferral to Special Fducation Kepular educators, special educators learning disabled and all mildly FYBS  §69,518
Model” handicapped students in public schovls, FYB6  $b9,518
including children with behavior
problems
Type of Institution: SEA level:  Inservice

location: Minnesota

"Sehool Administrators Statewide Schonl administrators, superintendents, A1 handicapped students in regular VY84 §$44 ,652
Inservice” sehool board members classrooms FY85 $44 652

FY86 §44,652
Type of Institution: SFA Level:  Inservice
Location: Kansas

Yexpanding Fdocat ional Opportu- Regular classroom teachers, boilding learning disabled students and "those FY8s §110,000

nities for Lh Students” primdipals, school psvehologists, not classified who are experiencing FyBe  $122,000
special educators, 1HE teacher trainers Jearing difficulties”

Type of Institution: SFA Level:  Inservice

Location: New York

O

SEST COPY AVAILABLE
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: - . .-



Table D-11. "SFA Projects” (N=4)

Title Target Roles Targer Handicapped Peopulation Funding

"ED-MED: Statewide Inscrvice Training Primary care physiclians {(develop- Handicapped children in general-- FY84  $85,000
Models for Increasing Collaborative wmental /behavioral pediatrics, family 0-5 years and school age FY85  $85,000
Interactton between Physicians and practice, general practice); special FYP6  $85,000
Educators to Improve Servicves to Handi- educators and regular educators

capped Children--Provide Training for {administrators, teachers, school

Educators and Physicians" nurses, other support personnel)

Type of Institution: SEA Level: Inservice; Preservice

Locatfon: Calitornia

A Statewlde Network for Special Paraprofessionals In all areas of All conditions, ages 0-21 FYB4 §109,710
Educari.n Paraprofessional Preservice special education, all sertings, FY8S $109,710
and Inservice Training” all levels FYB6 $109,710
Type of Institution: SEA Level: Paraprofessional Permit ar

J.evel 1, 2, and 1; Inservice;
Location: Kansas Preservice
“breparing Special Educators for Special education teachers, some of Secondary-level mnildly handicapped FY84  $49,076
Partnerships in Sperial Needs Voca- whom are trained through the project youth FY85 $76,664
tional Training” as "job development specialists” FY86 (not in grant file)
Type of Instltution: SEA Level: Inservice

Lovation: South bakota

e et e . e ——— — — e o —— . _—
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"Regional Inscrvice/Preservice in Sprcial edurators, special eduration A1l conditfons, ‘or the following FY84  $80,000
Early Childhood Handicapped, Transi- administrators, regular educators, groups: children 0-3 years old; FYy85 §96,782
tion to Work, Limited English Pro- community service providers children and youth who are Natiwve FY86  $96,782
ficiency (LEP), and Indian Social American, or who are enrolled in

Work Afde (ISWAY" secondary-level special education,

or who have limited English
proficiency (LEP)

Type of Institution: SFA level:  Inservice

Location: Mipnnesota
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Title
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"Technical Assistance for Parent

Programs - TAPP" (prime conlract)

Type of Institution: Private,
nonprof it

Location: Massachusetlts

“Technical Assistance for Parent
Programs - TAPP" (replional sub-
contract)

Type of Institution: Private,
nonproi it

location: New Hampshire

“Nevada Specially Tralned Effective

Parents Project”
Type of Institution: Private,
nonprof it

lLocation: Nevada

"Parents Training Parents”

Type of Institution: [I'rivate,
nonprof it

Location: Michigan

"Training Parents of Handlcapped
Children in Central Arkansas

Type of Jnstitution: Private,
nonprof it

lLocation: Arkansas
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Table D-12. "pParent Urganization Projects”™ (N=5)

A i e e e e e ————— o —— —

Target Koles Target Handicapped Population

— -

Funding

All currently funded parent organiza-
tion projects under DPP for parents
of children with all handicapping
conditions

Effective Parent Training Project

FY84 Perfod 1 $129,723
FYB4 Option 1 §732,571
FY85 Option 2 $750,868
FY86 Option 31 $679,283

All currently funded parent organiza-
tion projects under DPP for parents
of children with all handicapping
conditions

Effective parent training project

FY84 $55.000
FY85 §58,000
FYB6 not in grant file

Parent Facilitator All handicapping conditfions

FY84 S$B8,500
FY85 $B8.500
FY86 not ip grant file

Parent trainer All handicapping conditions

FY84 5$129,602
FY85 §136,082
FYB6 $142,8B6

e T e  ———

Parents of children with all
handicapping cronditions

Parent trainer

FYB4 §42,225

FY85 $42,225

FY86 $105,225 (The extra
funds cover a joint grant
in another city.)
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Table E~1. List of Persons Interviewed
0S JOSEP Q L cO S SOURCES
Max Mueller Gray Garwood
Dirsctor Staff Dirsctor

Division of Personnel Praparation

Harvey Liebergott
Chief, Relatad Personnel Branch
Division of Personnel Preparation

Martha Bokes

Manager, Related Services
Parsonnsl Competition

Division of Personnel Preparation

Frank King
Manager, SEA Competition
Division of Personnel Preparation

Betty Baker
Msnager, Transition Competition
Division of Personnel Preparation

Jack Tringo

Msnager, Parent Organization
Projects Competition

Division of Personnel Preparation

Norm Howe
Chief, Leadership Personnel Branch
Division of Personnel Preparation

William "Pete"” Peterson

Manager, Special Projects
Competition

Division of Personnel Preparation

Doris Sutherland
Manager, Leadership Competition
Division of Personnel Presparation

Housa Select Subcommittee on
Education

Dave Esquith
House Select Subcommittee on
Education

Lani Florian

Legislative Assistant

Senate Subcommittee on the
Handicapped

STATE SOURCES

Karl Murcay
Administrator, Personnel
Development Unit
California State Department of Education

OTHER OSERS PERSONNEL

Mike Herrell
Office of the Assistant Secretary
OSERS

Richard Melia

Project Officer, National Insti-
tute of Handicapped Research

OSERS
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Robert (Bod) Gilmore
Msnager, Rural Competition
Division of Personnel Preparation

Dick Champion

Manager, Regular Educstors
Competition

Division of Personnel Preparation

Angele Thomas
Staff, Leadership Personnel Branch
Division of Personnel Preparation

Don Blodgett

Manager, Special Educators
Competition

Division of Personnel Preparation

Sandra Hazen
Manager, Infants Competition
Division of Personnel Preparation

Vickie Ware
Manager, Minority Competition
Division of Personnel Preparation

Tom Finch
Chief, Early Childhood Branch
Division of Educational Services

farty Xaufman

Director

Division of Innovation and
Development

Paul Ackerman

Acting Director

Division of Program Analysis
and Planning

Etta Waugh
Staff, Regional Resocurce Centers
Division of Assistance to States

Greg Frane

Budget Analyst

Office of Planning, Budget, and
Evaluation

Ann Weinheimer, Mary Tapageorgiou
Center for Statistics

Larery La Moure
Center for Statistics

OTHER FEDERAL OFFICES

James Ricciuti
Budget BExaminer
0ffice of Management and Budget

TAPP

Martha Ziegler
Director, Technical Assistance Center
for Parent Organization Projects

c 1 IES

Judy Smith-Davi:
Private Consultant

Dick Schofer
University of Missouri

Deborah Smith
University of New Mexico

Stan Dublinski
American Spesch and Hearing
Association (ASHA)



Dave Rostetter
Chief, Monitoring Branch
pivision of Assistance to States

Deputy Director
Division of Assistance to States

Jim Hamilton

Project Officer, Research Projects
Branch

pivision of Innovation
and Development

Biil Wolf

Acting Branch Chief/Project Officer

Program Planning and Information
Branch

Divigion of Program Analysis and
Planning

Patty Guard
Acting Director
OSEP

CONSTI s _(CO

Doris Helge
Western Washington University

Oliver (Leon) Hurley

Georgia State Univarsity

Higher Education Consortium for Special
Bducation (HECSE)

Herbert Prehm, Fred Weintraub
Council on Exceptional Children (CEC)

Bill Schipper
National Association of State Directors
of Special Education (NASDSE)

Lou Bowers
President, National Consortium on
Physical Education for the Handicapped

Phil Burke

Chairman, Department of Special
Education

University of Maryland
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