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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This report describes the approach and results of an evaluation for the
Personnel Preparation Program, one of five divisions in the Office of Special
Education Programs (OSEP) in the U. S. pepartment of Education's Office of
Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS). This effort was a
strategy evaluation, the second phase of a two-part program evaluation, con-
ducted by a study team from the American Institutes for Research (AIR). An
earlier effort, conducted by AIR in the fall of 1986, was a goal evaluation
which examined the program logic and the extent to which the program wWas
achieving its goals.

The Personnel Preparation Program is the third of five discretionary pro-
grams being studied under an OSEP contract with COSMOS Corporstion, with AIR
participating as subcontractor. The COSMOS project director is Robert K. Yin;
the AIR subcontract director is Peggle L. Campesu, who also serves as task
leader of the evaluation for the Personnel Prepsaration Program.

Evaluations of other programs under this contract are for the Handicapped
Children's Early Education Prezram, the Media Services/Technology Program, the
Severely Handicapped Program, and Secondary Education and Trangitional Services.
All five programs operate under the Education of the Handicapped Act, as amended.

OSEP, through this contract, is utilizing s program analysis spprosach to
assist federal program managers. The approach takes program managers through
a sequence of steps in which they (1) clarify and agree on the performance
objectives of 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 plausibility and efficacy of these strategic choices.

A particular strength of the approach is that it combines the expertise of
program mansgers, & work group of peers and staff, and an external evaluator (in
this case, AIR), all of whom go through descriptive and analytic processes
together. The forum for their deliberations is s series of structured weork




sroup meetings, held once every four to six weeks throughout the evaluation
Process.

The work group members for the Personnel Preparation Program strategy
evaluation are listed below. They helped to shape some of the study's products,
and reviewad and critiqued others. Their knowledge of the Personnel Preparation
Program and its policy context, and the time they invested to make sure this
collective effort stayed on track, were essentlal to the pertinence and utility
of the strategy evaluation process.

Work Group Members for the
Personnel Preparation Program Strategy Evaluation

Norm Howe
Acting Director
Division of Personnel Preparation

Jack Tringo
Related Personnel Branch
Division of Personnel Preparation

Louis Danielson
Chief, Special Studies Branch
Division of Innovation and Development

Bill wolf

Acting Branch Chief/Project Nfficer
Program Planning and Information Branch
Division of Program Analysis and Planning

In addition, Thomas Bellamy, Director of the Office of Special EBducation
Programs, took particular interest in this evaluation. His review of the
original study design and his recommendstions for refinements provided the -
study with a8 practical focus.

While the authors alone are responsible for the final product, they would
like to thank the work group and other individuals who were interviowed or
provided documents and oths: information to the study teanm.

In particular, we wish to acknowledge the exceptional cooperation of key
SEA and LEA personnel in the study sample, who participated in lengthy on-site
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interviews with the study team. Their names and their associations sppear in

Appendix C of this report.

We also wish to scknowledge Donald H. McLeughlin and Robert J. Rossi of
AIR for their contributions in helping the study team to assess the prospects
of making accurate long-term projections of personnel supply and demand in

special education.

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 neces-
sarily 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

or 8

This summary presents the highlights of a strategy evaluation for the
Personnel Preparation Program; a related study, a goal evaluation, was
conducted in the fall of 1986. Authorized under Part D of the Education of
the Handicepped Act, the Personnel Preparation Program is administered by the
Division of Personnel Preparation (DPP) in the Office of Special Education
Programs (OSEP), a part of the federal Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services (OSERS), U. S. Department of Education.

This evaluation examined one of several strategies the Personnel
Preraration Program pursues to achieve the objective of increasing the numbers
of qualified personnel to provide education and related services to children
and youth who are handicapped. That strategy is targeting its resocurces to

of tical 4 d for per el-—-both . ed. The
program implements this strategy primarily through the awari of grants to
colleges and universities, which produce the personnel who are specially
trained to provide the services.

This study contributes to the literature on teacher supply and demand in
special education. The resder is cautioned, however, that the study focused
only on the demand side of the teacher supply-and-demand equation. And beyond
that, the study focused only on one model for examining personnel demand.

That model is based on HIRES: the number of speciasl sducation teachers hired
by 3 local school district to fill vacancies (i.e., budgeted, unfilled
positions) for the 1986-87 school year.

OSEP defined the specific migsion for the study team: to examine the
utility of one model--a HIRES model--for determining the nationsl demand (both
current and projected) for speclal education teachers. OSEP and the study
team fully recognize that any complete examination of teacher supply and
demand must include an examination of the supply side. OSEP and the study
tesm also recognize that numerous models might be posed and examined for their
utility in determining teacher supply and demand, including models cutgide tte
supply-and-demand equation itself.

Because demand is an inherent part of the teachar supply-and-demand
equation, the following summary begins with a statement of the more general
problem of balancing the supply of trained teachers with the demand for their
services. The statement provides the larger perspective within which this
study of teacher demand must be viewed.



BALANCING THE TEACHER SUPPLY-AND-DEMAND EQUATION IN SPECIAL EDUCATION:
A VIEW FROM THE DRMAND SIDE

Balancing the supply of trained teachers across the nation with the

demand for their services is a complex problem. When the supply or demand
changes, shortages or surpluses result. To avoid these shortages or surpluses,
educators at national, regional, and state levels attempt to predict future
changes of supply and demand so they can systematically plan for the training
and hiring of teachers. Such projections, however, require accurate and
reliable data on the teaching profession, which at present do not appear to
exist (Olson & Rodman, 1987). In addition, numerous factors influence the
supply and demand for teachers, each one presenting problems that must be

addressed.

Predicting the National Supply and Demand for Teachers

Having to predict the expected supply of teachers in the United States at
a future time ralses immediate gquestions:

® How many teachers will continue to teach from one year to
the next?

e What is the age, experience, and subject area of teachers in
the present pool?

® What are the various sources of potential teacher supply?

e How many graduates of teacher-training programs will
actuslly enter teaching?

® How many teachers who left teaching will decide to return?

e What changes in the profession might attract more people to
the field?

® Who can legitimately be counted as a "teacher”? What
criteria determine "competence to teach™?

Q ~vii-




Anticipating the demand for teachers at a future time raises immediate

questions as well:

e How many teachers will leave their positions, and for what
reasons will they leave?

e What are the qualifications of individuals filling
positions? Are they all fully quslified to teach, or do
some lack the necessary requirements?

® How many students who are handicapped will enroll from one
year to the next? What individual needs for service will
they have?

e What are allowable teacher-pupil ratios in specific
geographic and instructional settings?

e In what districts and geographic regions will the open
positions be?

e bWhat is the willingness and ability of districts to hire new
personnel?

e What are the resources and the extent to which districts can
recruit for personnel?

v What changes in the profession might cause more teachers to
leave?

When they review the data from school districts, which is filtered
through state departments of education to them, educational policymakers in
wWashington ask many questions about this data. They face the tssk of
predicting the nation’s supply and demand for teachers, so they can direct
their limited federal dollars at the areas facing critical shortages.

o Do all school districts and do all states collect the same
kinds of information on personnel?

» If they collect the same kinds of information, does it mean
the same thing? Do they follow a standard get of
definitions for the categories of personnel data?

e Do districts and states use similar data collection methodst

o How accurate and reliable are the data from district to
district and from state to state?

o How does each district and each state differ in ways that

affect the nsture of their personnel data? What is the
range of these differences?

~viii- E;



® Are there any particular pleces of data from districts or
states that might pinpoint the kinds of teachers that will

be needed?

These lists of Questions are dy no means inclusive, dut they suggest para-
meters for the kinds of information to be reviewed in assessing the magnitude
and nature of the ever-changing supply and demand for teachers in the nation.

The Larger Context of Politics and c

Education and, hence, projections of teacher supply and demand are ulti-
mately shaped by the politics and economics of America. The voting public and
politicians place relative value on education according to the amount of money
they are willing to spend on it. That value goes up or down depending on who
is holding public office. Even if accurate and reliable data were available
to predict teacher supply and demand, the political and economic forces shaping
education respond to a variety of factors unrelsted to either education or
children, and which are unpredictable.

The Uniqueness of Special Education
Compared with general education, measuring and predicting the supply and

demand for teachers in specisl education in a national ma:ket is even more
difficult (Sattler & Sattler, 1985). Figures for supply and demand depend on
the specialization area of teachers within special education--learning
disabilities, emotional disturbance, multiple handicaps, behavior disorders,
developmental disabilities, and so on. And although the data on general
education may not be complete, accurate, and consistent, the data on special
education is even more sketchy.

Until the 19708, local school districts did not even begin to address the
needs of many students for special education services. Federal mandates
supporting the educational and civil rights of handicapped children and
youth--the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Public Lew 94-142) and
Section 504 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act (Pudblic Law 93-112)--required
school districts to address these needs. The federal and state funding that
followed gave school districts increased ability to hire special education
teachers :0 meet the new requirements.

-ix-
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The Personnel Preparation Program was authorized in 1970 under Part D of
the Education of the Handicapped Act (Public Law 91-230) for the purpose of
“increasing the numbers of fully-qualified personnel that are available to
provide education and related services to handicapped children and youth."”

The present program is the largest of the discretionary programs in the federal
Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). Appropristions for the program,
exceeding $60 million each year in FY85, FY86, and FY87, support a large
percentage of the new special education teachers being prepared nationally.

The program uses its money to train teachers by awarding grants primarily to
colleges and universities, which train the teachers to provide the services.

Because its money is limited, the Personnel Preparation Program must
direct it to training teachers in "areas of critical demand--both current and
projected.” In order to do this, it must know what kinds of teachers are
needed now and in the future. The program expects that its grants--available
for the training of these needed kinds of teachers--will stimulate the colleges
and universities to prepare more of them.

Grant applicants must present convincing evidence that the training they
propose will address the areas of critical demand. Currently, however, the
fcderal program lacks a baseline against which to evaluate this evidence.
Federal dats and information requirements for states under PL 94-142 for a
Comprehensive System for Personnel Development (CSPD) and for annual pupil-
personnel counts of local districts have failed to yield data and information
of sufficient quslity and utility to provide the program with a guide for
funding decisions.

Increasingly, the Personnel Preparstion Program ls under pressure from
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to show that its training grants are
producing fully-qualified personnel to meet shortages in local school dis-
tricts. It faces the same obstacles that policymakers, professional organiza-
tions, and researchers have all encountered in attempting to map the elusive
terrain of teacher supply and demand. To date, no central, accurate, timely,
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and generally-accepted data system is available for tracking personnel supply
and demand in education--and in special education in particular. The problem
is compounded with significant information gaps in the data that do exist, and
with poorly articulated concepts and terminology.

An Examination of the Targeting Strategxy:
2 h B N NEAX : ; asints d

.
LR

OSEP requested the study team from the American Institutes for Research
(AIR), subcontractor to COSMOS Corporation on a larger study of filve discre-
tionary programs under the Education of the Handicapped Act, to focus on the
targeting strategy of the Personnel Preparation Program. The overall purpose
of this ”"strategy evaluation” was to assist the program to improve its strategy
of targeting resources to areas of critical demand for personnel--both current

and projected.

OSEP asked the study team specifically to examine the utility of one
measure for estimating demand for personnel. That measure was HIRES, mesaning
a count of the number of staff hired in a specified period. MNore precisely

defined for the study, HIRES meant the pumber of svecisl education teachers
hired by a locsl school district to £1i11 vacancies (i.e., budgeted, unfilled
po>sitions) for the 1986-87 school year.

To examine the utility of HIRES as a single measure of dmmand, Z4ata were
collected from ten local school districts--five from each of two ~tates in the
country. Experts identified these states as having good data on special edu-
cation personnel, and very well-informed staff who could provide insights on
what it takes to build a good data system. The evaluation was a pilot effo.t,
limited to two states--"the best”--and focused at the local level. It was
limited to demand-side data and issues, while fully recognizing the difficulty
of separating personnel demand from supply.

On-site interviews with special education administrators and personnel
directors in the school districts provided informstion on the local planning
and hiring process. 1In addition, interviewses provided planning documents,
statistical reports, and summary data sheets, which were subsequently reviewed.
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Interviews with stete-level and regional-level administrators provided
information on the state context for local planning and hiring.

The small sample size, and the considerable variations within it,
permitted only limited statistical analysis of data from the sample.

The Findings of the Pilot Study

HI as 8 single me d t provide an accurate measure of d.
It is made eV mea ) £f w st be eoxamined separately.

Spaecial education decisionmekers said “he total number of teachers they
hired (that is, the teaching positions they filled) for a year consisted of:

e the number of positions they filled with undercualified
personnel (both those who had no certification at all and
those who had inc lete certificsti

e the number of new positions they filled with fully-qualified
personnel

e the number of exlsting positions they filled with
fully—qualified personnel

e the number of positions they filled with fully-qualified but
less-than-quality personnel (that is, those who had full
certification but whose overal! "competence to teach” was
questionable)

Each of the component measures of HIRES is associated with factors that

be into account estimat 4 projected d for
personnel in specisl education on a nati basis.

Special education decisionmakers pointed out, for example, these key
factors which were associated, respectively, with each component measure of
HIRES (listed adove):

e state certification requirements

Tremendous variation exists in certification requirements
across the states. For example, ons state might have very
stringent requirements for licensing its special education
teachers and, therefors, have a resultant shortage of
teachers in several areas. However, another state might

-x1{3




have less demanding requirements and, as a result, have an
abundant supply of "qualified” personnel.

s student enrollments compared with state guldelines for
minimum/maximum teacher-pupil ratios

Guidelines for teacher-pupil ratios also vary greatly from
state to state. For example, a state that allows a ratio of
1 teacher for every 28 pupils would have less demand for
personnel locally than a state that allows 1 teacher for
every 10 pupils.

e attrition/turnover of teachers

Teachers leaving existing positlons account for most job
vacancies. Thelr specific reasons for leaving vary
greatly. Even if states made a concerted effort to colle=t
attrition data, making national estimates of demand would
involve predictions of human behavior, which are difficult
at best.

e appropriateness of college training program; individual
competencies

The quality of both training programs and individual
teachers varies greatly.

What if a school district were unable to fill a vacant teaching pos.cion

for which it had money to support? Another component measure of HIRES was

apparent: NO HIRES was the number of budgeted. unfilled positions in a school
district tor a given year. This measure completed HIRES as a model for

examining personnel demand.

ars 1 4 res t

Certainly, s; -ial education Cicisionmakers would agree on the definition
of a "budgeted, unfilled position.” They point out, however, that the under-
lying ressons for NO HIRES must also de explored. Does the position remain
vacant for a long time because of the geographic location or economic disincen-
tives of the local school district? Does the individusal district actively seek

-xiii~
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qualified candidates, or is it passive in its recruitment efforts! And why?
To be an appropriate target for federal program resources, the underlying

reason must be possible to address through personnel preparation (i.e.,
training).

To provide a more adequate estimate of current demand, NO HIRES data
should be supplemented with data on underqualified personnel. Local school
districts consider that they have met their current demand for personnel only
when they have filled their vacancies with fully-qualified teachers. Adding
underqualified personnel to estimates of current demand requires further
breakouts of data into:

e numbers of positions filled with uncertified personnel

e numbers of positions filled with not-fully-certified
personnel

Predicting demand for teachers beyord three years is of limited or no
value at the state and local levels, according to the special education

decisionmskers sampled in this study. It is at the national level that it
becomes important, although the prospects for making accurate long-range
(beyond five years) projections of demand for special edu~ation personnel are
dismal.

Estimating demand for personnel--current or future--also requires an
accounting of factors that contribute to "unrevealed demand.” Such factors
include state use of unduplicated counts of children, accounting only for
their primary handicapping condition and not any secondary conditions they
might have; state limitations on the number of children that can be identified
within a particular handicapping category; the overall ability of a district
to hire, based on the amount of state and federal funding it receives.

wWhat the t ta t St aled

Based on extrapolation of figures in the Digest of Education Statistics
(1987), the study sample sppeared to be representative of the nationwide

tescher-pupil ratio (17.8) and the astionwide average percentage of pupils
counted as requiring special education services (11.2%). The most striking
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pattern was the difference between the two states’ special education teacher-
pupil ratios. The difference does, in fact, reflect the official guide’ines
of each state for class size maximums.

The quantitative data on each of the components of HIRES did not provide
much information on the areas of current and critical demand for personnel
across the ten districts in the study sample. Virsing demand in terms of the
HIRES model (demand = number of budgeted, unfilled positions 4 number of
positions filled with underquslified personnel), the data revealed:

® Two of the ten districts had budgeted, unfilled positions--
1 teacher of the trainable mentally handicapped

1 teacher of the autistic

¢ Three of the ten districts had positions filled with under-
qualified personnel--

1 uncertified teacher of the behaviorally and emotionally
handicapped

5 not-fully-certified teachers: 3 teachers of the
emotionally disturbed and 2 teachers of the learning
disabled

1 not-fully-certified teacher of the emotionally disturbed

Of the the total number of HIRES (182) across the ten districts for the
1986-87 school year, the current demand for teachers was 9 (2 budgeted,
unfilled positions + 7 positions filled with underqualified personnel). The
conclusion from these figures is that there is no major problem, and,
therefore, no critical demand. However, the quantitative data alone is
r°sleading. Qualitative data from the local Jdistricts provided additlonsl
information on teacher demand that was essentisl for ldentifying shortages.

—xv—
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t the litative Data from the Study Sample Revea
Anecdotal data obtained from local special education decisionmakers
provided additional and lmportant information for identifying shortages in the
sample districts:

e Although districts were able to fill most of their positions,
local decisionmakers identified areas of "shortage™ as positions
that were "hard-to-fill,” and as personnel who were "difficult-

to-find,” requiring extensive recrulting. Typlcally, such
shortages included:

teachers of the emotionally disturbed. (Teacher turnover in

this area is three years on the average due to ti.
tremendous demands of the position.)

teachers of speech and language. (Some districts consider

speech and language to be a special education teacher
position; some consider it to be a related services
position.)

occupational therapists and physical therapists. (Almost
unanimously, the districts in the sample identified OTs and

PTs as their most difficult-to-find personnel. These are
related services positions, not special education teacher
positions.)

e Because of the age of their special education teaching staff,
several districts see sizable shortages coming within the next
three years, especially if early retirement bills ars passed by
state legislatures.

e Because of newly-inc.eased state certification requirements in
the multicategorical program area, close to half the staff in
several districts will dbecome "underquaslified” next year.

Conclusions
The HIRES model offers no single measure for estimating demand. What the

HIRES model does offer is s logicsl, organizing framewort for further examina-
tion of personnel demand in special education. Interpreting national data on
demand requires understanding the factors that influence both demand and
supply. This study has provided a means by which the federal rrogram can
carry out future research and data gathering on personnel demand, organized
logically by the components of demand and the factors that influence it.
Because very little is known about personnel supply, another study (such as
this pilot study of demand) will have to identify the components of supply and
the factors that influence it.
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Local school districts are very able to specify their current and critical
demand for personnel. However, federal data requirements from states and
aggregated data do not provide a view of teacher demand with the clarity,
accuracy, and timeliness of that in local districts. Because these federal
requirements have not provided useful data for predicting teacher supply and
demand in a national market, they may be unjustified. Certainly, there is
justification for seeking a more efflcient, economical, less burdensome
alternative. This study also suggests that any quantitative data on teacher
demand must be supplemented with qualitative data from local school districts

where the demand originates.

Targeting federal training resources on the basis of short-term projec-
tions is questionable. Data ages fast, and local district data is well out of
date by the time it reaches the federal level. Short-term projections also
fall short of the lag time in the system: the federal funding cycle starts
two years ahead of awards; and grantees' training programs take three to five
years to produce trained personnel. The prospects for making accurate long-
term projections of teacher supply and demand, however, do not look good.
States acknowledge difficulties in using historical data for forecasting
beyond three years. And, ultimately, the unpredictabdle nature of politics and
funding--major forces in determining the market for special education
teachers--make market projection perilous. Given this context, estimating
nationwide demand can still be meaningful, but only within the range of time
that political forces are unlikely to have great effect. These projections,
based on current measures of demand and demographic projections, can serve
some of the purposes of a strategy for targeting resources to areas of
c~iticual demand for pecsonnel.

Tia business of speclal education personnel is to provide services that
meet the needs of children and youth who are handicapped. Counts of personnel,
and the politics and funding that shape demand, may obscure these needs.
Finally, thi.: study can only raise the question: Is there a viable way of
pasing estimates of personnel demand on the needs of children and youth for
special educstion and related services?
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Recommendations
The following recommendations were offered to the Personnel Preparation

Program for improving its strategy of targeting resources to areas of critical
demand for personnel--both current and projected:

aﬂwﬁl_&w}u_ﬂﬁlﬂ-
Using a HIRES model, the study suggested that current and
critizal demand for personnel in local school districts was
represented by budgeted, unfilled positions and the positions
filled with underqualified personnel. At a minimum, then,
the federal program can target its resources to meet this
demand.

Quantitative data, however, are insufficient for identifying
personnel shortages. Qualitative dats are also required to
provide a more accurate description of the shortages, and to
decide whether or not they can be addressed by training.

Federal reporting requirements for states should de drastic-
ally reduced or abandoned altogether if the data are not
useful for targeting or other OSEP purposes.

obt 1n a "quick fix" o a8 of t and crltical 4
Small-scale surveys of a representative sample of local
school districts, high-producing institutions of higher
education, and states with good dats and data systems might
yield a profile of local, regional, and national demand for
personnel as good as one provided by a more costly, large-
scale, definitive study.

3. Plan data collection in collabeoration with SRAs, LEAs, THEs,
r ) » Bach group plays an

important role in balancing the teacher supply-and-demsnd
equation. A data collection effort that serves the purposes
of important interests will be more efficient.

4, Conduc bility s atistical or
1 of .

_ingggggggg;, Consistent un- of a stcndard sot of
definitions for terms commonly used in i1elation to personnel
supply and demand would facilitate understanding of data
collection forms, grant announcements, internsl planning
documents, program regulations, and public stataments.
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personnel. This study provided an organizing framework for
exanmining personnel demand in special education. The
framework can de used to coordinate further study by OSEP/DPP
snd the Clearinghouse. A formal agreemsnt of the working
relationship might establish the federal program as an
important client, one who stands to benefit from the database
and expertise the Clearinghouse will develop.

Seek & viable and accept 0 Q
POrsonnel qe Needs oI N3 10508 ANG_youth Ior
special education and relsated services. Ideally, the needs
of children and youth for special education services should
define the demand for personnel.

The full report of the strategy evaluation discusses each of these recom-
mendations in detail. The first five recommendations are for immediate imple-
mentation; the last two are for implementation over the longer term.

-xix-



Table of Contents

Page

PREFACE AND Ammm L] [ ] [ ] ® L] L] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] [ ] ] L] [ ] L] [ ] L] L] Ld [ ] [ ] i

EXECUTIVESMY.QQQQQ..o..o....oo....o...o. v

I L 4 Backsromd L] L L] L] L] L] » L] [ ] [ ] L] L] L] L] [ ] L] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] L] L] L 4 L] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] 1

What the Goal Evaluation Concluded about the Federal
Progranm's Strategy for Targeting Critical Demand for Personnel. .

Complexity of the Problem . o « o & 2 o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o & =
Setting the Boundaries for the Strategy Evaluation . . . . . . &
Definitions of Terms for this RePOrt . + o ¢ ¢ o « ¢ ¢ o o o o &

h W W M

II. The Strategy Evaluation Design . « ¢+ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ 6 ¢ 2 ¢ 5 o o
Purpose, Scope, and Rationale for the Study . « » ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o & & »

Evaluation Questions that the Pilot Study Addressed . . « « « « &
Selection and Nature of the Study Sample . . ©. ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o &

Framework for Examining Personnel Demand in the Pilot Study . . . 10
Data Collection Procedures and SOUTCES .+ o o o o o o 0 o o ¢ o o 13

o O N~

Data Analysis ApPProach : . ¢« o o ¢ o o © o o 2 o o o 0o s o o o« o 13

Intended Audiences for the Strategy Evaluation's
Findings and Reconmendations . « . ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 2 ¢ s 0 o o« 17

I1I. Findings and Conclusions: HIRES as a Starting Point
for Examining the Demand for Personnel. . . ¢« ¢« +» o o o ¢ 2 o o« ¢« o 19

The local Personnel Planning and Hiring ProceSss . ¢« « ¢ o o & » & 19
Outcomes of the Local Personnel Planning and Hiring Process . . . 26
"Levels of Demand™ Apparent from the Qutcomes of Hiring . . . . . 26

Inmportant Variables in the Dynamics of
mnd at the anl I‘VG]. ® *® [ ] » [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ » [ ] [ [ ] L ] ] [ ] [ [ ] [ ] [ 33

Conclusions Related to the Major Question of the Pilot Study:

Is HIRES an accurate estimate of demand? If not, what othex

variables and conditions are associated with hiring that might

need to dbe specified and controlled for? » . . . ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ s o o o o 35

21



Table of Contents {continued)
Page

Local Demand for Personnel:
Conclusions from the Pilot Study Sample . + « o ¢ + ¢ ¢ o o o o« o 37

Analysis of Sample Derta:
A Basis for Nationwide Estimates of Pemand . . . &+ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ » o & 40

IvV. Findings and Conclusions: Available Data
on HIRES and Related Variables . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o s s o 2 o o o o 51

Nature and Avallability of the Data . « « ¢« ¢ ¢ o« + o s o 2 » » » 51
Accutacy Of the mta * [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L ] - L] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] . [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 56
Resources Required to Produce the Data . « ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o o o o 58

How LEAs and SEAs Used the Data for Determining Current
and Projected Demand for Special Education Personmel . . . . .. 58

Status of Recruitwent by LEAs and SEAs
to Meet Demands for Special Education Persomnel . . . . « o & »+ o« 61

vonclusions and Insights .+ ¢« & ¢ ¢ ¢ 2 ¢ ¢ ¢ s ¢ » o0 o 0 o o » 65

V. Discussion and Implications for Recommending Next Steps . o « « « & 69
Identifying Severe National Shortages Can Be Easy . . . » « » =« « 69
The Bard Part Is Interpreting National Dataon Demand . . . . . . 69
Data AgeS FABL ¢ ¢ o o o o o s o o o 2 o o s o5 0 0 50 0 00 0 71
Short-Term Projections Fall Short of the Lag Time in the System . 72

Prospects for Accurate Long-Range Forecasting Are Dismal . . . . 73

The Impact of Politics and Money in Shaping the Demand
for Personnel Obscures Children's Needs for Services . . . . . . 74

Unclear Concepts and Terminology Further Complicate

Attenmpcs to Pin Down Shortages and Focus Resources 75

ViI. Recommendations .« o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o s o o ¢ 2 s o o 0 8 2 0 0 5 0 5 o 83
Recommendations to Implement Now . + + o o o o o ¢ o o o o o« » » 83
Recommendations to Implesent Over the Longer Term 92

L]
L]
L]
[ ]
L ]
<
L]
[ ]

VII. Further Considerations8 . . ¢« ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o 5 o o o o 2 0 05 68 o 0 o 97
Should OSEP Bypass SEAs to Obtain Data? . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ s o 5 » o » 97
From What Level Should Targeting of Federal Resources Be Pursued? 98

umm [ [ ] [ ] [ [ [ [ ] [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ ] [ [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] L] [ L] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] [ ] LJ [ ] [ ] 103

22
‘ -xxii-~




Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table
Tablz
Table

Table

Table of Contents (continued)
TECHNICAL APPENDICES (bound separately)

A. Executive Summary for the Final Goal Evaluation Report:
Personnel Preparation Program

B. Personnel Preparation Program Strategy Evaluation:
Data Collection Protocol

C. Pilot Study Interviewees

List of Tables
1 Frasework for Examining Personnel Demand
in the stratesy Evaluat 1°n * [ [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ) [ ] [ ) [ ] [ [ ] [ ] [ ) [ )

2 Educational and/or Administrative Units
Represented in the Study Sample . +» ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢+ o o o & &

3 Tally of SEA/LEA Interviews
by Generic Titles of Interviewees . . . o « » ¢ o o &

4 Levels of Demand for Personnel in Special Education .

5 The Demand for Personnel:
Has It Been Met at the lLocal Level? . .« . ¢ & « &« o &

6 Levels of Demand and Associated Varisbles . . . « » »

7 Personnel Demand in Special Education:
State 1 and State 2, FY 1986-87 (Teachers Only) . . .

8 Enrollment and Staff Sizes in Sampled LEAs . . « . .« &
9 Special Education Staff Needs in Sampled LEAs . . . .
10 Data INVentory » « = = o o ¢ o o o 2 s s 2 o o ¢ o o o
11 The Composite Measures of HRIRES:

A Framework for Focusing Future Research . . . . + » ©

List of Figures

Figure 1 € aeric Model of Local Planning and

Hiring Process for Existing Positions . . « ¢ o . » &

Figure 2 Geperic Model of Local Planning and

Hiring Process for New Positions . . . « » « ¢ ¢ o » &

-xxiii- 2 3

Page
12

14

16
27

32
34

46
41
b4
52

77

20



1. Background

Targeting areas of critical demand for personnel-—both current and pro-

jected--1is one of several strategies the Personnel Preparatica Program pursues
to increase the numbers of specially trained persons who are qualified to
provide education and related services to children and youth who are handi-
capped. OSEP management and staff singled out this particular strategy for
further study in the second phase of a two-part program evaluationm. The
initial phase, which was called a “goal evaluation,” documented the federsl
program's goals and logic, and examined the extent to which specific strate-
gles were being implemented through grant activities in the field and through
progran administration at the federal level——and with what results (Campesu,
Appledby, and Stoddart, 1987).*

Although the conclusions of the goal evaluation were gemerally positive
about the likelihood of achieving measurable progress toward federal program
objectives with current strategies, recommendations in the final report

(op. cit.) pointed out respects 1n which particrvlar strategies should be
re-evaluated or re-defined, noted the need for evaluative data to fill infor-

mation gaps, and called attention to unresolved programmatic issues. The
concluding chapter of the final report suggested a number of candidate topics
for further study, each pertaining to one of the strategies the federal
program is currently using.

The OSEP Director and members of the review group considered these
suggestions at a briefing on findings from the goal evsluation. They
expressed a strong preference for the second phase of the study, called a
"strategy evaluation,” to develop information the federal program could use
to improve its strategy of targeting critical depand for personnel.

# Appendix A contains the Executive Summary for the goal evaluation of the
Personnel Preparation Program.



What the Goal Evaluation Concluded about the Federal Pro ram's

Strategy for Targeting Critical Demand for Personnel

The Personnel Preparation Program expects that directing program resources
to training In areas of critical demand for personmel {both current and pro-
Jected) will stimulate the field to Prepare more of these types of personnel.
The federal program's targeting strategy includes these elements: (1) setting
priorities, (2) announcing priorities and selection criteria annua.lly for
funding competition, and (3) reviewing and awarding grants.

Nearly all grantees are institutions of higher education (IHEs) and state
educational agencies (SEAs), but mostly IHEEs—the Supply side of the program--
the producers of personnel with the specialized training required to provide
special education and related services to children and youth who are
handicapped.

Grant applicants must present convincing documentation to demonstrate the
objectives, focus, and substance of the activities they propose to implement
1f their application is selected for funding. As motivation to do this, the
evaluation criteria allot 25 points fout of 100 possible in FY 1986) to the
applicant's "statement of needs.”

The 56 grantees in the sample for the goal evsiuation used dats from a
wide variety of sources to make a strong case for their proposed focus. The
fit was very close between the areas of need they documented and the programs
and models they developed, or the training they delivered.

However, the goal evaluation concluded that while the targeting strategy
was well-articulated and orchestrated by the federal program and implemented
in good faith by grantees, it was not respensive to mounting pressures—
especially from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)—to demonstrate that
its training grants were producing personnel to meet the demand (i.e., short-
ages that local school districts are experiencing in the supply of qualified

personnel).

Specifically, the federal strategy for targeting critical areas of demand
for personnel lacks a satisfactorily functioning system or pechanism to provide

-2~
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a baseline against which to evaluate the supply side’'s documentation of such
areas of demand in their initial and continuation applications. Requirements
of states under PL 94-142 for Comprehensive Systems for Personnel Development
(CSPD) and for annual pupil-personnel counts have failed to yleld data and
information whose quality and utility are sufficient to provide the Personnel
Preparation Program with a demand-side profile to guide funding decisions.
Grantees (representing a supply-side perspective) say that CSPD information
and states' annual counts are least useful for documenting needs for highly
specific personnel specialties, and for projects serving regional and national
interests or needs (such as those submitted under the Leadership competition).
Federal program staff agree with this observation.

Complexity of the Problem

Policymakers, program constituents (professional organizations and
grantees), and researchers have all encountered obstacles in attempting to map
the elusive terrain of personnel supply and demand. To sum up broadly:

e The intransigent problem of what constitutes critical per—
sonnel demand and how to measure it precludes the ability to
focus resources on satisfying it.

e There is no central, accurate, timely, and generally
accepted data system for tracking current and projected
manpower supply and demand in education-——and in special
education in particular. Nor is there a generally accepted
analytic model that specifies data requirements for such &
system.,

e Politics and money have an inordinately large effect on
state and local estimates of demand for persomnel.

e These and other "market forces" have been ignored in past
studies of teacher supply and demand.

There are two sides to consider in the market for special education
personnel: the supply side and the demand side. On the supply side are
personnel preparation providers, such as institutions cf higher education, and
the internal and external factors that influence their capscity to produce
qualified personnel. On the demand side are consumers, such as local educa-
tion agencies (LEAs), and the internal and external factors that affect their
acquisition of persomnel. The anticipated demand for particular kinds of

-3~
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special education personnel, and the expected supply of those who will bde
available to £111 thnt demacd, are the basis for projecting shortages (or
surpluses) of personncl.

In a freely functioning eccnomic market, price fluctuation is the mechan-
isn for maintaining parity between supply and demand. Demand for goods or
services in short supply drives prices up and thereby attracts new suppliers.
Prices fall when supply exceeds demand, and suppliers leave the market. In
the msrket for educational personnel, however, there is question as to whether
this economic theory of equilibrium holds. Some analysts say the institutiona:
rigidity of education permits little, if any, flexibility of salaries in
response to changes in supply and demand (Sattler & Sattler, 1985), or that it
is unlikely teacher sslaries will ever increase by the estimated 40% necessary
to make teaching economically competitive with careers that attract "reasonably
bright college graduates” (Hawley, 1986). Rather than provide additional fuads
to LEAs to finance salary supplements to special educators who are in criti-
cally short supply, states may instead redefine handicapping conditions (i.e.,
make definiticns more restrictive to exclude certain children who would other-
wise be eligible for special education services under broader definitions)
and/or relax requirements for certification and the policies for employing
underqualified personnel (McLsughlin, Smith-Davis, & Burke, 1986; Schofer &
Davis, 1986; and Smith-Davis, Burke, & Noel, 1983). Other analysts perceive
that the market does seek and find equilibrium, and does so through the normal
market mechanisms (Darling-Hammond, 1987; Olson & Rodman, 1987; Roth, 1986;
and Yates, 1987).

The implication for model builders is that they must allow for various
"market adjustment mechanisms” to work in analyzing supply and demand, includ-
ing the incentives and disincentives of teaching that affect the individual's
decision to teach.

Further complicating the problem sre poorly articulated concepts and
terminology and significant information gaps in the data that underlie dis-
agreements over the magnitude and character of persomnel supply and demand in
education. For example, analysts point out that reliable and useful data are
seriously inadequate or unavailable on attrition, turnover, classrooms staffed



by persomnel who are less-than—fully qualified, movement within the system
(where newly-hired teachers come from, where teachers go who leave the district

but continue to teach), and so on.
Determining these parameters and complexities of the larger problem
provided the means for focusing the strategy evaluation on a piece of the

problem.

Setting the Boundaries for the Strategy Evaluation

With others working on pirces of the problem, some from the model
development end, others from the data end, what useful information for
policymaking could the strategy evaluation provide with its modest budget and
before the end of FY 19877 Should and could it focus on the supply side, the
depand side, or both sides of the market for special education personnel?

After deliberation, the work group and the study team proposed to address
these questions in the strategy evaluation:

e What kind of information is presently available that may be
potentially useful for establishing whether or not shortages
exist?

e How accurate and reliable are these data?

e What difficrities might be encountered if such data were
required fcr a national (central) data system?

e How might these difficulties be addressed?

The work group alsc agreed that the strategy evaluation would be a pilot
effort in a couple of states reputed to have exceptionally good data for spe-
cial education persompel, and exceptionally competent staff who could provide
knowledge and insight on what it takes to build a good data system. Given the
limited resources available for the pilot study and the complexity of the
larger problem (disc issed above), the work group agreed that the emphasis of
the study would be on persomnel demand--the side of the supply-and—demand
equation that the program knevw least about.




The study team and representatives of the work group met with the Director
of the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) and members of the OSEP
review group to brief them on plans for the strategy evaluation. OSEP sug-
gested that the focus be narrowed from "whatever data are available” to one
potential estimate of persomnel demand—-and that this be "HIRES.” Genmerally,
for this study "HIRES" means a count of the number of relevant staff hired in
a specified period.

OSEP's preference reflected a shift to numbers that were not soft, and
that were easy to count with accuracy and reliability. What light could the
strategy evaluation shed on the potential utility of such a peasure as "HIRES"
for establishing current and projected demand for personnel? The next chapter
describes the resulting design for the strategy evaluation.

Definitions of Terms for this Report
Taking seriously the criticism that unclesr and inconsistent use of terms

contributes to problems of discussing and assessing the complexities of per—
sonnel demand (and supply), the pilot study established the following working
definitions:

e Demand for personnel is synonymous with the "need to hire.”
It is used in the sense of "supply and demand” from the

field of labor economics.

® Need refers to the requirements of children and youth for
specisal education and related services.

This report differentiates between "need” for services (by

those who are handicapped) and "demand” for teachers (the
"need to hire” personnel).
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1I. The Strategy Evaluation Design

Purpose, Scope, and Rationale for the Study
The preceding chapter closed by describing the partnership of the study

team, the work group, and OSEP management in setting the boundaries for evalu-
ating one strategy of the Personnel Preparation Program: targeting current
and projected demand for personnel. They agreed to the following overall

approach.

e The strategy evaluation would be a pilot effort im two
states, and would focus at the local level,

e While recognizing the difficulty of separating personnel
demand from supply, all partners agreed to 1limit the pilot
study to data and issues of demand.

e A specific focus would be to assess the potential utility of
data on HIRES for developing current and projected estimates
of demand for personnel.

Conceptually, the study's purpose would require improving the construct
validity of HIRES and articulating its complexities. For example, it would be
{mportant to identify and define factors that might need to be known and
accounted for in a model of personnel demand in which HIRES was the single

measure of demand.

In addition, potent bureaucratic and contextual conditions that might be
hard to quantify could confound HIRES as a valid and reliable measure of
demand. For example, undesirable geographic locations or stringent state
certification requirements in particular speclalty areas might make it more
difficult for a local district to recruit personnel to hire.

Finally, if there were better proxies for personnel demand than HIRES,
the strategy evaluation would have to be alert to these candidates.

Practically, information on HIRES, snd the variables likely to influence
it, wu 1d have to be available through channels that federal—level policymakers
could access. And it would have to be available in a form that was economical

‘ =7-
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to retrieve, aggregate, and analyte. Thus, the strategy evaluation would have
to determine reporting routines for each variable, and estimate the accuracy,
reliability, and cost of obtaining this information.

Evaluation Questions that the Pilot Study Addressed
To accomplish the above purposes, the strategy evaluation addressed these

questions:

1. Is HIRES an accurate estimate of the demand for persomnel? If
not, what other variables and conditions are associated with
hiring that might need to be specified and controlled for?

2, What quantitative data are available, back several years, on
HIRES and related variables?

3. Are these data accurate and reliable?

4, VWhat refinements do the data suggest for measuring personnel
demand?

5. What are reporting routines and costs for various data
components?

6. What difficulties are likely to be encountered if such data

were required to implement a federal strategy for targeting
critical demand for personnel? How might these difficulties

be addressed?

Selection and Nature of the 5tudy Sample
The sample for the strategy evaluation consisted of two state education
agencies, two intermediate (or regional) education agencies, and a total of

ten local education agencies--five from each state. This sample represented
the demand side of the personnel supply-and-demand equation, although the SEAs
also had linkages with the supply side, especially with state-supported
colleges and universities that train special education personnel.

Criteria and assumptions that gui‘ ded sample selection. Only those states

that certify or endorse in specialty areas (i.e., categorical states) were
considered. Thus, a first assumption was that targeting critical demand for
personnel requires data that are broken yut by category of pcrsonnel and/or

specialty area.
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A second assumption was that addressing the evaluation questions would
require access to good date and to people with expertise and practical
insights on what it takes to build an adequate dats system. A safe assumption
was that good data and wocd staff go together. Therefore, a second selection
criterion was tue known quality of data and data systems in the candidate

state.

Procedures for selecting SIAs for the study sample. The study director
obtained SEA nominations from two consultants who had recently reviewed the

status of SEAs' special education personnel data systems.® Each consultant
independently nominated four or five states that met the above criteria, and
identified an SFA contact. The study team called each candidate SFA to obtain
information about features of their data systems that were especislly relevant
for the pilot study. For example, did the SEA have data on budgeted, unfilled
positions by category or specialty area, and could the data be disaggregated
to the LEA level? Did the SEA have data back several yesrs that could be
compared with current daita? What did the SEA do to help LEAs fill budgeted
vacancies for special education and related services personnel? What steps

weTe underway to improve the statewide personnel data system?

Most SEA contacts supplemented their responses to the above telephone
queries by sending periinent documents that helped the study team narrow the
choice to two states and three backup ciates (i case a state declined to

participate).

The work group concurred with the team’s recommendations, and the two
states selected as "first choice” agreed to participste in the pilot study.
Coincidentally, they were the only two states that appeared on both
consultants' lists of nominees.

% The two consultants were Dr. Judy Smith-Davis and Dr. Richard Schofer, whose
work was referenced in the first chapter of this report.
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Procedures for selecting LEAs for the study sample. Each of the two SEAs
suggested at least seven LEAs that:

e met the "good data™ criterion

e ranged from low to high for per—capita hires (number of
special education personnel hired to fill vacancies for the
current academic year divided by total enrollment)

e ranged from small to large for total enrollment

e secondarily, represented some of the variability that exists
in the state for factors that affect the difficulty or ease
of meeting the demand for personnel (e.g., geographic loca-
tion, population mobility, salary schedule, and so forth)

Each SFA representative restricted his ur her recommendations to LEAs
whose administrators would regard the pilot study as worthwhile, who knew
about local plamning and hiring processes for special education personnel, and
who could explain local data systems and policies that were pertinent to the
study's objectives. Two intermediate educational units were included in the
study because one of the states had a regional organization involved in the
hiring of local persomnel. Study staff obtained informastion from representa-
tives of these units for background only, in order to understand the intrica-
cies of regional/local hiring.

The study team narrowed the selection to five LEAs from each state,
accordiug to the LEA's ability to participate, given the study schedule. The
schedule required that data collection occur during May and June~—a particu-~
larly busy time for LEAs.

Framework for Examining Personnel Demand in the Pilot Study

HIRES by itself might be 8 composite of several measures; the inquiry
would have to go beneath the label and examine the local hiring process to
identify these measures. Moreover, if HIRES were a proxy for demand of

special education persomnel, very likely there are other independent measures
of special education staffing; the inquiry would have to determine how HIRES
is related to these. At the LEA level, examples of such measures include:
size of enrollments by groups of students with particular handicapping

-10-
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conditions; minimum/maximum guidelines of states regarding teacher-pupil
ratios; attrition or turnover rate; state certification requirements.

It would also be important to identify conditions that potentially con-
found HIRES as a valid and relisble estimate of demand. Examples of such
conditions include: federal and state policies that affect the ease or diffi-
culty of finding qualified persomnel; the status of "child find" activities;
competitiveness of salaries for new hires; the nature and extent of recruitment
activities; enrollment trends; econmopic conditions; population movement into
or out of an area; geographic location, and so forth. These buresucratic and
contextual conditions might be hard to quantify, but they are nevertheless
important for understanding persomnel supply and demand in special education.

These and other factors appear in Table 1 on the next page. Table 1
shows the framework for examining the demsnd for special education personnel
in the pilot study, and represents the thinking of experts and practitioners
who have studied personnel supply/demand issues at local, state, and nationmal
levels. (These sources were referenced in the preceding chapter.)

Some evaluation questions for the pilot study required gquantitative
information. The far laft column of Table 1 lists several types of quantita-
tive data relevant to hiring. Most are candidates for independent variables
in an analysis of personnel demand that uses HIRES as the dependent variable.

Answering other questions of the pilot study required qualitative
information such as that in the far right columm of Table 1. Some topics,
such as those 1isted as "other significant influences on the supply/demand
situation in the state or locale,” may ascccunt for important influences on
hiring that are not captured adequately by existing quantitative data. Other
topics in the list concern reporting routines for the quantitative data.

The framework guided but did not confine data collectionm. The goal was
to determine what summary data were available on HIRES and the factors that
accounted for hiring (or not hiring).



Table 1
Framework for Examining Personnel Demand in the Strategy Evaluation

QUANTITATIVE DATA

Sources From ¥hich
The Study Team
Sought This Information*

QUALITATIVE DATA

Sources From Which
The Study Team
Sought This Information®
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Exanples of data to be obtained {f relewent to SEAs LEAs
thﬂocll personnel planning iring process (N=2) (N=10) Exsmples of topics to be explored with intervievees ?::;) l(':‘:‘m)
Hires baad X ® Decision process for meeting staffing needs in special X
8 N newly-hired special education staff as s percentage of educat ion
N amployed, by category and handicapping condition
o N full-time equivalents (FTEs) required and N FTEs hired, ® Reporting: X X
by category and handicapping condition - who reports vhat fo whom snd when, for warfous data
® Sources {out-of-district transfers; new graduates of IHEs component s
in state, out of state; contiaving but newly-qualified - for sach component, how collected, computed, verified,
personnel, etc.) updatad
® Trende over past fev years - cost/resources required to do this
- ul;:y problems in obtaining reliable statistics of
aifications of New Hires L X these types; possidble golutions
mI: N certified sod B with less-than-full certification, by - opinions about what dats should be reported, and what
category and handicspping condition the Federal Government should do with it
ssrving in snother
: :r::::‘:::: ;:.:n:e:r;:.::t y * ® Likely future trends for dats in far left column X
Eorollmmts snd Staffing @ Recruitment:
® Unduplicated child couwnt data, by handicapping condition X X - factore that helped or hindered sfforts to recruit new
(PL 94-142) bires (certification requiresents, econosic and
® Percentsge of handicspped in total school populstion by geographic factors, classroom working conditions)
type of handicapping conditice - likely futurs trends
aduca TSONNE area and FIE
: ::ﬁ:‘::n pl:t.“;l:. ysars 1 esployed, by e Other significant influsnces on the supply/demand X - X
ritustion in the state, and implications for »
national dats system, o.3.:
Teacher-Pupil Ratio badad X - dafinitions wsed for handicapping conditions
@ size of ratio ~ student o11gibility criteria for services
o data elements -~ sulti-categorical programming
® trends over past few years ~ cooparative arraugements
- contracting for sarvices
Faculty Attrition bl X ~ changing priorities
& magnitude - other
e data elemants
e patterns and trends
® sources (e.§., retirement, out-of-district transfers)
Vacaacies bl X
e N positions budgeted and unfilled, by category and
handicapping condition
® N positions recruited for, by category and handicapping
condition
o sources (e.g., program expansion, loss of persopnel) " h
e dats elements 0e
o pactterns and trends
Budget X X
o for speciasl education teachers
» per handicspped student
e funding formula
® trends over past few years

. % The study team collected only readily available quantitstive dats, and tried 1o obtain the data
from existing documents, rscords, and statistical reports before and during site visics.

*® Prasumed that SEA database was linked to individual 1EA
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Data Colleccion Procedures and Sources

The study team collected most of the information during on-—site visits to
the SFAs and LEAs in the pilot study sample. In preparation for visits, the
team reviewed preliminary informstion obtained by phone and from documents
that the sites sent in advance. Once on site, the team interviewed staff who
were responsible for data collection, analysis, reporting, and management, and
who were in a position to comment in depth on the personnel planning and hiring
process and on data and factors that affected hiring, including bureaucratic
and contextual factors. Other information was obtained from documents,
records, and statistical reports. To avoid placing undue burden on LEA staff
at pilot study sites, the team did not request them to prepare new statistical

supmaries.

Data collection protocols. The study team used the topic outlines in
Appendix B as guides for interviewing state and local staff. Tables 2 and 3
provide more detail on numbers of interviewees, their administrative units,
and their generic titles.

Data Analysis Approach

A variety of analytic activities were necessary to process the quantita-~-
tive and qualitative data that the pilot study yielded. These activities
included:

e developing a generic model of the local planning and hiring
process

e distinguighing among "levels of demand” that the loecal
planning and hiring process revealed

o identifying factors associated with each "level of demand”
that might need to be known and controlled for in a model of

personnel demand

o identifying disposing conditions (both contextual and
bureaucratic) that can have an important effect on hiring,
whether or not they are measurable

e estimating in general terms the accuracy, accessibility, and
the ease of collecting and processing such data



Table 2

Educational and/or Adpinistrative Units
Represented in the Study Sample

TE: Numbers in parentheses are tsllies of the SEA and LEA interviews
completed by the study team.

e STATE 1

SEA Level

Division for Exceptional Children, Support Services (2)

Division of Teacher Education, Personnel Services (1)

Division of Student Information Management, Controller's Office (1)

Information Center, Controller's Office (1)

School District A (1)

School District B (2)

School District C (1)

School District D (2)
School District E (1)

e STATE 2

LEA Level
Exceptional Children'’s Program

Excepticonal Children's Program; Personnel,
Evaluation, Certification

Exceptional Children'’s Program

Exceptional Children's Program;
Certificated Personnel

Fxceptional Children's Program

SEA Level

Bureau for Exceptional Children, Division for Handicapped Children and

Pupil Services (3)

Bureau for Teacher Education, Certification, and Placement; Division for
Instructional Services (3)

Intermediate Level

Cooperative Education Service Agency
Special Education Administration/Supervision (3)



School District A (2)

School District B (2)

School District C (1)
School District D (2)

School District E (1)

Table 2 (continued)

LEA Level
Special Services; Personmel

Program Development, Exceptional Education
Division; Human Resources

Pupil Personnel Services
Special Education; Personnel

Administration
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Tadtle 3

Tally of SEA/LFA Interviews
by Generic Titles of Interviewees

e STATE 1 e STAIE 2
SEA Level SEA level
Consultant /Coordinators (3) Bureau Chief (1)
Project Manager (1) Program Supervisors (_2_)
Center Director (1) Consultants (2)
Office Director (1)
LEA Level
Program Directors (2) Intermediate Level
Program Coordinators (2) Program Director (1)
Program Supervisor (1) Assistant Program Director (2)

Personnel Directors (2)
LEA Level

District Administrator (1)

Program Director (3)

Program Coordinator (1)

Aspistant Superintendent (Personnel) (1)
Personnel Director (1)

Staffing Specialist (Persomnel) (1)




o identifying specific problems and poss’ ile solutions in obtaining and
utilizing available data

e developing a statistical summary of the quantitative data obtained
from pilot sites

The extremely small sample size, and the considerable variations within
it, permitted only limited statistical analysis of data from the LEA sample.
Nor were SEA data files that linked data elements to iodividusl LEAs available
for analysis by the study staff.

Intended Audiences for the Strategy Evaluation's
Findi~gs and Recommendations

The findings, conclusions, and recommendations in the remaining chapters

of this report have a primary and secondary audience. The primary audience 1s
OSFP management and the director and staff of the Divis.on of Personnel
Preparation. The secondary audience is state education agencies. Both
audiences will be interested in what the local planning and hiring process
revealed as elements of personnel demand, the utility of existing data for
determining current and future demand for personnel. and steps that can be
taken to improve the federal program's ability to define, measure, and target
resources to relieve critical shortages of personnel in special education.



TII. Findings and Conclusions:
HIRES as a Starting Point for Examining the Demand for Personnel

The study design established HIRES as a potentially useful estimate of
personnel demand to be investigated by the study. It broadly defined HIRES as
a count of the number of relevant staff hired in s specified period. For
practical matters of collecting data from the study sample, the study team
defined HIRES more precisely as the number of specisl education teachers hired
by an to fill vacancies (i.e., budgeted. unfilled positions) for the
1986-87 school year. This, then, was the definition the study team used when
they asked local special education decislonmakers for their "total number of

hires.”

The study design also proposed that HIRES may not be a single measure but
instead a composite of several measures. Thus, the inquiry would have to go
beneath the ladel to identify those components. To do so would involve an

examination of the local personnel planning and hiring process.

Moreover, the study design suggested thet if HIXES were to be a proxy for
perscnnel demand in special education, then it must correlate with other
independent measures of special education staffing. Thus, the inquiry would
have to determine how HIRES was related to these other factors. (Such factors
include teacher attrition/turnover; student enrollments compared with state
guidelines for minimum/maximum teacher-pupil ratios; and state certification
requirements.)

The following sections describde the findings of the study team, using
HIRES as a starting point for examining the demand for personnel in special

education.
The Local Personnel Planning and Hiring Process

Figures 1 and 2 provide generic models of the LEA persconnel planning and
hiring process. They portray a pattern common across all LEAs in the pilot
study sample, which the study teapr was able to identify from discussions with
local special education decisionmakcrs (i.e., district special education
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42



v

43

Planning Phase

FIGURE 1

GENERIC MODEL OF LOCAL PLANNING AND HIRING PROCESS
FOR EXISTING POSITIONS
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FIGURE 2

GENERIC MODEL OF LOCAL PLANNING AND HIRING PROCESS
FOR NEW POSITIONS
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directors and personnel directors). In planning program and staff needs for
the upcoming school year, local decisionmakers had to determine their demand
for personnel in two regards: (1) personnel they needed to £111 existing
positicns; and (2) personnel they needed to £fill new positions.

Personnel for existing positionms. Decisionmakers had to identify the
existing positions in the district that had been vacated by staff, and to try
to f111 those positions with other staff. For whatever reason the position
had been vacated, the empty slot represented to the district a demand for
personnel. Before deciding whether to try to fill the position, however,
local decisionmakers had to examine the immediate circumstances and their
available options: Could they possibly reassign current staff to cover the
position? Had student enrollments dropped such that they would not need to
£111 1t? Could they modify facilities or reorganize classrooms? Could they
move students from one school to amother? (LEAs typically dislike disrupting
a student's program and try not to take such action, unless the student will

be receiving improved services as s result.)

Having considered their available options, local decisionmakers made
recommendations based on the immediate circumstances in the district (i.e.,
student enrollments, current staff, etc.). Given circumstances that were
fairly stable snd had not changed significantly from the previous year, budget
considerations were not as important as they were for filling new positions,
because the existing position—filled or unfilled--had slready been approved
by the local Board of Education, and funding was available to support a fully-
qualified individual.

Some recommendations of decisionmakers were to try to fill existing
positions that had been vacated. The specific reason for the vacancy was not
important for immediate planning considerations, unless, of course, it was a
short—-term leave. A short-term leave (more than six weeks and less than one
year, such as a maternity leave) required plammers to find an immediate but
only temporary replacement. The position was not really vacant——the person on
leave would soon return. Otherwise, if a position were vacant for reasons of
retirement, death, or a career change, the specific reason was not important
for planning and hiring for the upcoming year. The position was, in fact,
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officially vacant. That is all planners needed to know. (Keeping track of
reasons for teacher attrition/turnover becomes far more important when making
projections of demand into the future--five to ten, ten to twenty years. Who
will leave, for what reason, and how often? Local districts did not plan that
far ahead, so they did not keep track of these data.)

Once the decision was made to try to fill an existing position, the
planning phase of the process ended and the hiring phase began. The purpose
of hiring was to try to £ill the position and meet the demand for personnel.
Local decisionmakers then sought a job applicant who matched the qualifica-
tions for the job. The question then became, "Will we £ill the existing
position and with whom?” The answers to this question provided the study team
with the xey for examining the construct validity of HIRES as a measure of

personnel demand.

When local decisionmakers answered this question at the end of the hiring

process, their answers fell into one of four categories:

1. "NO, we did not fill the position, not evepn with underqual-
ified staff. We have an existing position in the district

that has been vacated. It's a position that has been
approved by the school board, and the money is available to
support a fully-qualified (that means certified by the
state) individual in that position. We have recruited for
that position to the extent possible in our district, and
we are unable to fill it.”

2. "YES, we filled the position, but we filled it with someone
who is undergualified. Because we were not able to find »

fully-qualified individual for the position, we selected
our next best option and filled it with an individual who
has less~than-full requirements for teaching in this type
of position in our state. Our need is great enough that we
thought someone in the position would be better than no one
at all.”

(NOTE: “Underqualified” individuals include two types of
personnel:

a. uncertified personnel--having no certification at sll

d. not-fully-certified personnel--having certification but
needing additional credits.)
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3. "YBS, we filled t ist posit with & fullv—qualified
individual. The person we selected has the appropriate
certification required by the position.”

4, ” we filled the position with ully~qualified individual
but we are concerned that the person may be less-than-quality
personnel. The district is not completely satisfled that this
individual, though fully qualified, has the quality or overall
competence to teach in this position--in the sense of being
able to establish rapport with students. Our district is
concerned with more than just putting dbodies in slots.”

(NOTE: Local districts distinguish between "qualified” and
"quality.” A teacher who is qualified has met all the require-
ments for state certification and is, therefore, licensed to
teach. A teacher who is gquality is both qualified and has
overall "competence to teach.” Such competence goes beyond
meeting the minimum certification requirements for a position.)

These categories of personnel, then, represented the possible outcomes of
the local planning and hiring process for existing positions. But what about
new positions? Local demand for personnel often included the need to fill new
positions. Were the personnel planning and hiring process and its outcomes
any different for filling new positions than for filling existing positions?

Personnel for new positions. Major differences between personnel plan-
ning and hiring for new positions and for existing positions were in the
planning phase. The hiring phase, and the possible outcomes of the entire

procaess, were essentially the same.

In determining the demand for personnel in new positions for the upcoming
year, local decisionmakers had to carry out all the activities necessary to
create 8 new position. They first had to identify the situations in the dis-
trict that required attention or that could be improved. For example, they
had to review the enrollment figures and teacher-pupil ratios: perhaps they
were going to exceed the maximum guidelines established by the state for a
particular handicapping condition and instructional setting. They had to
consider whether student needs were being met well by current staff, or if
current staff were being stretched beyond the.r limits. They had to consider
whether current facilities were adequate, or rshether they had to make

modifications to create another cls=orsau.



Local decisionmakers then examined alternative approaches for implementing
the improvements they were considering, given the specific circumstances in the
district. Considering costs and budget issues was particularly important if
they were going to recommend that a new position be crested. Once the decision
was made to create a new position, local decisionmakers had to define that
position more exactly (i.e., program area, qualifications, FTE, etc.) and then
seek a job applicant who matched the job as they had defined it. They had
entered the hiring phase and would try to fill the new position they created.
The question then became, "Will we fill the new position and with whom?”™ The
answer to the question provided the outcome of the local personnel planning
and hiring process.

The most important data that local special education decisionmakers used

for personnel planning and hiring were:

1. student enrollments by handicapping condition, which local
decisionmakers compared with state guidelines for minimum/
maximum teacher-pupil ratios by program area and by
instructional setting

2. personnel budgets

3. current staffing patterns by school and by program area

They compared the numbers of students and their needs they had to serve, with
~he amount of money they had to pay the salaries of personnel to serve those
needs, with the configuration of students and staffing for each school in the
district and for the program areas and instructional settings within each
school. They juggled these data in planning for the upcoming year and in
making adjustments throughout the ~ear. The goal of local directors was to
serve the greatest needs of the greatest numbers of their students, within the
capacity and competency of their staffs to serve them, within the budget of
the district to pay for them and for the appropriate facilities to house
them. Most directors said that hiring personnel was "an enrollment-driven
process,” but certainly budgets affected the overall ability of a district to
hire in the first place.

The characteristics, use, and adequacy of these dats for determining
current and future demand for personnel are discussed later in this report.

-2 5=~



Outcomes of the Local Personnel Planning and Hiring Process

In examining the results of the local planning and hiring process for the
pilot study sample (for both new and existing positions), the study team iden-
tified the following possible outcomes of the process for trying to fill a
vacant position:

NO HIRE {:o The (new/existing) position remained vacant. The
district had a budgeted, unfilled position.

o The (new/existing) position was filled but with
underqualified personnel.

o The new position was filled with fully-qualified

< personnel.

HIRE ,

® The existing position was filled with fully-
qualified personnel.

o The (new/existing) position was filled with
. fully-qualified but less-than-quality personnel.

The possible outcomes made up the construct of HIRES.

The study team realized that if HIRES were to be a proxy for personnel
demand in special education, then any approach for examining current and pro-
jected demand for would have to teke into account all the possible outcomes of
the planning and hiring process, including HIRES (broken into its component
parts) as well as NO HIRES. Would it be feasible or even possible for OSEP to
undertake such an effort? Perhaps a piece of the construct would be useful in
measuring personnel demand. The study tesm explored the relationship between
the outcomes of the local planning and hiring process and the demand for

personnel.
"Levels of Demand” Apparent from the Outcomes of Hiring

In asking LRA interviewses about the outcomes of their hiring process for
the 1986-87 school year, the study team began to see an association of each
outcome with a component of personnel demand. Table 4 presents that associa-
tion in terms of "levels of demand” for personnel in special education.
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LEVEL 1:

LEVEL 2:

LEVEL 3:

LEVEL 4:

Table 4

Levels of Demand

for Personnel in Special Bducation

Budgeted, unfilled positions

Level 1 represents the most critical demand for personnel in special
education. An LEA 1s unable to fill a position that has been
approved by the local Board of Bducation, for which funding is
available to support a fully-quaiified (i.e., certified) individual
in that position.

Pogitions filled but with undergqualified personnel

Level 2 represents the next most critical demand for personnel in
special education. An LEA is able to £ill an approved, budgeted
position, but it fills that position with an individual who is

undergqualified.

"Underqualified” means any individual who is one of two types of
1* "sonnel:

(1) uncertified personnel (having no certification at all)

(2) not-fully-certified personnel (having certification but needing
additional credits, e.g., provisionally certified).

N sitions filled w fully-qualified

An LEA creates a new position that did not exist before, and fills
that position with a fully-qualified individusl. This new position
represents a demand for personnel wherever that demand might occur:
a program ares with increasing student enrollments that requires an
additional position be created; & new program ares with enrollments
of students with a "new” or redefined set of handicapping conditions
that requires a position to be created, etc.

Ex ogit £ with ful if

An LEA fills an existing position that has been vacated with &
fully-qualified individual. For whatever reason that existing
position has been vacated (retirement, death, career change, etc.),
the vacant position represents a demand for personnel.
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LEVEL 5: Positions filled with fully-qualified but less-than-quality personnel

An LEA fills a position with a fully-qualified (i.e., certified)
individual, dut the district is not completely satisfied with the

quality or competence of that individual to teach in that position.
8 i evel of 4 a h toying to £1i11 positions

moves from concerns of quantity and filling slots to concerns of
quality and overall competence to teach.

-28-
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Level 1-~the outcome from the hiring process of a budgeted, unfilled

position-—represents the most critical demand for personnel. There is "no
body in the slot™ in spite of the best efforts of the LEA to find ome within
its means. This is a clear and obvious demand, although some variables do
confound it. (These variables and others associated with Levels 2-5 below

are discussed at greate: length later in this section.)

Level 2~—the outcome from the hiring process of a position filled but

with underqualified personnel--represents the next most critical demand for

personnel. The person selected to fill the position does not meet the full
qualifications for the job, either through complete lack of certificationm or
through needing additional credits for full certification. The demand for
personnel—for a fully~qualified individual—is clear, but it is confounded by
the variable of state certification requirements—-and these requirements vary
from state to state.

Levels 3 and 4--the outcomes from the hiring process of a new/existing

position filled with fully-qualified personnel--represent a demand for per-

sonnel, but that demand is only a potential one at some future time. Levels 3
and 4 represent a future demand, in the sense of indicating trends—a trend of

new positions being created in certain program areas, Oor a trend of existing
positions being vacated in certain areas, both of which will demand personnel
to £111 them. A new position having to be created, for example, might indicate
increasing enrollments in the learning disabilities ares. Or, as another exam-
ple, an existing position being vacated might indicate a trend in personuel
attrition in the area of emotional disturbance (i.e., the performance require-
pments of the position are so great that average teacher turnover is every

three years).®

% Thig is the "teacher burnout” phenomenon that appears to be problematic for
certain groups, such as teachers who work with students who are identified
as emotionally disturbed, or behaviorally and emotionally handicapped.



Levels 3 and 4 are not distinguished for matters of criticality or
immediacy of demand, but because esch is confounded by a different set of
variables: Level 3 by student enrollments and all its associated variables
(eligibility criteria, minimum/maximum guidelines for teacher-pupil ratios,
etc.) that vary from state to state; and Level 4 by personnel attrition/
turnover--the reasons for it vary from individuml to individual.

Level 5--the outcome from the hiring process of a position filled with
fully-qualified but less-than-quality personnel--represents a demand for per-
sonnel, but again that demand is only a potential one at some future time,

The person selected to fill the position has th~ full qualifications for che
job--at least on paper. He or she has met the state certification require-
ments for the position, and is licensed to teach. Level S5 represents a future
demand, in the sense of indicating trends--trends of personnel in specialty
areas, who are certified but do not meet all the professional standards of
"competence to teach.” Such trends may indicate demand for better-trained

personnel.

Level 5 is distinguished from all the levels that precede it because it
is the level of demand at which hiring concerns of decisioumakers move from
ones of quantity (i.e., putting bodies into slots--some with full certifica-
tion and some not--and counting numbers) to ones of quality and overall
competence to teach. This level introduces the variable of teacher compe-
tency, and the need to define the characteristics and competencies of a
“really good” teacher.

The levels of demand that became apparent to the study team provided a
logical organizing framework for examining persﬁnnel d :nand in special
education. Their importance to local decisionmakers was that they
represented the components of local demand for personnel, whether or not
these components were converted to numbers and reported formally, or simply
"logged in their heads.”

Did the outcome of local hiring meet the demand f so, at wha evel?
Assuming the purpose of hiring was to try to fill a position and thereby meet
the demand for personnel, the question arose: "If a certain outcome is




achieved, has the demand for personnel at the local level been met through the
planning and hiring process?” Table 5 presents the answers for each poasible
outcome and its associated level of demand.

The answer to whether or not the purpose of hiring had been achieved pro-
vided the study team with a clearer delineation of "current” and "projected”
demand, using HIRES as a proxy for demand. It also provided a clearer deline~
ation of the focus of local, state, and federal agencies in determining demand
for personnel. It indicated which components would have to be examined to
provide information for current and for projected demand. Levels 1 and 2
would provide information on critical and current demand. And all levels--

1 through 5-—would provide information on projected demand.

Because they hire the personnel to provide direct services to handicapped
children and youth, LEAs focus on meeting current demand. When they £f111 a
vacant position with a fully-qualified individual, they have met that demand.
SEAs provide assistance to LEAs and coordinate with IHEs, the producers of
personnel for the districts. SEAs focus on helping LEAs to meet both their
current and projected demand for personmel, by coordinating district demand
with the JHE-generated supply in the state. The federal agency stimulates
producti. ? the supply by awarding grants to IHEs targeted at training

personnel in critical areas of demand--both current and projected.

If OSFP were to develop a plan for making nationwide estimates of demand
for personnel in special education, these, then, would be the components on
which to collect information., However, since OSEP’'s scope is national, and
OSEP would collect information from all the states, the plan would have to
include provisions for the various factors that shape demand across the
states. Clearly, important variables figured in the dynamics of personnel
demand at the local level, and these variables would have to be accounted for
in any itional estimates of current and projected demand. The complexity of
the problem seemed to Srow.



Table 5

The Demand for Personnel: Has It Been Met at the Local Level?

The possible outcomes of the local personnel planning and hiring process
focus on meeting current demand. Each possible outcome represents a level of
demand for personnel. The outcome may or may not have achieved the purpose of
the process—to fill the position and thereby meet the demand for personnel.

Demand can be viewed from the perspective of time. Current {or short-
term) demand—the focus of LEAs——includes a period of time up to 3 years.
Projected (or longer—term) demand—the focus of SEAs and the federal level—
includes a period of time from 3 to 10 years or beyond. Current demand is
concerned with the immediate. Projected demand is concerned with the future.

Has the demand been met a~ the local

Possible Outcomes/ ievel through the personnel planning
Levels of Demand and hiring process?
=—Quantitative—

1. Budgeted, unfilled position NO. There is a critical and CURRENT

demand for personnel at the local level.

2, Position filled but with NO. There is still a critical and
underqualified personnel CURRENT dew...u for personnel
3. New position filled with YES. CURRENT demand has been met.

fully-qualified persomnnel

4. Existing position filled YES. CURRENT demand has been met.
with fully-qualified
personnel
~—Qualitative—

5. Position filled with fully- YES. CURRENT demand has been met.

qualified but less-than-
quality personnel
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Important Variables in the Dynamics of Demand at the local Level
Some variables associated with HIRES were suggested earlier in this section

in the discussion of "levels of demand.” Table 6 provides a more detailed list-
ing of the variables associated with each level. This list is not exhaustive;
it highlights variables that the pilot study suggested were most important. An
asterisk (®) appears by the key variable that should be accounted for in using
with any accuracy the measure with which it is associated.

Each level of demand added variables to be examined by OSEP for making
pationwide estimates of demand for persomnel in special education. Once again
the study team considered the possibility of one or two components of the HIRES
construct being useful to OSEP in targeting federal resources.

Level 1—-budgeted, unfilled positions—certainly offered the cleanest,
single pilece of data on personnel demand within the HIRES comstruct, with fewer
variables to take into account. SEAs and LFAs across the country were likely
to agree on the definition of a budgeted, unfilled position——a position that
has been approved and funded, but for which there is no body to £ill it. The
underlying reasons for the position remaining unfilled, however, would have to

be explored.

To move to level 2-—position filled but with underqualified personnel—

would mean examining the certification requirements of all the states. Since
"underqualified” refers to two types of persomnel (“"uncertified” and "not fully
certified”), a determinastion would have to be made of which states allow an
uncertified individual to hold a teaching position and which do not. And a
range of variations across the states would likely be discovered in the "not-
fully-certified”™ category.

Moving to Level 3 would at the very least imvolve exanining student
enrollment data, and comparing the state guidelines for minimum/maximum
teacher-pupil ratios (by program area and by imstructional setting).
Increasing student enrollments typically provide reason for LEAs to Create
a new position and try to £411 it with fully-qualified persomnel. How many
pore students will be enrolling and what needs will they have for special

education services?



Tahle 6

Levels of Demand and Associated Variables

Findings from the pilot =*udy supgest that any effort to determine current
and projected demand for personnel cn a national basis, using HIRES (NO HIRES) as
a proxy for demand, will also have to examine and interpret data on the key (%)
variable associated with the specific component of HIPES.

Level of Demand Associated Variables
1. Budgeted, unfilled position e seographic location

NO HIRE e soconomic disincentives
e district employment require-
ments (e.g., NTE exam}
e ability of district to reeruit
4
2. Position filled but with * & state certification recuirements
underqualified personnel o size/proximity of local supply
of personnel (implications
for recruitment)
® state programming policies and
priorities
® local strffing decisions
3. New position filled with X » student errollments: within
fully-qualified personnel state . ’idelines for mjaimum/
maximum teacher-pupil! ratios
HIRE < o student eligibility criteria
e state programming policies and
priorities
4, RExisting position filled * o teacher attrition/turnover
with fully-qualifie-
personnel
5. Position filled %ith * @& quality of supply: appropri-
fully-qualified but less- ateness of IHR training;
L than-quality personnel individual competence
NOTE: The ability of a district to hire at all depends on its level of funding.

This is the largzer context in which the demand for personnel, and all its
associated variables, must operate.
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Moving to Level 4 would mean collecting dats from all the states on
teachar attrition/turnover and the specific reasons for it. A vacancy in an
existing position occurs when the individual holding the position vacates it.
This is obvious, but the reason the person leaves the position is important.
People leave for different reasons. Leaving a position because the job is too
stressful and unrewarding is s significantly different reason for leaving than
is attrition because of death. To predict demand, "who will leave, for what

reason, and how often” is important information.

Moving to Level 5 would mean assessing the quality of training in special
education provided by the colleges and universities in the country, establish-
in; the competencies of a “quality” teacher, and measuring individuals against

those competencies.

Each variable associated with a level of demand raises questions for OSEP
to consider in developing a plan for estimating nationwide demand for personnel

in special education. These questions are digcussed in Chapter VI of this
reporct.

Conclusi Related to t or Question o{ the Pilot Study: Is HIRES an
accurate estimate of demand? If not, whai other variables and conditions are

associated wi iring that t o be specifi d controlled for?

® Hires as s single measure does not provide an accurate estimate of demand.
It is 8 composite of several messures, each of which must be examined

separately.

An examination of the local personnel planning and hiring process revealed
these component measures. The purpose of the process is to try to meet local

demand by (1) hiring personnel for existing positions, and by (2) hiring
personnel for pew positions. The possible outcomes are the same for both:



NO HIRE o The position remained vacant. The district had a budgeted,
unfilled position.

ro The position was filled but with underqualified personnel.
® The new position was filled with fully-qualified personnel.
HIRE < OR

e The existing position was filled with fully-qualified
personnel.

e The position was filled with fully-qualified but less-
L than—quality personnel.

Each possible outcome is a component of personnel demand. Each component with
its count of personnel must be examined to obtain any accurate estimate of

demand.
e Other variables and conditions associated with hirjng must be specified and
controlled for, if HI weare u estimate of personnel d d.

Each component, or measure, of HIRES has important variables associated
with it. Table 6 of this report summarizes some of them. If OSEP were to
undertake any effort to determine current and projected demand for personnel
in special education on a national dasis, OSEP would have to examine dsta on
the most important variables. For the components of HIRES of immediate

concern to OSEP, these variables are:

-— Budgeted, unfilled position -- Underlying reasons for position
remaining unfilled
-- Position filled but with -- State certification requirements
underqualified personnel
-~ New position filled with -- Student enrollment data: within
fully-qualified personnel state guidelines for minimum/

maximum teacher-pupil ratios

-- Existing position filled with -- Teacher attrition/turnover
fully-qualified personnel




o Upon examination of the construct of HIRES as & proxy for personnel demand,
this pilot s as determined that as a single measure within the

construct, NO HIRES (i.e., gg%geted, unfilled ggsitionsS seems to offer the

cleanest estimate of current (up to 3 years) and critical demand for

personne in sggcial education at the present time.

Certainly, special education decisionmakers would agree on the definition
of a "budgeted, unfilled position.” They point out, however, that the under-
lying reasons for NO HIRES must also be explored. Does the position remain
vacant for a long time because of the geographic location or economic disincen—
tives of the local school district? Does the individual district actively
seek qualified candidates, or is it passive in its recruitwent efforts? And
why? To be an appropriate target for federal program resources, the underlying
reason must be possible to address through personnel preparation (1.e.,
training).

To provide a more adequate estimate of current demand, NO HIRES data
should bde supplemented with data on underqualified personael. Local school
districts consider that they have met their current demand for personmel only
when they have filled their vacancies with fully—q-alified teachers. Adding
underqualified personnel to estimates of current demand requires further
breakouts of data into:

e numbers of positions filled with uncertified personnel

e numbers of positions filled with not—fully—certified personnel

To move beyond current and critical demand, and make longer—term projec-
tions of demand for personnel will require that OSEP address numerous other
problems to make these projJections accurate. These problems are discussed in
Chapter VI of this report.

Local Demand for Personnel:!
Conclusions from the Pilot Study Sample

Since the study team was to examine HIRES as a proxy for personnel demand,
one of the first questions staff asked of interviewees at the local level was,
"What was your total number of hires for the 1986-87 achool year?” Their
uncertainty about the question caused staff to state it more precisely: “What
was the total number of special education teachers hired to £111 vacancies
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(that is, budgeted, unfilled positions) for the school year?” Even then it
became necessary to break apart HIRES further to get an accurate picture of
personnel demand from the pilot study sample.

Table 7 at the end of this chapter provides specific data from the dis-
tricts in the pilot study sample. It presents that data for "total number of
hires” for each district, and for each of the levels of demand revealed by the
outcomes of the local personnel planning and hiring process. (It does not
present data for Level 5, because the study was to be strictly a quantitative
one, not qualitative. Level 5 is the only component of demand concerned
strictly with issues of personnel quality, and that refers to quality basyond

state certification.

The quantitative data on each of the components of HIRES did not provide
much information on the areas of current and critical demand for personnel
across the ten districts in the study sample. Viewing demand in terms of the
HIRES model (demand = number of budgeted, unfilled positions + number of
positions filled with underqualified personnel), the data revealed:

e Two of the ten districts had budgeted, unfilled positions—-
1 teacher of the trainable mentally handicapped

1 teacher of the autistic

® Three of the ten districts had positions filled with under-
qualified personnel--

1 uncertified teacher of the behaviorally and emotionally
handicapped

5 not-fully-certified teachers: 3 teachers of the emotionally
disturbed and 2 teachers of the learning disabled

1 not-fully-certified teacher of the emotionally disturbed
Of the total number of HIRES (182) across the ten districts for the
1986-87 school year, the current demand for teachers was nine (2 budgeted,

unfilled positions + 7 positions filled with underqualified personnel). The
conclusion from these figures is that there is no major problem. However, the

ti [+ 8 misleading. Qualitative data from the local
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districts provided additional information on teacher demand that was essential
for identifying shortages.

Qualitative data obtained from local decisionmakers in the form of
anecdotal statements provided essentisl information for identifying shortages
in the sample districts:

® Although districts were able to fill most of their positions,
local decisionmakers identified areas of "shortage” as positions
that were "hard-to-fill,” and personnel who were "difficult-to-
find,” requiring extensive recruiting. Typically, such shortages
included:

-- teachers of the emotionally disturbed. (Teacher turnover in

this area is three years on the average due to the tremendous
demands of the position.)

-~ teachers of speech and langysge. (Some districts consider

speech and language to be a special education teacher
position; some consider it to be a related services position.)

~-- occupational rapists h a8l therapists. (Almost
unanimously, the districts in the sample identified OTs and
PTs as their most difficult-to-find personnel. These are
related services positions, not special education teacher
positions.)

® Because of the age of their special education teaching staff,
several districts see sizable shortages coming within the next
three years, especislly if early retirement bills are passed by
state legislatures.

® Because of newly-increased state certification requirements in
the multicategorical program area, close to half the steff in
several districts will become "underqualified” next year.

In this pilot study sample, it was the statements of local decisionmakers
that, in fact, identified the demand for personnel in these districts. SEAs
and OSEP would not have known about this demand, however, because the numbers
reported to them could not provide a complete picture by themselves.

Another distinction became apparent to study team staff--the distinction
between "revealed demand” and "unrevesled demand.” This was even yet another
variable that OSEP would have to consider in determining current and projected
demand for personnel.
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The nature of the "unrevealed demand” described by the pilot study sample
was in terms of "hard-to-iind” personnel. LEAs had to use more extensive
recrulting efforts to locate such personnel. And the reasons that these
personnel were difficult to £ind also varied: trom "the schools cannot afford
to pay the salaries these personnel can get in the private setting” to "the
positions in this program area are SO stressful, no one wants to go into it.”

“Unrevealed demand” was also embedded in the numbers themselves. Inter-
viewees suggested a variety of reasons for state and federal counts of
personnel being lower than they should for presenting a true demand picture,
based on actual requirements for personnel to serve the needs of handicspped
children and youth. These aspects of runrevealed demand” have been mentioned
throughout this report. Such factors include state use of unduplicated counts
of children, accounting only for their primary handicapping condition and not
any secondary conditions they might have; state limitations on the number of
children that can be identified within a particular handicapping category; the
overall ability of a district to hire, based on the amount of state and
federal funding it receives.

In coneclusion, collecting both uantitative data and itative dats
from local special education si rs is essent or nationa

estimates of demand. Rstimating demand for personnel-—current or future--also
requires an accounting of factors thaet contribute to "unrevealed demand.

Analysis of Sampls Data:
A Basis for Nationwide Estimates of Demand?

One purpose of the strategy evaluation was to find out whether data are
readily available from LEAs that can provide the basis for nationwide estimates
of teacher demand. While the small sample of LEAs in the evaluation limits the
reliability of actual estimation, the study team computed estimates of the
nationsl market demand from the sample to jndicate the value of these data, if
they were to be supplemented with data on several dozen other representative LEAs.



Table 8. Enrollment and Staff Sizes in Sampled LEAs*®

State 1
Total Special Education

LFA Enrollmt Staff Ratio Enrollmt Staff Ratio Eor. X Staff 2

_———_—_—-—_-——-

A 44,100 2,300 19.0 3,800 250 15.4 8.6% 10.6%
B 21,500 1,350 15.9 4,840 130 36.9 22,52 9.7%
c 23,900 1,350 17.7 3,820 170 22.1 16.0% 12.82
D 16,700 1,050 15.9 3,110 140 21.5 18.72 13.8%
E 18,100 890 20.2 2,370 80 27.9 13.2% 9.6%

Subtotal 124,300 6,960 17.9 17,940 780 23.0 14.43 11.2%

State 2
A 6,000 390 15.3 570 50 10.8 9.5% 13.42
B 92,800 5,220 17.8 9,480 870 11,0 10.2% 16.6%
c 7,600 480 15.7 610 70 9.3 8.12 13.82
D 4,600 270 16.7 460 40 11.8 10.1%2 14.22
E 800 60 12.2 90 10 11.2 12.02 13.0%

Subtotal 111,700 6,430 17.4 19,670 1,030 10.3  9.6%  16.0%

Total 236,000 13,380 17.6 28,610 1,810 15.8 12.1% 13.5%

% values shown in the table have been rounded. Exact values were used in the
estimation procedure.

An important question regarding the utility of analyzing the sample data
concerns the representativeness of the sample. The nationwide teacher—pupil
ratio, based on extrapolation of figures in the Digest of Education Statistics

(1987), 1s 17.8; and the nationwide average percentage of pupils counted as
requiring special education 1is 11.2% (ibid.). These figures can be compared
with the data for the sample, presented in Table 8.

Based on these two statistics, the og!gle appesrs to be regresentative-—
at least it is not noticeably nonrepresentative. The values for the two

states bracket the national estimates, in both cases. Nevertheless, note that
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one LEA contributes 40% of the totals, so the results are quite unstable. The
most striking pattern in Table 8 is the difference betwsen the two states’

al cation teacher- 1 ratios. Although the overall teacher-pupil
ratios are 17.9 and 17.6 for the two states, the specisl educstion teacher-
Pupil ratios are 23.0 and 10.3. This difference does, in fact, reflect the
official guidelines of sach state for class size maximums in special education.
Conclusions should not be drawn from this difference, however, without examin-
ing the differences between the states' definitions of handicapping conditions
and program areas of special education,

The general method used here to produce nationsl estimates is ratio
estimation. To estimate the number of new specisl education teachers requiced
nationally, compute the ratio of new special education teachers required in
each LEA to the number of students in each LEA and compute a weighted average,
weighting each LEA's statistic so that the total number of students adds up to
the total number of students in the nation. The basic assumption of this
approach is that the sampled school districts are representative of the nation,
in the ratio of new special education teachers needed to number of students.

The number of students can be taken from the total enrollments or from the
special education enrollments. Total enrollments might be expected to be more
reliable, because of variability in the definitions of handicapping conditions;
but special education enrollments are more closely tied to special education
staff requirements. For the purpose of generating national estimates, the
present example uses the figure 45,300,000 for total enrollment, based on the
1987 Digest of Education Statistics, and 4,380,000 for special education
enrollment, based on the 1987 Annual Report by OSERS to Congress. Note that
these figures do not corroborate the national estimate of 11.2% of students
being in special education. This may be because nonpublic school enrollments
are included in the total enrollment figure for the present example. In
applying the estimation procedures to a larger study, care would be needed to
differentiate between demand for public school staff and for nonpublie school
staff.

m42- 67



An ides of the amount of variability in the resulting estimates is conveyed
by the range between the values obtsined from one of the two states and Zrom
the other. Between-state variability is more important than within-stute
variability, because staffing criteria are ret at the state level, so the
limitation of this study to two states severely limits the reliability of the
analyses. Nevertheless, presenting the estimates indicates the feasidbility of
the ratio estimation methodology.

Table 9 presents the data on specisl education hiring in the sampled
districts, divided into existing positions to be filled because of exiting
teachers and positions that are newly funded. These data include both HIRES
and NO HIRES, which add up to the total demand the LEA places on the market.
Clearly, d d digtricts varies subst ly, and the study tean does
not have data to indicate the extent to which the variation is a year-to-year
phenomenon or a stable characteristic of LEAs. Certainly, some LEAs, such as
those with military bases, experience higher turnover rates than others, but
the study was not large enough to investigate relations to school district
characteristics. The most striking pattern in Table 9 is the finding that
most of the demand for teachers ig due to turnover of teachers in existing
positions, not to the creation of new positions. While new positions night
provide employment for an additional 2% each year, roughly 1 in every 12
existing positions in speciai education benoxes vacant and requires 1eplacement

each year.

Using the results represented in Tables 8 and 9, estimates can be
generated of the natlonwide demand for special education teachers to fill
advertised positions in LEAs. Using the total enrollment weighting procedure,
the estimatss are 6,100 teachers to fill new positions and 28,800 teachers to

£111 existing positions. Using the special education enrollment weighting
procedure, the estimstes are 4,800 teachers to fill new positions and 23,000

teachers to Fill existing positions.
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Table 9. Special Education Staff Needs in Sampled LEAs

State 1
New Positions Existing Positions
LEA Number (X of SE Staff) Number (% of SE Staff)
A 7 2.82% 12 4,92
B 5 3.82 0 0.0%
. C 0 0.0 8 4,6%
D 1.5 1.02 15.5 10.7%
E 3.1 3.7% 22.9 27.1%2
Subtotal 16.6 2.1% 58.4 7.52
State 2
A 2 3.82 2 3.8%
B 9.1 1.1% 73.9 9,0%
c 2 3.0% 6 9.1%
D 2 5.1% 8 20, 5%
E 0 0.0% 20 25.0%2
Subtotal 15.1 1.5% 91.9 8.9%
Igggl 31.7 1.8% 150.3 8.32

The ranges of these estimates between the two states for requirements for
new positions are 6,000 to 6,100 (for total enrollment weighting) and 4,100 to
6,200 (for special education enrollment weighting). The ranges of these
estimates between the two states for requiresments for existing positions are
21,300 to 37,300 and 14,300 to 37,700, for the two weighting procedures.

Thus, if computations were based on State 1, using special education enroll-

ments for weighting, this would estimate the market to offer about 18,400
positions; but if computations were based on State 2, also using specisl
education enrollments for weighting, this would estimate a need for 43,900
positions. That is, analyses based on the pilot study sample of ten LEAs in

two states can only provide ballpark estimates.
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Additional information is required inm order to provide more than very
rough i{nformation on the size of the special education teacher market. First,

many of the positions are filled by teachers moving between LEAs, and an
estimate of the percentage of the supply that must be produced by institutions
of higher education is required in order to use these data for planning
purposes. Moreover, these data are specifically not allocated to specialties
within special education, and such a breakdown is essential in a larger study
whose purpose is to provide national estimates. Finally, this illustrative
example has not addressed market segmentation: how important is it to develop
regional estimates and estimates by type of district?

The point of this computational exercise was to demonstrate the
feasibility of the approach, not to provide reliable estimates of demand for

the current year.



STATE 1
District A
Enrollxent:
Total 44,068
SPED 3,800
Staffing:
Total 2,315
SPED 246 .
Pistrict B
' Enroliment:
& Total 21,500
O-\ SPED 4,837
Staffing:
Total 1,350
SPED 131
Pistrict C
Enrollment:
Total 23,925
SPED 3,819
Staffing:
Total 1,349
SPKD 173
Pistrict D
Enrollment:
Total 16,877
staffing:
Total 1,052
SPED 145

(8

{10.

(22

(9.

Qs

12,

(18.

13.

. 62%)

64%)

.49%)

. 96%)

82%)

68%)

Table 7
Farsonnel Demand in Special Edueation: State 1 and State 2
FY 1984-87 (Teachars Only)

REVEALED DENAND
N

CAUTION: Amy conclusions on demand for personnel 18 these sanple districts pust be based opn an exawipation of
both guentitative data (revealed demand) and qualitative deta {unrevealed dumand/ .

TOTAL WO.

17

Level 1 o

Existing
Positions
—Filled

Budgated, New
Unfilled Positions Filled Positions
. —Filled
~  (uncertifisdsSot Fully

.;, Cartified)

v/t

Level 3 o
Level 4 o

] 0/0 5 0

Y 070 o 8

0 0s0 1.5 15.5

Areas of “Shortage™ as
Defined by pistrict
(includes relatad
services personnel)

“Nard-to-find” personnel
(l.e., requires more
extensive recruiting)

- speath
*RS - Pr's
RS - OTs

“Difflcult-to-hire™
personnel. (In this very
desirable district, that
means it takes over one
waek to fi]1 @ position.)
RS - OTs
RS - PY»

- BEM (ED)
RS - Adsptive px

- Academically Gifted

No shortages hare, except
for minerities. Also,
distriet currently con-
tracts for OY, PT serv-
ices; = gosl 1s te hire
its owmn steaff.

"Hard-to-find" personnel,
typically for more spac-
ialized positions
~ spesch
-~ BEH (lsck of univer-
sities providing
certificstion)
RS - OTs {schools cannot
K8 - PTs compste with
private agen-
cles offering
higher salaries) .
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STATE ) (continued)

District K
Enrollment:
Total 18,117
SPRD 2,374
Staffing:
Total 890
SPED 85

73

TOTAL WO.

25

{13.100)

{ 92.55%)

Budgeted,
Unfilled

Level 2 ®

Fositions Filled

_mith Underquslified
(Uncertified/Bot Pully
—_—Cortified)

1(BEH)/0

Llevel 3 ®

Positions

level 4 o

-~
Existing

Positions

22

——

Areas of “Shortage™ as

(includes related
services personnel)

"Hard-to-find” personnel

LI T N N |

speach
™
ARM
OTs
PTs

(District sees "shortage”
coming because of competi-
tiveness of market.)

% RS = Related Sarvices
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Pistrict 4

Enroliment:
Total 5,975
SPED 568

Staffing:
Total
SPED

Ristrict B

Enroliment:
Total
SPED

92,850
9,485

Staffing:
Total 5,221
SPED 868

District C

Enrollment:
Totsl 7,556
SPED 613

Staffing:
Totsl 480
SPED 86

3%0.78
52.35 (13.39%)

{ 9.5%)

{10.21%)

(15.58%)

{ 8.11%)

(13.75%)

.
Budgeted, Naw Existing
TOTAL M0. tnfllled Positions Filled Positions Positions
OF HIRES || » Positions o _wjth Underqualified o _Pilled o __Filled
~ ~ (Uncertified/Not Fully = -
7 3 —Sertiflea) | 3 3
>
4 A 0 S 070 E 2 E 2
82 1 0/5 () KD, 9 73
{autistic) 2 L)
8 [+] 0/0 2 &

Aress of "Shortage” as

{includas related
services personnel)

*pifficult-to-recruit”
personnel

- 8D

- speech/language

Supply of well-trained
teachers is not sdequate--
colleges cannot turn out
fast snough.
- D (“tremendous
need”)

Schools cannot compete
with § pald dy private
medicel agencies.

RS - PY»

(District sees "shortage”
coming, sspecially if
“sarly cetirement” bill

"Hard-to-find” parsonnal
- ED {secondary)

Parsonnal trained for
madical settings, not

for mchools
8BS -~ OT»
RS - PT»

(Having a very senior
staff, district views
sarly retirement s oppor-
tunity to open up posi-
tions.)
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REVEALED DEMAND UNREVEALED DENAND
e . .
STATR 2 (continused) f h ) '4
Budgeted, Now Existing
TOTAL NO. nfilled Positicns Filled Positlons Positions Aress of “Shertage™ as
OF HIRES i o Popitions e _with Undergualified o _Filled o _Filled —Pafined by District
a ~ (incertifiad/Not Fully m ad {includes related
~ - e Certified) ] v servicas personnel)
Ristrict D 10 -§ 0 ,§ 071 (ED) .§ 2 S 8
‘ e Can fiil positions with
Enrol lment: 4 qualified people, but
Total 4,578 has trouble getting
SPRD 461 {10.04%) guality people for par-
ticular sreas:
Staffing: -z
Total 274 - THR (beglmning to
SPED 30 (14.23%) be = problem)
RS - OTs
RS - PI»
(District views “short-
ages” in terms of
guality.)
District K 2 0 070 ] 2
e "Difflcult-to-find~
I Inroliment: personnel (and in this
» Total 750 order)
\? sSPED 90 (12.0%) RS - Prs (pob trained
for schools;
StafF’ g: got higher $ in
Total 61.5 medical setting)
SPED .} (13.0%) - B0 (no one going
into Fleld;
. universitiss are
“telling the
truth: constant
grief, 1ittle
revard.”™)

- 0Ts (battsr $ in
privats agen-
cles)

- speech (hard to get
in rural, remots
areas)

# Turnover for ED teachers is every ) years on average in both states.
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IV. Findings and Conclusions:
Available Data on HIRES and Related Variables

In the course of inquiring about the local ggrsonnel4g;gnn1ng_and hiring
rocess, the study team asked special education decisionmakers in LEAs to

identify data they keep track of and use to determine their demand for
personnel. Knowing what data LEAs consider in making decisions about local
personnel plamning, hiring, and staffing would assist the study team to (1)
clarify the definitions and complexities associated with determining the
demand for special education personnel, and (2) alert model bullders or other
investigators to some of the data that may be available (or unavailable) for
measuring current demand and projecting future demand for personnel.

The following discussion of data that LEAs used to determine their need
to hire persomnel and to document outcomes of the hiring process focuses on
the data's:

e nature and avallability
® accuracy

e adequacy and utility for measuring curremt demand and
projecting future demand

Nature and Availability of the Data

Table 10 lists the primary indicators or measures that special education
decisionmakers in LEAs considered in making decisions regarding personnel
planning and hiring. Table 10 also shows which of these data were available
at the SEA level in the two pilot states. (Although the focus of the pilot
study was the local level, the availability of data at the state level that
figures in local definitions of personnel demand and in hiring practices was
important to determine. SEAs are the gateway through which the Federal

Government obtains quantitative data oo local personnel demand.)



Table 10

Data Inventory

The general question we asked interviewees was, "Do you keep track of
the following information? If yes, do you use it in personnel planning,
in making hiring decisions, or in making projections?”

Data Category: Budget LEAs (10) SEA #1 SEA #2
Budget and/or expenditures for 10 Yes Yes
special education teachers
Per pupil cost for handicapped Oon on Yes
students request request
Funding formula 10 Yes Yes
Data Category: Enrollment, Staff v

and Teacher-Pupil Ratios
Unduplicated child count data, by 10 Yes Yes

handicapping condition (P.L. 94-142)

Duplicated child count data 10 No Yes
(by primary and secondary handi-
capping conditlions)

Percentage of handicapped in 10 Yes Yes
total school population by type
of handicapping condition

N special education personnel 10 Yes Yes
employed, by area and
full-time equivalents (FTEs)

Teacher-pupil ratios 10 Yes Yes

Data Category: Faculty Attrition

Magnitude of attrition, by program 10 Yes Yes
area or handicapping condition

Sources of attrition 0 will Yes
(e.g., retirement, out-of-district
transfer, changing careers, death)

Attrition of teachers in their 0, 0,0 Yeos Yes
1st year, 5th year, 10th year
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Table 10 (continued)

Data Category: Vacancies

N positions budgeted and unfilled,
by category or handicapping
condition

N positions recruited for, by
category or handicapping condition

Sources of vacancies (e.g., program
expansion, loss of personnel)

Data Category: HIRES

N newly-hired special education
staff, by category and handicapping
condition

N FTEs required and N FTEs hired, dy
category or handicapping condition

Sources of HIRES (e.g., out-of-
district transfers, new graduates,
continuing but newly-qualified
personnel)

Seniority 1list (if layoffs are
necessary)

Breakouts for HIRES by type of
certification, and emergency/
temporary status

Data Category: alif;gationa
of New Hires

N certified and N with less than
full certification, by category or
handicapping condition

N qualified in one area but
serving in another

LEAs (10) SEA #1 SEA #2
10 Yes Yes
10 will No
10 will Yes
10 Yes Yes
10 Yes Yes
10 No Yes
10 N/A N/A
10 will will
10 Yes Yes
10 Yes No
51



What data were available? The indicators or measures in Table 10 cluster
under six catregories: (1) budget; (2) enrollment, staffing, and teacher-pupil
ratios; (3) attrition; (4) vacancies; (5) hires; and (6) qualifications of new
hires. In the table, the order of the six categories corresponds to the
sequence of the local personnel planning and hiring process in Figures 1 and 2

of the preceding chapter. That is, special education decisionmakers in the
pilot study sample used data under the first four categories to determine new
and existing positions to be filled, and they used indicators under the fourth,
fifth, and sixth categories to document outcomes of the hiring process.

Not surprisingly, the formal reporting requirements of local, state, and
federal levels determined what data were most likely to be maintained
systematically by LEAs in the study sample. Fur evample, under the
"Vacancies” category in Table 10, the statistic caiiad "N positions budgeted
and unfilled, by category or handicapping condition™ was readily available
because of reporting requirements. Although the statistic called "sources of

vacancies” was available (in the sense that the special education decision~-
makers who were interviewed often knew the reasons positions had been

vacated), LEAs did not necessarily obtain or systemstically record these
reasons. A different example is the per-pupil expendifure statistic under the

category "Budget.” LEAs in the study sample could provide it on special
request, but they did not report it routinely.

As is apparent from Table 10, some data that LEAs could supply were not
necessarily available from their respective SEAs in breakouts for special
education. And the SEAs collected additional detailed personnel data from
LEAs for state~level analyses, which LEAs did not necessarily use for local
planning and hiring. Neither SEA was presently making its databases availabdble
for others to use, and neither state's data system could provide outsiders

with a "query” capability.

How far back were data available? For the most part, personnel data that

were currently available from LEAs and SEAs were also available two to three
years back, at least. In addition, some LEAs were putting historical data on

personal computers and mainframes for ease of access, and for personnel

planning purposes.



what form wers the data in? The form in which data were available from
LEAs varied considerably, from handwritten calculations, lists, and summaries
to formal computer printouts. Obviously, the largest LEAs needed formal dets
systems the most; they had the most data to handle. Consequently, the data in
Table 10 were more likely to be readily accessible in summary form from large
LEAs than from smali LEAs. For example, the largest LEA in the pilot study
sample (total enrollment 97,000) had a very sophisticated data system. The
smallest LEAs in the sample (total enrollments of 750 to 20,000) kept track of
much of the data in Tsble 10 informally. Interviewees from the smaller LEAs
said they had some of this information "in their heads” because their special
education staffs were small and easily tracked.

Both SEAs also had very sophisticated data processing capabilities and
data systems. They could link separate databases to run analyses that would
address specific, timely questions about personnei supply and demand. They
could disaggregate data to produce some local and regional summaries. The
specific nature of analyses changed from year to year, according to the
questions of highest priority.

wWhat were reporting routines for these data? Data collection and
reporting by LEAs in the study sample revealed the following pattern. During

the school year, LEA advisory committees and decicionmakers assessed progranm
and staff needs (February, March), and LEA staffs updated enrollment
statistics (*hree or four times). A June 1 "head count” was required by the
Federal Covernment as the basis for making PL 94-142 allocations, and was the
primary means by which the SEA monitored the minimum/maximum enrollment
guidelines for each program area. Late May or early June was also the time
when special education directors in LEAs again reviewed their personnel and
program situations, using dats such as that in Table 10. Having determined
the demand for personnel in the upcoming year, they made recommendstions--
sometimes in the form of annual plans--for the local boards of education to
review. June was also the month whe.. the local boards reviewed district
budget requests for the coming year. (The special education budget was
typically part of the LEA's overall budget, and could not be distinguished
From it except through special calculation.) The boards also considered any
local sdvisory committee assessments of program and staff requirements at this
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time. Once LEAs received board approval, they tried to £ill vacancies before
the next school year; thus, summer was often a key time for recruitment and
hiring in many districts. Other districts, particularly the larger ones, had
to start this process earlier. They too, however, had to recruit and hire up
to the last minute if they had positions that were "hard to £f111."

In addition, LEAs had to meet standard procedures and requirements in
providing data vo their SEAs. In State 1, all school-level personnel
(teachers) are required to submit a form to the state in mid-September to
early October via their LEA coordinator. The form asks for information such
as type of assignment (by full-time equivalent, or FTE), class enrollment,
ethnicity, experience status (new hire, etc.), and source of funds. The
database from this is used for a variety of purposes, including LEA program
planning. As of December 1, LEAs report "continuing needs/unfilled positions”
to the SEA. The SEA summarizes the data for its "End-of-Year Report,” and for
its report to the Federal Government. In State 2, teachers complete a simi-
larly detailed, individual report and return it to the SEA by October 1,
update it in February, and return it the following October. Other submissions
include the LEAs' plan of service for special education (submitted in May and
resubmitted in August), and enrollment reports, submitted the third Friday in

September.

SEA data collections from their LEAs are major efforts. Data collection
forms and procedures have been perfected over the years, with impressive
results, such as improved accuracy and (in one receat case) a nearly 1002
response rate on a voluntary survey. Some of the lessons learned are summa-
rized in the Recommendations chapter as suggestions for building a model data

systen.

Accuracy of the Data

The study team did not function in the role of auditors who verify the
acccuracy and reliability of data that LEAs use to determine the need to hire
(see Table 10), Rathez, the team asked about the local process for producing

and checking data.
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As the above discussion indicated, LEAs checked and updated their data
regularly throughout the year. They attributed any errors that crept into
their data at the state level to bureaucratic "bigness" and to the numbers of
people handling their data. In addition, local da.a came under the scrutiny
of local advisory groups, parents, and school boards. Presumably, each of
these parties shared the goal of serving handicapped children while avoiding
litigation in the process.

For the most part, both SEAs used standard, computer-based verification
procedures to improve the accuracy and reliability of their data. Also, they
instituted data collection strategies that significantly reduced opportunities

for errors.

Federal data (reported by SEAs) and respective state data (reported by
LEAs) did not necessarily correspond, however. In the pilot study, LEA and
SEA interviewees attributed discrepancies® to a varlety of possibilities,
including the following:

e SFAs used unduplicated counts of students—-representing their
primary handicapping conditions—as the basis for estimating
personnel demand. LEAs used duplicated counts— representing both

their primary and secondary handicapping conditions—in determin~-
ing personnel demand. In other words, from the local perspective,
many children may bave less severe needs resulting from their
second condition (such as speech and language problems), but they
are still needs that should be served. This implies a greater
demand for personnel than the primary condition alone would
indicate.

e If an SEA identified a greater number of students as eligible for
special education services than the SEA had the funding to
support (such as emotionally disturbed children and youth——the ED
category), the SEA would be legally required to sexve them
whether or not the dollars were available. Thus, levels of
funding for special education could lead to the phenomenon that
one SEA interviewee called "unrevealed demand” for personnel .

o If an SEA placed a cap on numbers of children that could be
jdentified with a specific handicapping cond’tim (e.g., 1D), it
might disallow as "overidentification”™ the nunher of children a
district identified beyond that cap. The disizict still faces
the problem of serving those students, although they may not
appesr as numbers at the SEA level.

* These are examples of practices or situstionms that contribute to under—
estimating the "true” demand for personnel.
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Resources Required to Produce the Data

The study team asked LEA and SEA interviewees to indicate the "cost™ of
collecting and maintaining the data in Table 10. In other words, what funds,
equipment, speciallzed staff, and technical assistance were invested in order

to obtain accurate, useful data?

LFAs were unable to cost special education data collection and reporting

because these tasks had become such an integral part of overall district
operations. Fven special education directors had difficulty estimating what
percent of their time they spent on these tasks, because they did them
piecemeal throughout the year.

Both SEAs in the sample said that the resources required to obtain and
use LEA data were changing rapidly. Thanks to sophisticated computer hardware
and software, and the growing number of LEAs that were using personal computers
and specialized software to store and report personnel and program data, both
SEAs expected that it would become increasingly more economical to obtain
accurate data for local, regional, and statewide personnel planning.

The two SEAs also realized economies by improving their data collection
forms and related instructions, and by providing technical assistance to LEAs
to help them improve local dats collection and management. In Chapter VI,
Recommendation #3 incorporates these and other lessons learned by SEAs (and
LEAs).

How LEAs and SEAs Used the Data for Determining Current
and Projected Demand for Special Education Persomnel

Local special education decisionmakers used the above data along with
other information to determine program and staffing needs for the upcoming
schoo! yvear, and to identify situations that needed remedying during the
currez’ school year. They looked back in time at enrollments, by handicapping ’
condition, to judge wuether these enrollments were stable, increasing, or
decreasing. However, LEAs did not use these historical data to develop
Projections of personnel demand beyond the coming school year——nor did they
anticipate that attempting longer—-range projections for their LEAs was a
particularly useful thing to do. Their focus was on obtaining approval for
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sufficient FTE units to meet persomnel demands for the coming academic year,
given a finite amount of local, state, and federal funds.

Both SEms in the pilot study sample used the data they obtained from LEAs
to meet federal and state reporting requirements, including the SEA's

Comprehensive System for Personnel Development (CSPD) plan. These SEAs also
used the data, in conjunction with other databases, for special-purpose
analyses. Examples were analyses that:

e identified areas of current and projected teacher shortages
statewide (with breakouts for special education areas). They
compared turnover rates with the state average to spot current
critical shortages. They noted whether special education
turnover rates in some areas were higher than the state average.

e compared regions on a number of program and staffing dimensions

e determined enrollment and staffing trends by special education
area

In State 1, one major difference between LFA and SFA estimates of demand
for personnel was that the LEAs used duplicated child counts to determine
local service requirements (the LEA focus), while the SEA used unduplicated

counts to estimate statewide personnel shortages (an SEA focus).

A second difference was how "forward planning” each tried to be by using
data. LEAs' analyses focused on the immediate and very sear—term (i.e.,
current demand), the boundaries of their accountability for local programming
and staffing. SFAs looked to tie future (i.e., projected demand) in oxder to
addfess questions put to them by their state legislatures, their governors and

state superintendents of public instruction, their institutions of higher
education, and their own planning and budgeting staffs.

Examples of SEAs' efforts to predict ggrsonncl demand and related
trends. Since 1979 one SEA had contracted with one of its universities to

conduct focused assessments of special education service needs. This SEA had
been prompted to request additional assessments as & result of its own
surveys. In addition to assisting the SEA to meet federal reporting
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requirements of P.L. 94-142, the objectives of this annual statewide

assessnment were to!

® predict special education personnel demand imp the state
e provide a basis for predicting trends and changes in the field

® provide data that could be used to construct an overall
Picture of the employment market for special education
teachers. The state’s institutionms of higher education
(IFEs), in turn, could use such a profile as a basis for
directing students toward areas of critical demand for
personnel (and away from areas that anticipate surpluses)

e provide information that IHEs could use to improve the quality
of their personnel preparation programs

Both SFAs had vastly upgraded their data Processing technology in recent
years, and both employed staff who were attempting to improve the SEA's
ability to do long-range educational forecasting—~for all of education, not
Just special education. For example, one of State 1's ideas for projecting
trends in personnel demand was first to develop ratios for current demand
(staffing level) by program category, using full-time equivalents (FTEs) of
personnel and numbers of students (enrollments); and then to project the
ratios across time, taking into account ratios from prior years. After
projecting the ratios, the ratios could be converted back into numbers of FTE
personnel required. State 2, through contracted assistance, was trying
another procedure to develop projections of special education persomnel, Its

elements (predictors) were:

® the number of newly prepared teachers graduated from IHEs in the
state; to this number, apply the (known) percentage of those who
will actually enter teaching in the area for which they trained

® the number of emergency licenses (as an indicator of "need” for
particular services); to this number, apply an attrition factor

e the number of children served (duplicated count); to this number,
apply a correction factor for projected growth of a program area

These SEA interviewees acknowledged that the complexities and pitfalls
confronting their efforts to develop long-range forecasts were formidable.

For example, & common concern was that changes occur so f£ast in important

predictor variables, such as funding levels, priorities, legislated
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requirements and programs, etc., that basing projections on current and
historical data is a guestionable practice. Nevertheless, both SEAs were

using historical data to make projections for planning purposes and for
advising their state-supported institutions of higher education to adjust

personnel production to meet anticipated demand {or to cut back personnel
preparation programs in areas of anticipated surplus).

The above discussion points to some of the problems experts at the state
level confronted in attempting projections that gemerally do not even run
beyond five years. Producing even longer-term forecasts (e.g., five tou twenty
years) for a federal strategy of targeting critical demand for personnel—

because the personnel production system (IHEs) is a slow-response system——
would raise even greater problems. The next chapter discusses further the
conclusions of the pilot study on the limitations and utility of LEA and SEA
data for a federal targeting strategy.

Investigating strategies of meeting the demand for special education

personnel was outside the scope of the pilot study. However, at the request
of the work group, the study team did inquire about recruitment strategies in
its interviews with LEA and SEA staffs.

Status of Recruitment by LEAs and SEAs
to Meet Demands for Special Education Persomnel

The consensus among LEA and SEA staffs in the pilot study was that the

ability to recruit personnel is a significant factor in whether or not local
districts or particular geographic regions "experienced critical shortages”
(their term). Interviewees also conceded that just knowing particular personnel
would be difficult to recruit (i.e., hard to find, limited supply) might
discourage LEAs from budgeting such positions at all. (This is a source of
"snrevealed demand.”) The perception of the pilot study sample is consistent
with that of other investigators, who acknowledge that the recruitment
situation (including incentives and disincentives) must be known and taken
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into account in order to interpret data on areas of critical demand for
personnel (McLaughlin, Smith-Davis, & Burke, 1986; Schofer & Davis, 1986;
Schofer & Duncan, 1984; Smith~Davis, Burke, & Noel, 1983; Yates, 1987).

The context for recruitment. In State 1, until recently, LEAs were

responsible for recruiting personnel to fill vacancies. In 1986, the state
legislature authorized a program that established a Teacher Recruitment Office
(TRO) in the SEA's Division of Teacher Education. The TRO:

e develops and analyzes data on teacher supply and demand. For
example, the TRO identifies requirements of individual LEAs
for teachers in particular subject areas (including special
education areas).

® coordinates and administers a comprehensive recruitment
effort. The TRO works with 341 appointed high school teacher
recruiters and with 8 regional teacher recruiters (the latter
having been selected as "teachers of the year”) to attract
talented high school students into the profession, to provide
information about teaching, and to improve the field's

professional image.

e coordinates efforts to develop programs that attract and
retain cagabie teachers, especially minorities and
individuals who may not otherwise consider entering or
continuing a career in teaching. For example, the TRO

administers scholarship/loan and incentive programs.

® conducts statewide marketing campaigns. The objective of a
recent campaign was to enhance the image and attractiveness
of the teaching profession.

An advisory council assists the TRO; its members represent :ducation
groups, the lay public, business and industry, media organizations such as
radio and television broadcasters, and other groups that might enhance the
impact of recruitment efforts.

The TRO holds meetings in each region to train the 341 high school teacher

recruiters, and meets monthly with the eight regional "teachers of the year”

who work full time in their respective regions with the local TRO high school
recruiters. (The TRO's emphasis on marketing cereers in teaching to high
school students acknowledges the importance of recruiting during the second or
third year of high school, as colleges do to recruit for collegiate sports.)
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In State 2, LEAs were responsible for recruiting personnel to fill
vacancies. The SEA acted as a clearinghouse by providing a computerized
placement service. Graduates looking for positions completed applicationms,
indicating their geographic preferences and their certification; information
on these applications was stored in the computer database. When LEAs sent
announcements of vacancies to the state, the clearinghouse staff sent the LEA
a printout of qualified avplicants. The SEA said that the greatest hindrance
to efforts of recruiting special education personnmel was competition from
other states' recruiters.

This state did not offer teacher incentives, leaving such matters to
individual LEAs. The SFA acknowledged that the incentive issue was most
eritical for LEAs in rewmote, rural areas of the state. The state legislature
considered an early retirement option, which would act as an incentive by
allowing teachers in the system who met tenure requirements to retire early
with full benefits. The bill was defeated, but interviewees were certain it
would come up again next year. (The needs assessment consultant in this state
said that early retirement would have little impact on the number of openings
for special education personnel, because the special education teachers in

this state arc on average ten years younger than teachers in other sublect

areas.)®

The LEAs' recruitment situation. In the study sample, most of the LEAs
did not have to do heavy recruiting (except for certain program areas) because

they were in desirable areas with low unemployment.

In the low—turnover LEAs, and in districts with a good reputation in s
desirable location, special education directors and personnel directors had
access to active files of well—-qualified applicants from which they could
select the "cream of the crop.” For example, one special education director
in such an LEA said, "People just seem to walk in when we need them.”

®* This is a good example of how appropriate breakouts (by subject area) of a
readily available plece of data (average age of teachers in existing
positions) enabled one observer to predict the impact that a major piece of
legislation would have on the demand for specisl education personnel.
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Recruitment in low—-turnover districts focused on "difficult-to-find”
types of personnel. These included members of minority groups, which were
difficult to £find in general because of the many job options available to
qualified candidates. Other difficult-to-find personnel included occupational
therapists (0Ts), physical therapists (PTs), and teachers of the emotionally
disturbed (ED).

Whether LEAs recruited locally, statewide, regionally, or nationally
often depended upon whether local colleges produced a sufficient supply of
qualified personnel in categories that matched LEA vacancies. For example,
one LEA had a university in the area that offered the second largest teacher
training program in the state——a ready supply.

LEAs' recruitment methods. Directors of special education and personnel

directors carried out recruiting activities, both jointly and separately.
Special education directors tended to be more involved with local recruiting,
and personnel directors with regional or nationsl recruiting.

The followir3 strategices provide a composite picture of the recruiting
activities of LEAs in the study sample:

e At colleges and universities:

- Special education directors spoke in person to various
special education and related services departments at local
colleges and universities.

~ They established working relationships with appropriate
professional staff in these colleges and universities.

- They recruited selectively at specific colleges and
universities (not just those within a 20-mile radius); they
did this out of a cosmitment to find the best personnel.

- LFAs had recruiting booths at local colleges and attended
job fairs.

~ They contacted career planning and placement people and
posted job announcements at these institutioms.

o LEAs advertised in newspapers, newsletters, and magazines of
professional associations.



e They did some recruitment out of state, usually in other
surrounding states.

® They conducted national searches for adninistrators or other
hard-to~find personnel.

Most LEAs lamented that they could not offer teacher incentives bdbecause
of tight budgets. One LEA offered difficult-to-hire personnel a "system-wide
contract,” meaning that they could guarantee a job to a college student
anywhere in the district upon graduation. Other LEAs gave provisional
certification, if necessary, to keep existing staff--an action strongly
recomupended by teacher unions—rather than offer real incentives to draw new
people into the district.

LEAs also commented on the difficulty of competing at Job fairs with
"slick, out-of-state, professional recruiters” whose booths, marketing

materials, and recruiters drew more attention from prospective applicants.

The link between recruitment problems and supplies of personnel. SEAs

and LEAs agreed that recruitment problems will persist for persomnel in areass
oi short supply. As pointed out earlier in this chapter, both SEAs have
formal relationships with their institutions of higher educatiom (IHEs),
through which they try to influence IHE staff to counsel students to prepare
for program areas in which large numbers of positions are currently filled by
underqualified teachers, or for areas in which unfilled vacancies persist, or
for areas in which teacher—pupil ratios are pushing maximum limits.

Conclusions and Insights

Findings from the pilot study led to the following conclusions and
insights about th> data that supported local personnel planning and hiring
decisions,

Available data were used to determine current, not projected demand.
— e TR UOCC L0 determine current, n«
Data that LEAs used to determine their demand for personvel focused on meeting

current needs of students for special education and relaied services. That is

vhat LEAs must do, and their present data systens and available data suit that
objective. LEAs did not project their future demand for particular kinds of
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personnel, nor did they see the need to do so for local programming and
rtaffing.

SEAs in the pilot study were making some headway with techniques for
projecting the demand for particular kinds of persomnel, but pointed out major
obstacles to attempting to develop reliable long-term projections (beyond

three years).

As data moved up through the system (from LEA to SEA to federal), the

data becape less useful and accurate for measuring local demand for persomnel.
Presently, the major channel through which OSEP obtains state-by-state data on
personnel demand is through SEAs, whose counts do not necessarily correspond

with LEA determinations. The preceding sectiom of this chapter documented
possible reasons for such discrepancies.

Moreover, the most informative data summaries of SEAs pertained orimarily
to interests of state~level policymakers, who did not necessarily ask the same
questions cf the data from year to year, and whose questions did not always
match the information needs of federal-level policymakers. Finally, omne SEA's
estimates of personnel demand were derived from unduplicated counts of stu-
dents; the other SFA's estimates were based on duplicated counts. Obviously,
these estimates are not comparable. (A point to consider for any future data
collection that seeks SEA estimates of local demand is accommodation for
differences in estimates due to use of unduplicated or duplicated counts.)

Because large LEAs were required to handle larger quantities of data,
they were more likely than small LEAs to have sophisticated data systems that
systematically paintained data and could make it more accessible in summary
form. The sheer volume of data that large LEAs (total enrollments above
20,000) handled made it necessary to institute systeaatic recordkeeping
procedures snd relatively sophisticated data collection and management

strategies for a broad array of data.
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Reporiing routines were well worked out and running smoothly, although
reporting burden was increasing. In both states, various components of the

data collection and reporting process had improved steadily over the years,
and LEAs adhered to formal guidelines that SEAs provided. SEAs and LEAs in
the study sample observed that formal requirements and special requests for
data (from both state and local requestors) were increasing, in spite of
efforts to coordinate data collection activities.

Data that LEAs used to cetermine the need to hire appeared to be accurate.
LEAs updated district and classroom enrollment data at regular intervals (three

to four times a year), and local advisory boards and boards of education
provided further scrutiny.

LEAs and SEAs were unable to indicate the "cost” of collecting and main-

tainirg the data they used to determine demand for special education personnel.

Reasons were changes in the nature and costs of resources for data entry,
processing, analysis, and reporting, and the absence of formal cost-benefit
studies. At the LFA level especially, a major reason for being umsble to cost
data-related tasks was that LEA staff rarried out such tasks piecemeal through-
out the year, working them into their daily routines. (Obviously, more
sophisticated equipment is costly but promises eventually to reduce the time
for data processing, analysis, and reporting. Although mastering sophisticated
technology requires a significant investment of time at first, this diminishes
as the learning curve materializes.)

lag time n the system exceeds lead time in short—term projections (up to
three years). lLag time for the federal funding cycle (which starts two years

ahead of awards) and for grantees’ programs to produce graduates (say, three

to five yesrs) maskes it questionable to base grant award decisions on short-
term projections, those most likely to be available from SEAs. SEAs acknowl-
edge major difficulties in using historical data for forecasting beyond three
years. (Even if every SEA couid develop accurate fiveto ten-year projections
of personnel demand by level and handicapping condition, it is unclear what
that would tell SEAs to do about personnel preparation programs in their
respectiv: states, how fast their IHEs could respond, and what the consequences
would be for addressing national and regional shortages.)
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V. Discussion and Implications for Recommending Next Steps

Identifying Severe National Shortsges Can Be Easy

Because teachers are employed in local districts, teacher supply and
demand is a truly local phenomenon. The pilot study suggested that identify-
ing shortages of special education personnel has quantitative and quslitative
aspects, which local special education decisionmakers specify in planning for
the upcoming school year. They express the magnitude and character of their
current demand for personnel in terms of numbers of positions, gualifications
desired of applicants for those positioms, and service needs of children they
want to meet by £illing nositions with fully—qualified individuals. They can

specify the categories and speclality areas of personnel that are difficult to
find or (possibly) in short supply. They can describe exactly the employment
sotting in which teachers will work.

This kind of local information is extremely relevant for the federal

targeting strategy. However, federal data requirements from states and aggre-
gated dats do not provide a8 view of teacher demand with the clarity, accuracy,

and timeliness of that in local school districts. As the data from individual
districts is merged at the state level, and data from individuasl states is
merged at the federal level, the local data loses the qualities that made it
wseful: a clear, accurate, and timely picture of teacher supply and demand in
a unique local district. Moreover, variations across districts tbat were
apparent from the study's analysis of sample data argue against the utility of

statewide or even regional reporting.
Implicatious. Federal annual reporting requirements may be unjustified.

At a minimum, there 1s justification for seeking a more efficient, economical,
and less burdensome alternative. (See Recommendation #2 in Chapter VI.)

The Hard Part Is Interpreting Nationsl Data On Demand

Even wit: ° bet:zer way to obtain data on shortages, the federal program
must still interpret that data to define and select priority areas, and justify
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its allocation of training resources among them. Interpreting national data
on demand requires understanding the factors that influence both demand and
supply of special education personnel.

Many important factors influence the demand for persmnnel. In the pilot

study, the HIRES model offered no single measure of demand. Numbers of
budgeted, unfilled vacancies (NO HIRES) and numbers of positions filled with
underqualified personnel did not answer questions like these: Why did the
vacancy occur? What 1s the pr..ability that the vacancy will recur, and how
soon? Can the training and recruitment aspects of the vacancy be distin-
guished? How long did the vacancy remain open? What types of locations are

over-represented where unfilled vacaicies persist?

Table 11 (at the end of this chapter) provides an organizing framework
for examining the components of personnel depand. The information in Table 11
was compiled from Tables &4, 5, nnd 6 in Chapter III. The "data questions”
provide a focus for future data gathering and research.

The last column of Table 11 suggests how various data might be used by
federal program managers (or by decisi jnmakers at institutions of higher
education) to focus resources for personnel preparation. The actual utility
of the data for these purposes could be empirically evaluated.

Very little is known about the supply side. Who will actually accept

positions in special education for which they were trained? Who among former
teachers will return and when? Which teachers will continue and for how long?
Who will enter from out of state? Under what conditions might a person decide
to teach (enter the supply pool)? How do economic and demographic factors
interact with state policies to increase or decrease supply? How are available
data on supply defined, computed, collected, and verified? (These questions
are based on discussions in Olson & Rodman, 1987, and in Hawley, 1986.)

Few IHEs have followup data on their trainees and what they do after
completing training for careers in special education. Neither SEAs nor LEAs
are tracking attrition and turnover in a maummer that helps to predict the size

of the special education teacher force by category, speclalty area, or the
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handicapping conditions they are qualified to address (Schofer & Duncan, 1984;
Schofer & Davis, 1986).

Manipulating a single variable may alter supply and demand drapatically.
Consider the variable of state certification requirements. When a state

responds to its teacher shortage in a given subject area by lowering its
standards for who is qualified to teach, it at once increases the supply of
eligible applicants for vacant positions in that area, thereby making it
easier for local districts to fill their budgeted vacancies.

Alternatively, raising certification standards for teachers as a strategy
for improving the quality of services to children creates an immediate shortage
of staff who meet the higher reguirements.

Writing on teacher supply and demand, Roth (1986) named three questionable
staffing practices that have become widespread in education generally, and
vhich are most likely to occur in personnel categories where demand exceeds
supply: (1) issuing emergency certifications; (2) providing alternative routes

to certification; and (3) out-of-field assignments-— allowing teachers to teach
outside of the field for which they were trained. Out-of-field teaching assign-

ments are obscured by state certification systems that allow teachers to teach
a wide range of subjects, or to teach children with a wide range of handicapping

conditions.

Implications. Understanding how various factors influence both supply and
demand helps to interpret national data on personnel in special education.
(See Recommendations #3 and #6 in Chapter VI.)

Data Ages Fast

Data that local districts provide is for current positioms (filled or
unfilled), current enrollments of children with various handicapping conditions,
current certification status of their teachers, and so forth. This information
is out of date by the time it is aggregated at the state level and then reported

to the Federal Government.
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In fact, by the time the data reach the federal level, the funding cycle
for awards two years hence is underway. Inevitably, then, data in states'
annual reports and information in their CSPD plans are not as useful as they
were intended for deciding how to target training resources.

Implication. Identify statistical wmeans of improving the usefulness of

available data for targeting resources, e.g., for identifying trends and
assessing stability of various indicators of demand. (See Recommendation #4
in Chapter VI.)

Short-Term Projections Fall Short of the Lag Time in the System

lLag time in the system has several aspects. One is the federal funding
cycle, which starts two years ahead of awards. Add to that the time it takes
for grantees' programs to produce graduates (say, three to five years). Then,
schools of education need sufficient lead time to adjust their programs to
emerging priorities for persomnel preparation, and to counsel students into
areas where demand will exceed supply.

Implication. Focusing federal training resources on the basis of

short-term projections is questionable. However, SEAs acknowledge major
difficulties in using historical data for forecasting beyond three years. A
recent survey determined that SEAs are reluctant to make projectioms beyond

the current year (Schofer & Duncan, 1984).

In addition, to be useful for targeting federal training resources to
emerging demand for personnel, projections must account for new service
delivery models requiring new types of personnel and staffing arrangements.
SEAs are unlikely to be able to predict when such shifts will occ.v, and how
dramatic technological advances and other "system changes” will alter the

future demand for special education services.*®

* Even if every SEA could develop accurate five- to ten-year projections of
personnel demand by level and by handicapping condition, it is unclear what
that would tell SEAs to do about personnel preparation programs in their
respective states, how fast their IHEs could respond, and what the
consequences would be for addressing national and regional shortages.
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Prospects for Accurate Long-Range Forecasting Are Dismal

Over the past thirty years, the nation has seen major swings between
teacher shortages and teacher surpluses. If accurate long-range projections
of demand for special education teachers were available, schools of education
would welcome them in counseling their s! udents.

Projections of national school enrollment one or two decades into the
future can be achieved with reasonable accuracy, tased on population demo—
graphics. Therefore, with assumptions about the stability of state guldelines
for teacher-pupil ratios, the total demand for teachers can be projected. The
problem lies in the necessity for projecting the perceived demand for teachers
with specisl certification to address students with particular categories of

need.

Although most Americans can agree on the value of devoting special effort
to the education of children with specisl needs, the amount of effort to be
put into their education is constantly at issue. Therefore, the funding for

special education is likely to vary with the political winds——and these winds
are responsive to a variety of unpredictable factors unrelated to either edu-

cation or children. The level of funding for educational programs over the
past twenty-five years gives caution for describing the future of special
education., Federal funding is a major force in determining the market for

special education teachers; that reason alone makes parket projection perilous.

Even ignoring the political and 1itigious framework in which special
education operates, wide-ranging questions are constant about the appropriate
delivery of special education. In particular, issues of appropriate contexts,
conditions, forms, and levels of mainstreaming are likely to redefine the
market for personnel in special education for a long time to come.,

Long-range projections also necessitate predicting human behsvior, which
is often unpredictable, e.8., who will actually enter the teaching force and
who will leave, and for what reasons (Darling-Hammond for RAND, in an unpub-
: .shed concept paper for the Center for Statistics' current study of staffing

and schooling).
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Implication. Given this context, the estimation of demand for special
education teachers is still meaningful, but only within the range of time that

political forces are unlikely to have great effect. These projections, based
on current measures of demand and demographic projections will serve some «f
the purposes of a strategy for targeting resources to areas of critical demand
for personnel. (See Recommendations #4 and #6 in Chapter VI.)

The Impact of Politics and Money in Shaping the Demand for Personnel
Obscures Children's Needs for Services

Decisionmakers in local school districts attempt to meet all the needs of
their students for special education and related services. True, many children
may have less severe needs resulting from their secondary handicapping condi-
tion (such as speech and language problems), but they are still needs that
should be served.

The pilot study's examination of local personnel planning and hiring
indicated that local decisionmakers weigh available options for meeting service

needs, and may decide not to hire if they can work out a satisfactory solution.

Unrevealed demand. Politics and money play & large part in "revealing”
the demand for personnel, and in affecting the sbility of districts to attract
and retain quality teachers (Darling-Hammond, 1987; Hawley, 1986; and Sattler
& Sattler, 1985).

Factors that contribute to "unrevealed demand” include: the availability
and level of funding for positions, which affect the overall ability of dis-
tricts to hire; state limitations on numbers of children that can be counted
(identified) in particular categorical areas; and representing service needs
of children according to their primary handicapping condition only (i.e., with
unduplicated, rather than duplicated, counts).

Implication. The real needs of children for services are obscured by

estimates of demand derived from counts of budgeted, unfilled vacancies;
positions filled; and the certification status of personnel in those positions.
(See Recommendation #7 in Chapter VI.)
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Unclear Concepts and Terminology Further Complicate
Attempts to Pin Down Shortages and Focus Resources

Education Week (Olson & Rodman, 1987) quoted the National Academy of
Sciences' 1587 interim report on teacher supply and demand saying that fuzzy

concepts and absence of agreed-upon terminology fuel the coatroversy about
whether or not there are teacher shortages. The Personnel Preparation Program

faces the same situation.

At present, inferences have to be made for how the federal program defines
terms such as supply, demand, shortage, and need. Reading the 1986 amendments
does not help much; the language says the program should focus resources in a
manner that meets the "demand” for personnel according to identified "short-
ages.” Reading the program’s regulatory language, grant announcements, and
data collection forms still leaves no basis for distinguishing between demand,
shortage, and need. For example, none of these sources makes clear the dis-

tinction between the "demand for personnel” and a child's "need for service.”

"Supply” 1s hard to define precisely too. For instance, the "98-199 form"
that grantees fill out to report the numbers of persons trained dves not dis~-
tinguish between those who are new teachers and others. Program regulations
require an emphasis on "preservice” training, implying a lesser emphasis on
special education teachers who are already employed. However, further sleuth-

ing would determine that “preservice” includes new teachers and continuing

teachers who are working toward full certification, or certification in a new

service category.

Reading grant announcements in each of the priocrity areas for new and
continuation funding implies several connotations for "shortages” that the
federal program is trying to address through trsining support: (1) unmet
needs of children for service; (2) market demand that exceeds the existing
supply of persomnel in particular categories or specialty areas, and in
undesirable geographical areas; (3) underrepresentation of minorities in the
supply of special education and related services personnel; and (4) inadequate
numbers of fully-qualified personnel, including those to meet the needs of
newly~identified service groups (e.g., infant service providers).
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The pilot study suggested that local districts define shortages in both

quantitative and qualitativ: terms. Shortages included (1) budgeted, unfilled
vacancies; (2) positions filled with underqualified staff; and (3) categorics
of personnel who were especially hard to recruit, and so forth.

Implication. The targeting strategy requires clarification, as do key

terms in the law, the regulations, grant announcements, and data collection
forms. To do so requires agreeing on: (1) the nature of shortages that can

be addressed through training; and (2) realistic expectations for the program's
targeting efforts, given the legislative mandate, available resources, and tie
inability to guarantee that those who complete training will enter the market
(supply) for careers in special education. (See Recommendations #1 and #5 in
Chapter VI.)

Given these implications, what suggestions are in order? The next
chapter presents the study team's recommendstions—~-most f)r implementation
now, some to be implemented over the longer term.
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Table 11

The Composite Nussures of HIRES:
A Framework for Focusing Puture Resesrch

NOTES: All data would be collected by categoricsl arss of special sducatlon.
All data would be obtained in Fall of the schooli year,

The Yariadles That
Were Assoclated With

The Proxy for Desand
That In Associeted

Level of Depand

ROTE: Each "level” i3 a measure _With This Level (*) NIRES/NO NIRES At
of locel demend for This Level of Demand
personnel. (Refer to Ch. III, (Refer to Ch. 1I1I,

{Refer to Ch. 111, Tables 4, 5, 6) Tabdle 6) Tadble §)

Level 1: Budgeted, unfilled position

This measurs reprasents the most Geographic location
critical demand for personnel st the
local lavel. An LEA is unable to
fill & position that has besn

approved by the local Board of NO HIRR

Economic incentives
or disincantives

1 Bducatlion, for which funding will District smploymant
3 support & fully-qualified (i.e., requiraments {e.§g..
1 cortified) individual in that NTE axam)

position.

Recruitment probless

(*) The proxy for demsnd that the pilot study examined was HIRES/NO HIRKS,
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e BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Data Questions To Be Examples of How the Data

Angwered st SEA/LEA Level May Bs Useful for Targeting
Resources for Personnel
BOTE: Underline denoles i

bdreskouts for data NOTK: Future studies wij}l empiri-
collection. cally test the data’s util-
(Refer i Tab [} isi

» Persistent vacanciss in sxisting
Progran agress suggest nsed to
incresse production in existing
training prograns.

o What is the geographic
location of the vecancy?

e What is the distridution
of vacancies across
locations? o Data indicate areas of critical

shrrrages.

@ Now do local salary scales
compars with salary scalss
for competing opportuni-
tien?

® What incentives/disiicen-
tives are in place, and
with vhat consequences for
hiring and retaining
persennel?
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Table 11 (continued)

Level of Demand The Proxy for Desand The Varlables That Data Quastions Yo Be Exasples of How the Data
That Is Associsted Were Associated With Answered at SEA/LEA Level Nay Be Usesful for Targeting
FOTE: Each "level” is s measure Hith This Level(®sx) HIRES/NO HIRES At Resources for Psrsornel
of a plece of the local This Level of Demand NOTR: Underline deanotes
denand for perwonnel. (Refer to Ch. 1II, {Refer to Ch. III, breskouts for data NOTE: PFuture studies will expiri--
(Rofer to Ch. III, Tables 4, 5, §) Tabdle 6) Table &) collection cally test the data’s util-
_ {Refer to Ch.IV, Table 10) ity for decisjonmaking.
Level 2: Pogition fllled dDut with
underqualified pecscnne|
This measure repressents the naxt {**) State certifica- Is the person s Indicates arwas where training in
most critical demand for personnel tion practices (%)--unceptified? these specialized skills is needed.
st the local level. An LEA is sble (*)--pot fully certified
to f111 an approved, budgeted (1.e., having certifi- o Applying a turnover factor to these
position, but fills it with an estion, but needing nusbers may help predict future
individusl who is ynderqualified. HIRE sdditional credits, shortags areas.
e.g., provisionally
"Underqualifiesd” means having less cortiflied)?

than full certification, i.e.,

o uncertified personnel
o not-fully-certified personnel

i
~
o
I
Size/proximity of
1local supply of
personnel (implica-
tions for recruitment)
Informstion on these varl-
State programming ables 1is also important to
policies and prior- consider in intarpreting
itles dats on HIRES.
Local staffing
decisions
{(*) Findings from tha pilot study suggested that thess data are likely to be availadble from LEAS.
lL h {2#) Findings from the pilot study suggested that any effort to dstermine 234 interpret current and project demand for personnel on a nationa} dasis,
using HIRES (RO HIRES) as a proxy for demand, will have to include Ce_a on the key (**) variable assocliated with the specific “level of
demand,” and meke that data cosparable. 1p 7
A

(**%) The proxy for demand that the pilot study examined was HIRES/NO NIRES.
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Table 11 (continued)

L.ayel of Demand The Proxy for Demand

The ¥arisbles That

Dats Questions To Be

Exsaples of How the Dsta
Nay Be Useful for Targeting
Resources for Parsonnel

t

WOTE: Future studlaes will empiri-

cally tost the data's util-
ity for decisionmaking.

That Is Associsted Sere Assocliated With Answeisd at the LEA Level
NOTE: Eech "lavel™ 1s & me:sure With This Level/R#e) HIRES/NO MIRES At
of & plece of the local This Level of Demend NOTE: Underline denotes
demand for personnel. (Refer to Ch, III, (Refer to Ch. III, breskouts for data
{Refer to Ch. 111, Tables 4, 5, 6) Table 6) Table §) collaection
—_— _{(Refer to Ch.IV, Tadle 10)
La 3; ™
fully-gquslified personnel
This measure Feprasents demand that {Ses next page.) Is the person
did not exist defore. An LEA creates HIRE (*)--powly qualified for

a new position and fills it with »
fully-qualifisd individual.

special sducation?

{*)--from the existing pool
of qualifisd special
sducation teachers
(i.9., moving around
in the system)?

Did the person hired coms
from an INE (or LEA)
(*)--in the state?
(*)--gutaide the state?

Did the new position arise

from

(%)--a pev projram ares
{with enrollments of
students with 2 "new”
or redefined sst of
handicapping condi-
tions)?

(*)--program sxpansion (to
absord increases in

enrollments)?

(*) Findings from the pilot study suggested that these data sre likely to be available from LiAs.

Suggests areas whers the sxisting
pool is adle to meet demand (for
now).

Suggests areas where training
prograns should de saintained

or axpanded.

Hap implications for recruiting for
various asreas of speclal education.

Suggests extent to which state’s
personnel production institutions
peat local dasand for personnel.

Suggests new skills are required
and perhaps new service delivery
models.

Suggests need to expand personnel
preparation in thess areas.

(**) Findings from the pilot study suggested that any effort to determine snd interprst current and project demand for personnal on s patjonal basis,

using HIRES (WO HIRES)
denand,” and make that data comparadle.

{%2%) The proxy for demand that the pilot study examined was HIRES/NO HIRKS.
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Table 11 (continued)

Level of Demand

NOTE: FEach "level” is a2 messure
of a plece of ths local
demand for personnel.

{Refer to Ch., IXII, Tables 4, 5, &)

The Proxy for Demand
That Is Assoclated

With This Level(*%%)

(Refer to Ch. 1II,
Table 6)

The Variadles Thatl
¥ere Associsted With
HIRES/NO HIRES At

Th [}
{Refor to Ch. 111,
Table &)

Dats Questions To Be
Answered st SEA/LEA lavel

NOTE: Underline denotes
breakouts for data
collection

(Refer to Ch.IV, Table 10)

Exasples of Mow the Data
Nay Bs Useful for Targeting
Resources [or Fersonnel
{and
NOTS: Future studies will empiri-
cally test the data’s util-

ity for decisionmaking. =

Level 3: New position filled with

fully-qualified personnal
{continued)

{(2%) Student enroll-
ssnts {within
guidelines for
ninisum/maximus
teacher-pupil
ratios)

Student eligidility
criteria

State programaing
policies and prior-
ities

For this position, what

is the

(%)--maximun allowsable
tescher-pupil ratlo
{of ficial state gulde-
lines)?

{%)--actual teacher-pupii
ratlo?

Information on these
variables is also impor-
tant to consider in
interpreting data on
HIRES.

(%) Findings from the pilot study suggested that these dats sre likely to be avallable from LEAs.

(*2) Findings from ths pilot study suggested that any effort to determine and
using HIRES (WO HIRES) ss a proxy for demand, will have to include data

demand,” and make that dats comparsble.

{*2%) The proxy for demand that the pilot Study examined was HIRES/NO HIRSS.

1.0

{Although state guidelines for
tescher-pupll ratios is a key
variable associated with HIRES,
it warrants s special study to
determine whethsr and how it will
de useful for meking decislons
about parsonnsl preparation
Programs. )

interpret current and project demand for parsonnel on a nationsl basis,
on the key (%*) variable sssociated with the specific "level of
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Table 11 (continued)

Level of Demand

NOTE: Each "lavel” is a measure
of a piece of the local
demand for personnel.

(Rafer to Ch. 11I, Tables 4, 5, 6)

The Proxy for Demand

That Ia Associsted

With This Level{(®Ax)

(Refar to Ch. III,
Table &)

The Variables That
Hare Assocliated With
HIRES/BO NIRES At

(Refer to Ch. 131,

Date Questions To Be
Answersd at SEA/LEA Level

NOTE: Underline denotes
breakouts for datae
collection

(Refer to Ch.IV, Table 10)

vel 4 8 posi

with fully-qualified
poersonnel

An LEA fills an already sxisting
position with 8 fully-qualified
individual. For whatever reason
that positlon has been vacsted, it
represents a denand for personnel.

HIRE

(*%) Teacher sttrition
or turnover

Exanples of Mow the Data
May Ba Useful for Targeting
Resources for Personnel

t

POTE: PFuture studies will empiri-

cally test the data‘s util-
ity for decisionmakine.

Questions adout the person
hired are the same as for
Lavel 3 adove.

Did the wvacant position

arise from

(*)-~transfer within dis-
trict to a non-tesching
position or to regular
education?

{®)--ratirment?

(*)--death?

--transfer out of dis-
trict, but within
special education?

~-carser change?

wWhat are characteristics of
persons who vecate positionst
--age
--nunber of years taught
in the specialty area
--gcortification stotus
--sex

{*) Findings from the pilot study suggested that these data are 1ikely to be availsble from LEis.

{**%) Findings from the pilot study suggest.
using HIRES (MO HIRES) as a proxy for demand,

desand,” and make that data comparable.

(*#*) The proxy for demand that the pilot riudy examined was HIRES/NO HIRES,
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o Identifies “tough” areas for

reteining special education staff,
which in turn may require improved
training programs (e.g.. more and
differant practicum experience).

e High transfer rate (®.g., out of

the KR ares) may indicate a slack-
ening “amand in that aresa.

e Suggests areas Where there will be

a continuing desand for personnel.

» Sugsests point at which turnover

stabilizes, e.g., after X years of
age, after Y years of service.

e Shows where highest atirition rate

is (e.g., provisionally certified
persons).

that any effort to detersine and interpret currsnt and project desand for personnel on s national dasis,
will heve to include dats on the key (22) varinble sssociated with the specific "level of
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Tadle 11 {continued)

ievel of Demand The Proxy for Damand The Variables That Dsta Questions To Be Ixamples of How the Data
That s Associat 4 wera Associsted With Answered at the LEA Lavel May Be Useful for Targeting
NOTE: Each "level” is a measure with This KRR HIRES/NO NHIRES At Resources for Personnel
of a piece of the local This Level of Demsnd ~ NOTK: Underline danotes ___Preparation (and Rectuitmept)
dsrard for personnsl. {Refer to Ch. III, {Refer to Ch, 1II, dreakoits for data NOTE: Puture studles will sapiri-
{Refer to Ch. 111, Tablas 4, 5, §) Table 6) Table 6) col)=ction cally test the data’s utll-
— __(Refer to Ch.IV, Table 10) ity for decigjonmaking.
Level 5: Existing position filled
with legs-than-quality
personnel
An LEA Fills an existing pesition Quality of supply Unlike Levels ) and 4, it
with a fully-qualified individual, HIRE (appropriataness of is strictly the individual
but the district is less-than- IHE training, individu- in the position and not the
satisfied with the person’s guality al competence) nature of the position it-
or competence to teach in that self that repreusents the
position. denand at this lavel.

However, data questions are
unfeasible. No one has yet
produced widely sccepted
~quality indicators™ that
could de applied to dater-

i
?3 sine respects in which a
! person was ill-prepared or
otherwise unadle to parform
sstisfactorily in the
particular position for
whic or she was hirad.
{2) Findings from the pllot study sugg=sted that thess data are likely to be availadla from LEAs.
(*#) Findings from the pilot study suggested that any effort to determine and Interpret current and project demand for personnel on a national basis,
using MIRES (NO MIRES) as s proxy for dexand, will have to include dats on the key (**) varisble associated with the specific "lavel of
1 ‘1 4 demand,” and make that dsta comparable.

(*t%) The proxy for demand that the pllot study examined was HIRES/NO HIRES.
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V. Recommendations

The discussion and implications in Chapter V provided the context for the
recommendations in this chapter. That context is important for readers to

recall vhen they review and assess these recommendations.

The recommendations are divided into two sets. The first set is for
jmplementation now. In the study team's judgment, they respond to the federal
program’s mandate to target resources to the demand for personmel to be
train: ‘, "based on identified state, regional, and national shortages”™ (the

legislative language).

The second set of recommendations is for implementation over the longer
term. They respond to the necessity for OSEP and the Division of Personnel
Preparation (DPP) to understand personnel supply and demand in all its
complexity. This understanding will improve OSEP's and DPP's ability to (1)
interpret data on personnel demand, (2) use the data appropriately for setting

program priorities and focusing resources, and (3) justify funding decisions
to officials in the Federal Government and té program constituents (€8s

personnel preparation providers, their professional organizations, SEAs).

Recommendations to Implement Now

Recommendation #1. Decide the level(s) of demsnd that the rederal program can
address and match data collection to this policy objective.

To meet its legislative mandate, the Personnel Preparation Program must
direct its resources to training in "areas of eritical demand” to address
current and emerging shortages of fully—qualified personnel who are available
to provide education and related services to children and youth who are
handicapped. The pilot study suggested that (1) "pudgeted, unfilled vacancies”
and (2) "positions filled with underqualified personnel” represent the most
eritical, current demand for persomnnel in the nation's local school districts.
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At a minimum, then, the federal program should focus resources on the

demand for specific types of persomnnel that these two indicators represent.

This recommendation is also consistent with the federal program's desire to
target resources in a manner consistent with local demand.

Inplementing this recommendation will require OSEP to consider the:

e utility and rurrency of data now on hand at the federal leve.
for developing national, regional, and state profiles of
demand (e.g., at the minimum target range proposed above)

s adequacy of current data collection and reporting forms that
SEAs use to obtain information from local districts and to
relay data to the Federal Government

For example, the 1982 requirement to report “positions needed” defined
this statistic as a combination of budgeted, unfilled vacancies and positions
filled by personnel who are not fully certified. To target as proposed above,
the current reporting requirement should have separated these elements: (1)
unfilled positions; (2) positious filled with uncertified personnel; (3)
positions filled with not-fully-certified personnel.

However, pilot study data suggested that, even with appropriate
breakouts, these numbers are insufficient for identifying local shortages.
Additional, qualitative information is required to determine the specific
;;;ﬁre of the shortage, and whether or nmot it can be addressed by training.
~hig additional information includes variables that affect local personnel
planning and hiring decisions and the ability to meet the local demand for
personnel. These variables include geographic location and economic
{incentives/disincentives (data relevant to demand that is represented by
"pudgeted, unfilled vacapcies™); and certification practices, size and
proximity of local supply of personmnel, and programming policies and
priorities (data relevant to demand that is represented by "positions
f11led with underqualified persomnel”).

0f course, there is no guarantee that local districts will replace
underqualified personnel with fully-qualified applicants if they become
available, or that newly-gradusted and fully~qualified individusls will
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actually enter the special education careers for which they are trained.
These are examples of ambiguities on the demand side and the supply side,
respectively.

Finally, abandon or drastically reduce current reporting requirements of

SEAs i1f these data are not useful for targeting or for other OSEP purposes.

1f the data are useful, clarify for what; if some data are virtually useless
or have marginal utility, drop those requirements, pending further study.

(See Recommendation #6.)

Recommendation #2. In the absence of useful data for predicting teacher
supply and demand in a national market, use inexpensive
Bethods that obtain a 'quick fix on areas of current and
emerging demand.

A small-scale survey of a representative sample of local districts
(LEAs), high-producing institutions of higher education (IHEs), and states
(SEAs) with good data and data systems might yleld a profile of local,
regional, and national demand for personnel that provides a view similar to
that of large-scale, definitive, costly studies. Periodic surveys and pilot

studies (such as this one) seem to be a feasible way to monitor supply and

demand for special education personnel.

For example:

e The pilot study suggested that local special education decision-
makers define their demand for persomnel in terms of numbers
and service needs of children. They can (1) identify the areas
in which they are currently experiencing shortages, (2) indicate
the magnitude or severity of a shortage, and (3) identify the
nature of applicants' and staffs’ deficiencies for meeting
children’'s needs in the local service setting.

s Telephone calls to a sample of high—producing IHEs representing
states or regions of the country could determine what recruiters
who contact them are looking for. Learning that every graduate
of a particular specialty area has three job offers, for
example, would suggest that the specialty is in short supply
relative to demand.
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o SEAs with relatively sophisticated data systems, whose files
retain 1inks to each LEA, may be able to produce within-state
regional profiles of current supply and demand for special

education personnel, possibly with breakouts by category,
specialty area, or handicapping condition.

Data can be analyzed to obtain rough estimates by special education
category of (1) the magnitude, nature, and trends for service needs, (2) the
demand for qualified personnel trained to meet those needs, and (3) "projected”
shortages (from time series data). The analysis should identify, to the extent
possible, the service delivery needs that can be met through a training

function.

To determine the merits or drawbacks of this approach (or alternative
options),* consider the following:
e Does it provide informstion that
- ip useful for identifying shortage areas?

- didentifies the nature of children's needs for specific
kinds of services?

- suggests the nature of training required to qualify a
person to provide those services?

-~ 4s useful for defining and selecting priority areas for
funding (“competition areas”)?

~ is useful for apportioning funds among competition areas?
- is useful for making grant award decisions?
e 1Is the effort worth the time and cost?

o Is it acceptable to program officials? to those to whom
they are accountable? to program constituents?

e To what extent is the information objective, verifiable, and
reliable?

* A useful discussion of criteria for evaluating options for information
systems is in "The Development of An Information System to Identify
Rehabilitation Personnel Shortages: Suggested Ooptions” (Hastings, Hayward, &
LeBlanc, 1984).



Inplement this recommendation in collaboration with the recently funded

Clearinghouse on Careers and Fmployment in Specigd Education. The Clearing-
house is developing and field testing promising methods for gathering Rood

data to use for estimating current and projected personnel shortages.

Recommendation #3. Plan data collection in collaboration with SEAS,
1EAs, IHEs, and major professional organizationms.

Whenever federal requirements call for new or modified data collection,
develop plans in collaboration with SEAs that have good data systems
(including CSFD), and with expert representatives from LEAs, IHEs, and ma jor
national professional orgsnizations and their task forces and committees
(e.g., NASDSE, CEC, HECSE, ASHA).

Representatives of the first two groups (SEAs and LEAs) participated in
this pilot study and provided insights for interpreting personnel data and for
building a good data system. Representatives of the last two groups (two
consultants who were formally and informally associated with IHEs and major
national professional organizations) commented on the design for the pilot
study and reviewed a draft of the present report. All of these individuals
share credit for the list of specific suggestions that follows.

For new data collection, work with SEA/LFA representatives to
agree on:

e questions to be amswered by the data. (This will ensure that
data address questions of interest to SEAs and LEAs and will
provide national, regional, and state-by-state information
that is of use at federal, state, and local levels.)

e how to design/modify data collection forms. (The reporting
format should serve a variety of purposes.)

e amount of lead time that SEAs and LEAs need to prepare for
data collection

e availability and costs of oftaining useful data

o feasibility of obtaining data or other information that may bde
related to "unrevesled” demand--demand that i1s not apparent
from only the counting and reporting of aumbers. Relevant
data and information include certification practices, status
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of child-find activity, enrollment caps on certain handicap-
ping conditions, maximum teacher-pupil ratios vs. actual
teacher-pupil ratios (by handicapping condition or area),
grouping for instruction, demographic factors, and recruitment
difficulties.

e minimizing burden at the school building level. (Otherwise,
the data collection could hinder the efforts of local
personnel to provide adequate special education and related
services to students.)

e nature, form, and delivery of technicsl assistance in how to
f111 out new forms

During the above planning process, obtain feedback froa the supply
side—representatives of IHEs and professional organizations, which represent

important constituencies for the federal program. The purpose of involving
them is to decide whether the data to be reported, the distinctions in
reporting it, and the questions to be answered can tell IHEs anything that
will help them to:

» improve their personnel preparation programs

e decide whether they need to cut back programs in some areas
and build up programs in other areas

o improve and focus recruitment and incentives

For example, distinguishing between new and existing positions, and among
sources of hires, conceivably will help IHEs market to different groups of
prospective students, and would aid their decisionmaking in modifying and
scheduling their offerings.

In addition, ask IHEs whether or not they use such data in their attempts
to estimate demand for persomnel as a basis for program planning. Obtain
their reasons for using different kinds of data. Obtain their perspectives on
the utility of the data given the variations across school districts.

Finally, administer future data collection through a state’'s CSPD

"operation.” However, the success of the effort will depend on federal
leadership-—support, encouragement, and technical assistance.



Recommendation #4. Conduct feasibility studies of statistical means for
improving the utility of available data.

Such studies could be modest but very creative efforts, subject to
validation in a larger future study. For example, the aualysls of sample data
in this report demonstrates the feasibility of a "ratio estimation™ method to

produce national estimates of demani.

Examples of additional feasibility studies of staristical manipulations
of data include:

e ways of adjusting certain data elements to correct for known
tendencies toward over- or underestimation of demand

e ways of makirg data comparable for use in making national,
regional, and statewide estimates of demand to identify
critical areas of shortage

o developing a series of ratio and difference wmeasures which
considered jointly could describe a district's special
education staffing situation

e how far into the fvture projections ca. be made that provide
useful data for targeting and for long-range planning

Recommendation #5. Agree on definitions of terms that the Federal Govermment
uses in statements about targeting critical areas of

dem.snd for personrel.

In this pilot siudy, these were relevant definitions:

demand In the economic sense of "supply and demand, " the
quantity of a commodity or service wanted at a
specified price and time, e.g., services provided by
special education persomnel

In specisl education, demand for personnel is driven
by enrollments (numbers of special educaticn
students and their handicapping conditions), and by
the amount of federal funding (PL 94-142) that
reaches the local district.

In the pilot study, "demand” was equivalent to the
"need to hire.” In turn, the need to hire (and the

oo




need

shortages

outcomes of the hiring process) were associated with
five levels of demand:

Level 1: Budgeted, unfilled positions
Level 2@ Positions filled but with under-

qualified personnel

Level 3: New positions filled with fully-
qualified personnel

Level 4: Existing positions filled with fully-
qualified personnel

Level 5: Existing positions filled with fully-
qualified but less—than-quality
personnel (qualitative issue of a
certified individusl's teaching
competence)

the requirements of children and youth for special
education and related services

The pilot study avoided using "need” as a synonym
for "demand.” It distinguished between the need for
services (by those who are handicapped) and the
demand for personnel (the need to hire).

budgeted, unfilled positions for special education
snd related services personnel

In the pilot study, SEAs and LEAs extended this
definition of "shortages”™ to include positions
filled with personnel who were underqualified
(uncertified or not fully certified). The LEAs
extended it even further to include categories of
personnel who were difficult to recruit (hard to
find, in limited supply).

the quantity of a commodity or service offered for
sale at a specified price and time, e.g., services
provided by special education personnel

In special education, the supply of personnel within
a state comes from four major pools:

(1) new teachers (college graduates, including
newly-certified teachers)

(2) former teachers (re-entering special education
careers)
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(3) continuing teachers
(4) out-of-state teachers

HIRF a vacancy in a position, which is filled with
personnel as a result of the local planning and
hiring process

In the pilot study, HIRE(S) as a single measure was
not an accurate estimate of demand, but rather a
composite of several measures, each of which had to
be examined separately. Fach component measure, in
turn, was associated with variables that required
exapination. {(For example, the component measure of
"position(s) filled with underqualified personmnel”
requires that the associated variable of "state
certification practices” be examined.)

NO HIRE a vacancy in a position, which remains unfilled as a
result of the local planning and hiring process

a budgeted, unfilled position representing a
eritical demand for persomnel

Tevealed the demand for personnel that i1s apparent from the
demand counting of budgeted vacancies, current staffing

levels by category

unrevealed the demand for personmnel that is not apparent from
demand such counts

An example of unrevealed demand is using unduplicated
vs. duplicated counts of students and their primary/
secondary handicapping conditions to determine the
number of personnel required to provide services.

Use the agreed upon terms consistently im data collection forms, grant
announcements, internal plannirg documents, program regulations, and public
statements. For example, the 1982 regulations ask SEAs to report additional
positions "needed” for the current reporting year, and instruct SEAs to
include in that figure "positions open but not filled” and "positions filled
with uncertified personnel.” As worded, the request obscures concepts and
data elements that the above definitioms clarify.




Recommendations to Implement Over the Longer Term

Recommendatiou #6. Work gloselz with the new Clearigghouse,* and support new
studies when appropriate, to systematically build a
cgggreﬁensive data base that is useful for tarReting

current and emerging demand for personnel.

This is a long-term investment in information that could improve OSEP's
and DPP's understanding of (and access to information about) factors that
influence the magnitude and nature of demand. Understanding how these
imjortant factors affect the balance of the supply~demand equation will help
OSEP and DPP to: (1) interpret and use data on demand for targeting federal
training resources, and (2) provide documentation of cheir decisions to
officials in the Federal Government and to program constituents in the

personnel preparation system. (These are assumptions to verify enpirically.)

The key elements of this recommendation are:
e an organizing framework

e a coordinated approach

e an active working relationship with the Clearinghouse on
Careers and Employment in Special Education

e information gaps that call for collaboration now

An organizing framework. Table 11, at the end of the preceding chapter,

offers a possible framework for systematically gathering information and
augmenting a database on personnel demand in special education. It provides a
structure and logie which build on the pilot study's analysis of the local
personnel planning and hiring process and its outcomes (th. HIRES model and

ijts associated variabdbles).

* The 1986 amendments to the Education of the Handicapped Act established a
national Clearinghouse on Careers and Employment in Special Education. Its
broad purpose is to organize, assess, disseminate, and promote the use of
timely, reliable information that pertains to career choice, conditions of
employment, and identified needs for specisl education and related services
personnel. The major groups of institutional clients are local and state
education agencies (LEAs, SEAs) and institutioms of higher education (IHEs).
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A framework should also be developed for examining persomnel supply.
(The new Clearinghouse may be doing that.)

A coordinated approach. Conducting further studies depends upon answers

to questions such as those the Clearinghouse will consider as it organizes and
assesses the quality and utility of existing information on personnel supply
and demand: What is already known? Is it useful for identifying current and
emerging shortages? Can deficiencies in the information be remedied through
existing data collection and reporting mechanisms, or 1s a new study the best
strategy for improving the data? What are promising sources for the desired

date?

Answerd to these questions will suggest appropriate next steps, which are
apt to include more than one approach. Thus, it makes sense for OSEP, DPP,

and the Clearinghouse to coordinate future quests for data.

An active working relationship between OSEP/DPP and the Clearinghouse.
Officially, DPP is responsible for administering the Clearinghouse contract.
However, a formal agre .ent of the working relationship might establish the

federal program as an 1. rortant client, one which stands to benefit from the

database and expertise the Clearinghouse will develop.

Information gaps that call for collaboratiom NOW. A working relationship
is vest exemplified by collaborating to address critical information needs,

such as:

e the pature and variation among states' certification require-
ments. The Clearinghouse may already have obtained this

existing information from the Council for Exceptional Children
(CEC) and other sources.

e the nature of the supply side of the supply-~demand equation.
Information gaps include the sources of supply; the size and
characteristics of these pools; the probability that members
of each pool enter careers in special education for which they
were trained; whether current trainees are new or continuing
teachers; the certification status and attrition/turnover
rates for special education teachers who are currently
employed special education teachers; relationships among
factors such as certification status and attrition, age and
attrition, and so forth.
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e forecasting models. 0N-e majoxr problem of existing models is
the 1na§i%ity to represent the effects of market mechanisms
that may be implemented to offset shortages and tight budgets,
€.8., exceed desired class sizes; allow less-than-fully
certified personnel to £i1l slots; modify programs (Olson &
Rodmsn, 1987). Arother serious problem for model builders is
providing the lead time the personnel preparation system
requires to design and test training models that equip
personnel to provide quality services-—plus the years it takes
for trainees to graduate.

Further cnrnsiderations. Future research and information on personnel

demand must also account for the following, in addition to the data and
information that Table 11 incluvies:

o funding and enrollments. This report has emphasized the
overriding importance of these two variables in shaping the
number and nature of available positions (filled and unfilled).

e the base number of positions (filled and unfilled). This
vould tell the Personnel Preparation Program (and IHEs) the
size of the parket, where the jobs are, and how they are
changing.,

o a regular education baseline. Educating policymakers about
areas of critical demand for special education personnel will
be easier if they can compare that data against similar
information for education in general. For example, math and
science are two areas of regular education widely acknowledged
to be suffering severe shortages of fully-qualified teachers.
However, comparable data for special education reveal
dramatically greater shortages for certain categorical areas
(Lavritzen, 1986).

Whatever focus a new study might take, any data collection should include
both LFAs and SEAs. As the pilot study Jemenstrsied i1nquiry at the local

level helped %o get beneath the numbers api labels, to clarify concepts and
terminology, and to reveal the hows and vhys. But inquiry at the SEA level is

also essential.

For example, SEA data linked tr individual LEAs may be availabdble for
analysis, and for comparison with data obtained from LEAs in the study. For
the study component that focuses on Level 2 Jemand (positions filled, but with
underqualified staff), inquiry at the SEA level is important because state
guidelines and requirements obviously affect local programming, personnel



planning and hiring, and staffing practices. What do individual states allow
with regard to placing personnel who are underqualified in classrooms? What
is the range of definitions across the states for persomnnel who are under-—
qualified? What programming policies are comnected with policymaking and
underqualified personnel? Inquiry at the SEA level will enable cross-state
comparisons regarding certification practices, definitions, policies.

Collecting data by categorical ares is also important. To examine

personnel demand in states that are noncategorical will require special
consideration. For example, a study of state certification practices might
obtain data on qualifications of teachers and data on the types of students
they are teaching.

Recommendation #7. Seek a viable and acceptable way to base estimates of

personnel demand on the needs of children and youth for
special education and related services.

This recommendation could be implemented as part of Recommendation #2

("small-scale surveys and pilot studies”); it is intended to supplement

existing sources of information.® Following is the rationmale for doing so.

The federal program wants to support the preparation of persomnel to meet
demand at the local level, and to establish priorities based on actual needs
of the field. Therefore, a targeting strategy to accomplish this must be
based on data and information that express the magnitude and nature of that

local demand.

The pilot study suggested that local districts define their demand for
personnel this way: “teachers with certain guaiifications and competencies

* The federal program solicits advice from knowledgesble professionals in the
field prior to defining annual priorities, snd requires "needs statements”
and supporting documentation in grsnt applications to justify grant support.
The federal program has relied to a large extent on experts’ and grant
applicants’ assessments of persomnel demand in the absence other useful and
widely accepted data. (Neither states’ CSPD planms nor statistics im their
annual data reports have been adequate for this purpose.)
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who can meet the particular configuration of children's needs that defines the
position they are being hired to £111."

This very important qualitative information was masked by statistics such
as those the pilot study produced, which were based on numbers of budgeted
vacancies that were filled or not filled, and on numbers of qualified or

underqualified "hires.”

Being able to estimate the number of NO HIRFS and HIRES does not reveal
enough about children's service needs to suggest a focus for federal training
funds (i.e., the kinds of training and training models that might produce

graduates with the desired qualifications).

The study team recognizes that implementing some of the above
recommendations will entail a selling job for OSEP with its constituencies
(IHEs, SEAs, major professional organizations which influence the field), and
within the Department of Education. The next chapter discusses points that
may be raised when debates occur, and identifies positions that OSEP may or
may not wish to take regarding the federal role.
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VII. Further Considerations

This chapter presents considerations that reflect discussions with the
work group and the two consultants for the strategy evaluation, with sowme of
the interviewees in the pilot study, and among members of the study team. The
purpose of including this in a closing chapter to the final report is to focus
further discussion among OSEP staff as they consider how best to implement
recommendations from the strategy evaluationm.

Should OSEP Bypass SEAs to Obtain Data?
SFAs in the pilot study and experts who have studied personnel supply and

demand in special education acknowledge that personnel data collection has not
been a high priority in any state. They also comment that the great variation
in how states collect data presents problems for obtaining useful information
through SEA channels for a national (central) data system.

Without proposing an "SEA-bypass” alternative, earlier chapters described

a restricted set of data (HIRES/NO HIRES and certain other variables) that
were likely to be available from LEAs. Local decisionmakers used the
information to determine the need to hire special education personnel. SEAs
used the LEA data and other information selectively to answer questions of
importance to the SFA or the legislature. Although some of the data elements
had originally been linked to individual LEAs and even to individuals, there
was no way for parties outside the SFA to access the originsl (linked) data
files directly by computer, nor to purchase files for independent analysis.

SEAs that participated in the pilot study had been chosen because they
represented "the best” among those SEAs reputed to know how to develop and
maintsin good data systems for analyzing personnel supply and demand. They
had become extremely proficient in designing data collection forms and
procedures that yilelded close to 100X response rates and accurate LFA
reporting. They had developed strong credibility with their LEAs by providing

useful feedback and assistance.

-97- 130



For any special data collection that bypasses the SEA, especially in
states where SEAs have established credibility with LEAs, it will be vital to
involve SFA staff in promoting the effort. But it may be unrealisti. to
expect SFAs to support such an effort wholeheartedly, with the enthusiasm and
cormitment that can make their own data collection efforts successful.

From What Level Should Targeting of Federal Re.l.urces Be Pursued?

Whatever position OSEP takes on this question must have a rationale, that
is, an underlying logic consistent with the goals and objectives of the
Personnel Preparation Program.

The goal evaluation documented the rationale for a federal role in
personnel preparation, and articulated the program's logic (Campeau, et al.,
Oop. gig.). The following overview of these logical antecedents and
underpinnings is included here in abbreviated form to provide a context for
considering the present question.

Why is there a Personnel Preparation Program at all? Why not
leave universities, states, and local education agencies (LEAs),
or others entirely to their own devices to train persomnel to
provide education and related services to childrer and youth who
are handicapped?

The reasoning proceeds that these childrenm will not have an
opportunity to achieve their full potential unless three
conditions are met: (1) there are sufficient numbers of
qualified personnel specially trained to provide them the
benefits of effective and appropriate education; (2) the quality
of such specialized personnel is sufficient; and (3) the system
for personnel development has the capacity to meet the demands
for both quantity and quality of specially-trained personnel.

If left to its own devices, the reasoning goes, the system will
not attain these three sims in a timely fashion nor in a compre~
hensive enough manner without external stimuli. In short, the
appropriate role for the Pederal Government is a catalytic one.

For example, the Federal Covernment is in a uniquely advantageous
position to: highlight priorities of national concern; muster
resources and information on behalf of the system as a whole;
provide a national perspective on current and emerging needs (at
all levels) for particular types of specialized personnel, model
programs, curricula, etc.; identify and enmcourage replication of
state-of-the-art practices in personnel preparation; and maintain
pational visibility for special education personnel development
(all levels).
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The ultipate beneficiaries of the Federal Government's investment
in personnel preparation programs are children and youth who are
handicapped. On their behalf, the program holds itself
accountable for three objectives: (1) produce more qualified
personnel, (2) improve the quality of personnel trained, and

(3) exnand the capacity of the system for personnel development.

In the goal evaluation, the work group identified eight major strategies
that the Personnel Preparation Program uses to achieve these objectives. One

strategy is targeting federal program resources to critical areas of demand

for personnel, both current and future. This strategy 1s directed at the

first program objective: "to produce more qualified persomnel.” The
rationale is that directing program resources to personnel preparation efforts
in arees of critical demand will make available more of these types of

qualified personnel.

Up until now, this targeting strategy has been orchestrated from the
federal level through grants from the Personnel Preparation Program. Nearly
all grantees are institutions of higher education (IHEs) or state education
agencies (SEAs), but mainly IHEs (the supply side of the persounel supply/
demand equation). This presents the federal program with the following
challenge for implementing its targeting strategy: target resources to meet
local demand for fully-gqualified personnel when the vehicle for doing this 1is

a supply-side grant program.

A variety of activities that OSEP divisions administer, including certain
grants from the Personnel Preparation Program in the Division for Personnel
Preparation, seek to build states' capacity to identify and meet their own

needs for special education and related services personnel. Findings and

conclusions from the pilot study suggest that, while this may be a plausidle
strategy for defining and addressing current demand for various kinds of
personnel and service delivery approaches, it is questionable whether such a
strategy will work for meeting projected demand.

The plausibility issues include:

e difficulties like those the SEAs in the pilot study experienced
in attempting to forecast demand for specific kinds of persomnel
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o the unknown nature of new or future models for improved service
delivery that IHEs will pioneer

e 'mcertainty that SEAs can exert sufficient leverage on IHEs to
direct their R&D efforts to areas of demand for personnel trained
in particular ways and for particular types of service delivery

® lack of capacity and resources of SEAs and LEAs for conducting
R&D that is national in scope and concern, or for designing and
testing models in a comprehensive way

e scarcity or total absence of special education leadership
personnel in SEAs

® severe resource problems that SEAs and LEAs experience as a
result of competition for scarce funds, and shifting or
conflicting priorities for serving students

What this suggests is consistent with observations from the earlier goal
evaluation phase. These observations were that the Federal Government 1s in a

uniquely advantageous position to use its considerable resources and capacity to:

e conduct research that is national in scope, concern, and
consequence

e ensure that model program dissemination is national in scope
and impact

e stimulate IHEs to address a national personnel preparation
agenda in innovative ways, and to lead the field

e support personnel preparation programs that do not attract suf-
ficient numbers of individuals to justify their costs to IHEs.
(This is especially true for emerging roles in special education
and for specialities that address unique needs of relatively
small subgroups of the population of children and youth who are
handicapped.)

e support IHEs' efforts to attract, retain, and graduate adequate
numbers and types of doctoral and postdoctoral leadership
personnel, who will promote state-of-the-art practice in
personnel preparation at all levels

e stimulate IHEs to promote institutional change within their own
boundaries. (Too often, educational institutions become rigid

and inbred, losing sight of the practical realities of the
field.)
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In other words, an argument can be made that IHEs are where leadership
personnel and innovators are most likely to reside, and where capacity lies,
given a boost of federal funding through grants from the Personnel Preparation
Program. CQuality and leadership among IHE personnel will affect the quality
and characteristics of the over=ll supply of personnel in special education.

This argument also acknowledges that the federal level exerts significant
leverage on the field by setting priorities and directing resources in ways
that influence system priorities.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This summary highlights findings and conclusions of a goal evaluation of
the Personnel Preparation Program, administered by the Division of Perscnnel
Preparation (PPP), one of five divisions in the 0Office of Special Education
Programs (OSEP) in the U.S. Department of Education's Office of Special Educa-
tion and Rehabilitative Services {OSERS).

overviev of the Personnel Preparation Program

The program was authorized in 1970 under Part D of the Educstion of the
Handicapped Act (P.L. >.-230), although the history of federal involvement in
the preparation of personnel to work with the handicapped goes back nearly 3¢

years.

The present program, which is the largest of the discretionary proxcams
in OSEP, has received 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 cli.idren
and youth. Appropriations exceeded $60 million each year in FY85 and FYB86,
and the asuthorized 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 (INEs), state education agencies (SEAs), or
other appropriate nonprofit organizstions, who may use their funds in these
major ways: to develop, improve, and support personnel preparation programs
(and to provide financial sssistance to participants in these programs): to
develop, evaluate, and disseminate models with broad significance for the
field of personnel preparstion; and to provide technical assistance and
information to training providers, including parent organizations, so that
they will be able to meet effectively the nesds of children and youth for
specialized educationsl and related services, and to interact effectively with
the system on their behalf.
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In FY86, OSERS announced 10 priorities for competition: (1) preparation
of special educators; (2) preparation of related services personnel; (3)
parent orgzaization projects; (4) preparation of personnel to provide special
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 areas;
(9) preparation of personnel for minority handicapped children; and (10)
regular 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 pProcess 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 Offlce of Planning,
Budget, and Evalustion (OPBE). They helped to develop some of the study’s
products, and reviewed and critiqued 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 gqglhovnluation and a
strategy eveluation. This summary pertains to the goal-oriented phase of the
evaluation, which is now complete.

-]
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The main steps in the goal evalustion included: (1) documenting the

program’'s logic and underlying assumptions; (2) conducting projecxt reviews of
a representative sample of 57 projects, with data collection emphasizing dapth
in areas important for a program analysis of this type; (3) analyzing program
implementation, performance, and plausibility; and (4) drawing conclusions and
framing recommendations for program management, OSEP, and the work group to
review in preparation for planning the second, strategy-oriented phase of the

evaluation.

Program Objectives and Logic

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

t 1: To enhance education and
related services for handicspped children
and youth through the preparstion of
specialized personnel

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

To schieve its ultimate goal within these two caveats and those in the
authorizging ligislation and regulations, the Personnel Preparation Program
directs its efforts to thres enabling objectives:

e To produce mors qualified personnel to serve children and youth
who are handicapped

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

® To expand the capacity of the system for personnel development

-vii-

142 A-5



The Personnel Preparation Program utilizes eight major strategies to
attain these three objectives:

P

supporting recrultment and retention

™~

Targeting eritical needs

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

4. Supporting leardership development

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

7. Building capacity

B. 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 %o meet these objectives. Figure 2 ghows the relationship among
federal strategies, grant sctivities, 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 stratexies
through activities that grantees carry out at the state,
institutional, and local level. (These strategies and activities
are the row and column labels, respectively, in PFigure 2.)

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

e The matrix conveys the expectation that, in aggregate, (1)
projects in a particular priority area will contribute more to
one program objective than to the other two, and thet (2) the
means they implsment will bs congruent with the federal
strategy(ies) that are “attached” to that objective.

® It is possible to focus srant competitions (for selected

priorities) to accommodate one or more of the strategies (and
program objectives).
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PROCRAM INPUTS USING SEVERAL THROUGH GRANT TO ACHIEVE THAT CONTRIBUTE TO THE
POLICY INPUTS ’ ’ FED

(by DFP) ERAL STRATEGI1ES PROGRAM ACTIVITIES PROGRAM OBJECTIVES ULTIMATE PROGRAM (FOAL
Longress » Program support @ Supporting recruit- e Program develop- ® Produce more ® Enhance education
e Enabling legisla- ment and retention ment, improvement, qualified and related services
tion ® Grant program administration and support, in- personnel to for handicapped
P.L. 98-199, Part D @ Targeting critical cluding stipends serve children children and youth
® CSPD support needs and yYouth who through the prepara-
® Regulations ® Model program are handicapped tion of specialized
3 CFR, Part 318 o Leadership and technical developaent, personnel
* assistance to the field of @ Supporting model evaluation, und # Improve the qual-
personnel poeparation program development, dissemination ity of personnel
b gggr;g;i&tli)o?;y“) {(all levels, as feasible) evaluation, and trained Lo serve
* ’ dissemination ® Technical assis- children and youth
» Coordination and collabora- tance and infor- who are haadi-
Executive Agencies tion with other agencies @ Supporting leader— matfon capped
regarding personnel pre-
® Administration paration ship development e Expand the capac-

policy directives ity of the system

_ Encouraging state for personnel
. ?:Beponcy direc and professional development
i standards

]
oy # ED policies
’f @ Supporting parent
# OSERS priprities organizat ion
projects
The Field {Consti-
tuencies) @ Building capacity
® Needs analyses,
data Promoting institu-
tionalization

e Priority sugges-
tions

® Peer review

NOTE: Figurc 2 shows the relationship among strateginzs,

activities, and objectives.
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PROCRAM OBJECTIVES/ GRANT ACTIVITIES
FEDERAL STRATEGIES
Program Development, Model Development, Technical Assis-
Improvement, and Support, Evaluation, and tance and
Including Stipends Pissemination Information
— T
Produce more qualified
personnel ... Special Educators @
@ Supporting recruitment and l:ela:ed Services
retention ura
Infant
Transition
@ Targeting critical needs Minority I 8 Q
areas

— $

Improve the quality of

personnel ...
@ Supporting model program H Special Projects @
development, evaluation,

]
»
! and dissemination
Supporting leadership Leadership Projects ®
developsent
Encouraging state and pro-
fessional standards
Expand the capacity of
the system for personnel
development ...
@ Supporting parent organiza- Parent Organization L‘} ’
tion projects Projects @
A
14() @ Supporting improvements in Regular Educators 8
system capacity SEA Projects _ I
Promoting institutionalization ’

Figure 2. The Intended Relationship Among Program Objectives, Federal Strategies,
Grant Activities, and Primary Foci of Competitions (FY86)




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

e Cell entries indicate the main emphasis of FY86 grant
activity. These clusters might be consituted differently,
depending upon how each competition ares is defined for a
particular fiscal year.

The (above) gross classification scheme that Figures 1 and 2 provide
ssrved two purposes in the goal evaluation. One was to show the Personnel
Preparation Program's overall strategic plan, where the federal investment in
gra~ts is intended to generate the most mileage toward one of the three
objectives. (The work group 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 dats collect'on and anslyses.

a -] 4 {4 ts

The study team carried out 57 confidentlal project reviews, in which the
primary data sources were information in grant files and 75-minute (average)
_focused telephone interviews with project directors and/or principal investi-
gators. (One project was dropped decause 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 yesr for their
current grant was FY84.

Restricting dats collection to currently operating projects, most of
which began in FYB4, ensured that they had been running long snough to have
learned lessons from their implementation experience that would dbe very infor-
mative for a program analysis of the type conducted in a goal evaluation.

Also, better 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 necessarily restricted

the study to conclusions on prospective 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 evaluation to collect
primary dats 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
a confidential basis, and most intervieweces scemed to be
candid, it is possidle that some relevant information was not
communicated.

e Evaluation resources for the goal evaluation did not pemrmit
data collection from third parties, such as consumers (agencies
who subsequently utilize the personnel trained and the models
or progirams developed through grant activities). They could
have indicated the extent to which these products are mesting
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 pertsin specifically to federal strategies as the
Personnel Preparation Program perceived them, and grantees
implemented them, in grant activities operating in FY86.

® 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 objectives and the federsl 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, dbut also indicate areas that
could profit from further examination in the next phase of the evaluation.
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Stcategies Can Be Implemented t vitie

To An Extent That Supports Proxram Objectives
and
roject Result r R o ves

All projects in the study sample were judged to be 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).

Overall, the nature of quantitative and qualitatie evidence of their
activities and accomplishments, provided in the full report of the goal
evsluation, indicates s good fit with program objectives. (See below.)

1ts A Doc ad

Nearly 80% of the study sample claimed to be schieving 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 graduated (by level and specialty); number of program
graduates who subsequently enter careers in wpecial education in roles and
areas for which they were trained; number and nature of the training, techaical
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 and claimed to have data
to support the second program objective, "to improve the quality of personnel
trained.” These dats, however, are subjective and qualitative. For example,
evidence of model quality, improved competence, and use of state-of-the-act
practice in personnel preparation consisted mostly of subjective assessments of
"axperts,” project staffs (who may both design and implement the model during
its developmental tryout), and participants’ instructors or supervisors.
Although soft, such data served the formative evalustion nee’s of these model
and progran development projects very well. Norsover, as these three-year
grant activities ars presently focused, it may not be feasible to expect
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grantees to obtain (,ta that would rigorously support this federal program
objective.

More 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 feasible for federal program
staff to extract and aggregate.

Program Logic and Assumptiont 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 at 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, - major incongruities with the logic model are apparent from
what is actual., oveing attempted through the operating grant projects in the
study sample.

Recommendations

The full report of the gosl evaluation presents two types of recommenda-
tionr. One set suggests actions that could be taken immediately to address
Problems or information gaps the goal evaluation identified. A second set
identifies rendidate topics that could be examined in the strategy svalustion
phase of th. .tudy.
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APPENDIX B

Personnel Preparation Program Strategy Evaluation

Data Collection Protocol




Personal Preparation Program Strategy Evaluation
Data Collection Protocol

Contents

Cover Page: General Descriptive Information for the Local Unit

Section A. Process Model for a "Hire" (LEA)

Section B. Data Inventory and Reporting (LEA)

Section C. Perspectives and Suggestions (LEA and SEA)

Section D. SEA Interview Guide (SEA)

NOTE: The "respondent” to items in this interview guide was
the study team. Interviews were exploratory and
unstructured.

Questions that work group members proposed are in
italics.




ID 1:
AIR Revicwer:

8 tive on for the Local Unit

Instructions to interviewer:

Pull the information for this cover sheet from the much more commrehensive
infor>ation you develop from document reviews and interviews with state and
local staffs.

This cover sheet is for our internal use, and should not bde construed as
limiting the focus of the pilot study in any way. See attachad guides.

e Agency Type
LEA
intermediate edi-ational unit (includes cooperatives)
other (Specify: )

® Overall SES Lavel (rough average)
High Medium Low

® Local
Urban Suburban Rural

e Per capita Hires
Number of hires

ADA, ADM, enrollment, other (Specify: )

Expressed as a ratio

e Budget, Staffing, Enroliment

% Budget for special education teaching staff as a percentage
of budget for total teaching staff

3 , special ed. teachers; § , all teachers

% Special ed. teschers as a percentage of total teachers
N special ed. teachers N total teachers
% Special ed. enrollment as a percentage of total enrollment

N special ed. enrollment N total enrollment

(Cover P’f5?4



e Are you currently experiencing shortages of special
education personnel?

teachers?

adrinistrators?

related services personnel?
e Do you have a need in the district for doctoral-level
personnel?
administrators?

researchers?

teachers/trainers?

® Do you think there are differences between SEA and LEA data
that reports needs for personnel?

@ How exactly do you define need for personnel?

® How stable is hiring in your district?




e Do you hire in these areas:
infant?
dilingual/dicultural?

transition?

consulting teachers? f(i.e., to assist LRF implementation?
(Determine local meaning.)

e ® Do you currently collect data in a manner that would/could
provide breakouts by these particular categories?

e o Are these data used in your hiring decisions?

@ Nhat are your personnel needs for mainsireaming/LRE requirements?
Do you have needs for additional training?

ii




A. Process Nodel for a "Hire”

Use for: LEA interviews and interviews at intermediate
educational units

Protocol Question: What sequence of steps or events leads to "one hire”?

Rationale:

To grasp the complexities of using "hires” as an estimate of
personnel demand, we must understand the local process for
filling & vacancy. This entails knowing what steps lead to
"one hire,” what situations cause 8 step to be skipped, who
makes what decisions at each step, what information the
decisionmaker uses at each step, how and to whom the decison-
maker reports after making the decision, and the timing of
decisions.

Sources of Data:

Key decisionmakers for special education personnel hiring,
personnel policies, and individusls who are most knowledgeable
about special education personnel needs. Examples: Director
of Pupil Personnel, Director of Special Education, Budget
Officer, Superintendent.

Instructions to interviewer:
There are 3 parts to this section of the interview guide:

® Sequence and Nature of Events Laading to a "Hire”
e Decisions, Data Elements, and Information Flow
o Hypothetical Process Model

Your task is to develop one (or more) generic models that fit the
process at this site for hiring someone to fill a budgeted, unfilled
vacancy.

Get the interviewee to think through the seguence. You might open
the discussion this way: "How do you know when you need to hire
more special education staff? I'm going to ask you to think of
‘hire’ as °'filling a vacancy.' What steps are involved?”

If several generic sequences are possible, document them
separately. If you have trouble getting the discussion off the
ground, it may help the interviewee if you give an illustrative
sequence. (See the Hypothetical Process Model on p. A-4.)
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® How is hiring handled for related services personnel?

® How are decisions made to hire uncertified and emergency
personnel?

® HNow are administrative decisions made on how many teachers
will be hired in any given year? ({(B.g., "Need” may be the
same as previous year, but fewer teachers may be hired due to
budget, state appropriation, tax base, etc.)

A-la 1 5 8



Interviewer: Use large oversize sheets to answer these questions.

=

Sequence snd Nature of Events Leading to a "Hire”
1. Identify and descridbe each step or event.
2. How long does each step take?
3. What problems might typically occur?

4. What situations might cause a step to be skipped? Entail a
different step?

S. Having arrived at the last step in the process ("hire"), why would
someone NOT be hired at this point?

6. If the process was any different over the last 5 years, ask why.
(No need to write down an obsolete sequence, however.)

Decisiong, Data Elements, and Information Flow
7. For each step, who 18 tha decisionmaker? At what level?

8. What information does he or she use to make the decision?

Identify specific dsta elements now if this interviewee
knows them. Otherwise, do so in section B.

9. How and to whom does the decisionmaker report after making the
decision?

Record under Contact Information on next page.
10. If you don’'t know by now, ask if/how those with hiring authority

link up to data. (In LEAs, personnel and data units may or msy not
interface much.)

Documentation/Bvidence for Process Model(s)

Get copies of relevant forms or data summaries if this interviewee has
them. Otherwise, do so in section B. Make sure You understand their
purpose, terminology, content, and messsge. Attach and complete a

Documentation Control Sheet to each documant you collect. (A supply of
these sheets is in your folder.) :

A-2
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c Informat for Process
Get names, titles, addresses, and phone numbers for decisionmakers and
for persons who are responsible for relevant databases. List them below

and cross-reference them to specific steps in particulsr process model(s)
you developed.

A-3
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Hypothetical Proces el

It may help the interviewee understand what you are after if you offer a
hypothetical sequence of steps leading to "one hire.” This model is such
an example; however, it is probably more rational than the local process.
You want reality; emphasize that to the interviewee.

For example, acecisions may be made independently, or in a different order.
Perhaps all steps are linked to a single decisionmaker, are made at one
level, or are made at multiple levelgs. Other scenarios are possidble. For
example, up to Step 3, the event could be "Replace person (X) who left or
retired.” As for "data elements,” identify the ones that are actually
used in the decision process you identify, because they are imbedded in
what determines a "hire.”

Sequence and Nature of Data
ents Lead to a Hire Decisionmakers Elements
Step 1. Specify the activity or Building Principal

service (A/S) to be
provided by the hire.

Step 2. Specify the percent of Building Principal # of students
one FTE (Y) required multiplied by
time per stu-
dent
Step 3. Specify credentials (C) Director of Special
needed to perform A/S Bducation
(the activity or service
in Step 1).
Step 4. Get budget authority for District Superintendent
hiring.
Step 5. Find an available person Director of Personnel

(X) with appropriate
credentials (C) who has
Y percent of time.

Step 6. Assign person X (with Director of Personnel
("Hire”) C credentials) to carry

out activity or service

A/S for Y percent of his

or her FIE.

A-4
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B. Dats Inventory and Reporting

Use for: LEA interviews snd interviews at intermediate
educational units

Protocol Questions:

o Of those data elements that are uged to determune hires " what data
summsries are avgilable (for 3 to 5 years back, if possidle)?
These data elements may have been identified in
developing the Process Nodel(s) in section A.

e What dats sumparies are available for other quantifiable factors that
might need to be known and controlled for if "hires”™ were to be used as
an estimate of personnel demand (need)?

o What are the reporting routines for all the above data?

Rationale:

"Hires" may itself be a composite of several measures. To clarify the
definition of "hires” as s messure of personnel demand (need), our
inquiry must get bensath the label to identify these data elements.

Morsover, if hires is to be a proxy for special education personnel need,
it must correlate with independent measures of special education
staffing. We need to find out how "hires” is related to these other

measures.

To be most useful to federal level policymakers, information on each
variable must be available and economical to retrieve through channels
that the federal government can access (e.g., SEAs). Policymakers want
data that are accurate and reliable. For these reasons, it is important
to determine reporting routines for the dats.

Sources of Data:

Persons most knowledgeabie about data collection, reporting, interpreta-
tion, and management and sbout special education personnel needs.
Exanples: Dirsctors of Research and Evaluation, Special Education, Pupll
Personnel.

- - - - - --—---—--————————p-——--——--—--————-—-—---—-—-—-——-——-——--—-—---——----——-——_
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Instructions to interviswer:

The Dats Inventory in this section of the interview guide is divided into
7 dats categories:

Hires

Qualifications of New Hires

Faculty Attrition

Vacancles

Enrolliment and Staffing (includes teacher-pupil ratios)
Budget

Other

The protocol in each section follows the same sequence, in which you
determine:

e what aggregated (summary) data are available

e exactly what the measures are

® the process for producing (reporting) the data
and you:

e obtain and annotate dats summaries

o fill out a Documentation Control Sheet for each document
or summary yYou collect

Each of the 7 protocols is two pages long and begins on a new
paze. {A supply of the Documentation Contrnl Sheets is in your

folder.)
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e Do you keep track of the following information, and do you
use it in making hiring decisions?
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Data Category: Hires

1,

What aggregated (summary) data are available at the LEA level that
are used in special education personnel staffing decisions? Mark
these with an "X."

a. N newly hired special sducation staff as = percentage of N
enployed, by category or handicapping condition

b. N full-time eqL.va.eontu (FTEs) required and ¥ FTEs hired, by
category or handic:i1.ing condition

¢. Sourc s of hires (s.y.. ocut-of-district transfers, new
graduates of IHEs in -.ste, out of state; continuing but newly
qualified personnel)

Ask: If/how is the process different for these
different types of hires?

Other (specify below):

® What information do you break out for "new hires"?
type of certification?
emergency/temporary status?

other?
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For each "X" in item 1:

2. What exactly sare the measures that have been used to produce these
data? How calculated?

3. What is the process for producing (reporting) the data summary?

® Who produces it?

) When (month)?

° Level of aggregation (LEA? school? grade? etc.)

o If/how data's accuracy checked

° Effort required to produce (staff/time on task)

o To_whom are the data reported?

NOTE: Some of the ahove should be confirmed by SEA interview, e.g.,
when and to whom data are reported.

4. Obtain documentation/evidence. Get copies of relevant forms or dsta
summaries (unless you already got them when you were developing the
Process Model in section A). Make sure you understand their
purpose, terminology, content, and message.

e Attach and complete & Documentation Control Sheet to every

document you collect.
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Data Category: Quslifications of New Hires

1. what sggregated (summary) data are available at the LEA lavel

that are used in special education personnel staffing

decisions? Mark these with an "X.”

a. N certified and N with less than full certification, by
category or handicapping condition

b. N qualified in one area but serving in another

Other (specify below):

B-4a
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For each “X" in item 1:

2. what exactly are the meassures that have been used to produce
these data? How calculated?

3. What is the process for producing (reporting) the data summary?

® Who produces it?

e When (month)?

o Level of aggregation (LEA? school? grade? etc.)

e If/how data’'s accuracy checked
e Effort required to produce (staff/time on task)

® To whom are the data reported?

NOTE: Some of the above should be confirmed by SEA interview,
e.g., when and to whom data are reported.

4. Obtsin documentation/evidence. Get copies of relevant forms or data
summaries (unless you already got them when you were developing the
Process Model in section A). Make sure you understand their
purpose, terminology, content, and message.

e Attach and complete a Documentstion Control Sheet to every
document you collect.
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Data Cate :  Fsculty Attrition

1. What aggregated (summary) data are available at the LEA level that
are used in special education personnel staffing decisions? Mark
these with an "X.”
a. magnitude

b. sources of attrition (e.g., retirement, ocut-of-district
transfers, death, changing careers)

Other (specify delow):

® Do you keep track of attrition for:
1st year teachers?
5th year teachers?

10th year teachers?
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For each "X” in item 1:

2. What exactly are the measures that have been used to produce these
data? How calculated?

3. What is the process for producing (reporting) the data summary?

e Who produces it?

e When (month)?

e Level of aggregation (LEA? school? grade? ete.)
® If/how data’s sccuracy checked

e Effort required to produce (staff/time on task)

o To whom are the data reported?

NOTE: Some of the above should be confirmed by SEA interview,
e.g., when and to whom data are reported.

4. Obtain documentation/evidence. Get copies of relevant forms or data
summaries (unless you already got them when you were developing the
Process Modsl in section A). Make sure you understand their
purpose, terminology, content, and message.

® Attach and complete a Documentation Control Sheet to every

document you collect.
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Data Category: Vacancies
1. What aggregated (summary) data are available at the LEA level

that are used in special education personnel staffing
decisions? Mark these with an "X.”

a. ¥ positions budgeted and unfilled, by category or
handicapping condition

b. N positions recruited for, by category or handicapping
condition

¢. Sources of vacancies (e.g., program expansion, loss of
personnel)

Other (specify below):

® Do you think state-reported CSPD need/vacancy figures seenm
accurate?
{There 1s some indication that states are underestimating
need/vacancy figures.)
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For each "X” in item 1:

2.

What exactly are the measures that have been used to produce
these data? How calculated?

What is the process for producing (reporting) the data summary?

e Who produces it?

e When (month)?

o Level of aggregation (LEA? school? grade? etc.)

e If/how data's accuracy checked

o Effort required to produce (staff/time on task)

e To whom are the data reported?

NOTE: Some of the above should be confirmed by SEA interview,
e.g., when and to whom data are reported.

Obtain documentation/evidence. Get copies of relevant forms or dats
sumparies (unless you already got them when you were developing the
Process Model in section A). Make sure you understand their
purpose, terminology, content, and message.

e Attach snd complete a Documentation Control Sheet to every
document you collect.
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Data Category: Enrollment and Staffing (and teacher-pupil ratios)

1.

what aggrezated (summary) data are ayailable at the LEA level
that are used in special education personnel staffing
decisions? Mark these with an "X.”

unduplicated child count data, by handicapping condition
(92-142)

percentage of handicayped in total school population by
type of handicapping condition

N special education personnel employed, by area and FIE

teacher-pupil ratios

Other (specify below):

Is there a state guideline on minimum/maximum teacher-pupil
ratios? On using aides? Can these ratios change? WNhy, and
how easily?
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For sach "X” in item 1:

2. What exactly are the measures that have been used to produce
these data? How calculated?

3. What is the process for producing (reporting) the data summary?

e Who produces it?

® When (month)?

e Level of aggregation (LEA? school? grade? etc.)
e If/how data's accuracy checked

e Effort required to produce (staff/time on task)

e To whom are the data reported?

NOTE: Some of the above should be confirmed by SEA interview,
e.g., when and to whom data are reported.

4. Obtain documentation/evidence. Get copies of relevant forms or data
summaries (unless you alresdy got them when you were developing the

Process Model in section A). MNake sure you understand their
purpose, terminology, content, and message.

® Attach and complete a Documentation Control Sheet to every

document you collect.
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Data Cate : Budget

1. What aggregated (summary) data are available at the LEA level
that are uged in special educatlon personnel staffing
decisions? MNark these with an "X.”

a. for special education teachers

b. per handicapped student

c¢. funding formula

Other (specify below):

B-8a
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For each "X":

2. What exactly are the measures that have been used to produce
these data? How calculated?

3, What is the process for producing (reporting) the data summary?

e Who produces it?

e Level of sggregation (LEA? school? grade? etc.)

e If/how data's accuracy checked

e Effort required to produce (staff/time on task)

e To whom are the data reported?

NOTE: Some of the sbove should be confirmed by SEA interview,
e.§.-, when and to whom data are reported.

4. Obtain documentation/evidence. Get coples of relevant forms or data
summaries (unless you already got them when you were developing the
Process Model in section A). Make sure you understand their
purpose, terminology, content, and message.

e Attach and complste a Documentation Control Sheest to every

document you collect.
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Data Category: Other (Specify category here)

1. What aggregated (summary) data are available at the LEA level
that are ussd in special education personnel staffing
decisions? Mark these with an "X.”

B-9a
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For each X" in item 1:

2. What exactly are the mesasures that have been used to produce
these data? How calculsted?

3. What is the process for producing (reporting) the data summary?

e Who produces 1it?

e When (month)?

e Level of aggregation (LEA? school? grade? etc.)
e If/how data‘'s accuracy checked

e Effort required to produce (staff/time on task)

e To whom are the data reported?

NOTE: Some of the above should dbe confirmed by SEA interview,
e.8., when and to whom data are reported.

4. Obtain documentation/evidence. Get copies of relevant forms or data
sumnaries (unless you airesady got them when you were developing the
Process Model in section A). Make sure "ou understand their
purpose, terminology, content, and message.

® Attach and complete a Documentation Control Sheet to every

document you collect.

B-9b
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DOCUMENTATION CONTROL SHEEY
Instructions to interviewer:

Get copies of relevant forms or data summaries. Make sure you
understand their purpose, terminology, content, and message.

Attach one of these (completed) control sheets to gvery document,
“orm, or summary you collect.

Who gave you this document (in case you need help with it later)?
Name/Title: Phone:

Mailing address:

Bibliographic Reference (APA Formst as per Publication Manual):

what is the data category?

Hires ____ Budget
Qualifications of New Hires Other (spezify below):
Faculty Attrition

Vacancies

Enrollment and Staffing

(incl. teacher-pupil ratio)

which datas elements or measures in this report are most pertinent to the

above category?

For what years did you obtain these data?

what breakdowns are provided by the data?

by type of personnel

by handicapping condition
by cectification area
other (specify below):

———
————
w———
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C. Perspectives and Suggestions

Use for: LBA and SEA Interviews

Protocol Questions:

e What conditions affect LEA hiring in important ways, but are not
routinely collected as quantifiable data for use in statistical
analyses of personnel demand?

o What difficulties are likely to be encountersd if quantitative data
(of the types identified in section B) were required to implement a
federal strategy for targeting critical needs? How might these
difficulties de addressed?

Rationale:

Bureaucratic and contextual conditions that may be awkward to
quantify can confound "hires” as a8 valid and reliabdle estimate of
personnel demand (need). Examples are: geographic location;
recruitment activities; federal and state policies that affect the
ease or difficulty of finding qualified personnel; competitiveness
of salaries for new hires; economic conditions; population movement
into or out of an ares, and so forth. It is important to articulate
such "disposing conditions” because they suggest caveats for
interpreting quantitative estimates of personnel demand.

Moreover, as a practical matter, policymakers who would use data on
"hires” as an estimate of personnel demand must anticipate problems
that are likely to be encountered in obtaining and using available
data. The channel for data on personnel demand will be the SEA, who
in turn must look to LEA sources. Therefore, it 1is important to get
SEA and LEA perspectives on what it will take to obtain good data
and to build an asdequate data system.

Socurces of Data: Same as for sections A, B, and D.
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Instructions to interviewer:

Look for opportu..ities to explore these topics while you and the
interviewee are discussing the points in section A (Process Model)
and section B (Data Inventory and Reporting).

If you run out of time, get the interviewee’'s agreement to a

follow~up phone interview on those topics that the interviewee is
best qualified to address.
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ations, suggestic ons does this
interviewee offer regarding:

e eoffective strategles for obtaining reliadble data (of the
types in section B) from LEAS? from SEAs?

e potential problems and possible solutions in moving toward s
central (national) data system that might require such data?

What is the recruitment situation? Specify:

® How and who recruits new hires to meet personnel needs?
what strategies are in place?

e What factors that have helped or hindered efforts to recruit
new hires? (NOTE: May overlap with perspectives on topics
in the next item.)

® Are new teacher incentives offered?

@ Is an early retirement option available to open up new
positions?
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3. Identify what this interviewes perceives are the most significant
influences on the personnel demand situation in the locale (or

state), and why. Examples could include:

definitions used for handicapping conditions
student eligibility criteria for services
multi-categorical programming

cooperative arrangsments

contracting for services

certification practices

competitiveness of salaries for new hires
federal or state policies

changing priorities

economic conditions in locale (or state)
geographic factors

population movement into/out of area
other (specify)

4. what important future trends does this interviewee anticipate, and
why? Focus on trends that are most pertinent to:

® the processes that pertain to "hires"” (section A)

® categories of quantitative data that you obtained (section B)

5. In this interviewee's opinion, are there other important considera-
tions that the federal government should take into account in esti-~
mating and targeting critical personnel needs in specisl education?
What are they, and why are they critical?
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D. SEA Interview Guide

SEA interviews will precede intervicws at LEAs (or intermediate units).
Purpose:

Although the pilot study's focus is the local level, a major gateway
through which information on critical personnel needs flows to the fedoral
government is the SEA. The quality and utility of information that SEAs
can provide is affected by standard procedures that LEAs in the state must
follow to produce local data. Therefore, one purpose of interviewing SEA
staff is to lesarn what these standard procedures or requirements are.

A second purpose for SEA interviews is to get a sense of procsdures that
are standard or required for filling local special educalion vacancies.

A third purposs is to obtain data linked to individual LEAs that can dbe
used for the statistical analyses in the pilot study.

Sources of Data:

Staff who sre responsible for special education personnel policy or for
dsta collection, anslysis, reporting, and management, and whose expertise
enables them to provide practical insights on what it takes to obtain good
data from LEAs and to bdbuild a good data system, and on factors that affect
hiring, including bureaucratic and contextual factors.

- S I T ——— Tk ST S — G m—— ------------------—------—-‘.----—_-ﬂ—---------------_

1. What are standard procedures or requirements of LEAs (or inter-
mediste units) for hiring special education personnel to fill
vacancies?

NOTE: This will set our expectations for how LEA
interviewses may respond to topics in the interview guide
for section A (Process Model).

2. wWhat are standard procedures or requirements of LEAs (or inter-
mediate units) use for providing data to the state?

NOTE: This will set our expectations for how LEA inter-
viewees msy respond to topics in section B regarding data
and reporting on hires, their qualificatlons, faculty
attrition, vacancies, enrollment and staffing, budget, etc.

3. TIdentify and describe available data tspes that the SEA uses for
identifying special education personnel demand (need) and that

1ipk information to individus] LEAs. For esch tape, ask:
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a. By what “name” would a requestor ask for the tape?

b. What sort of information does the tape provide?
what specific data elements does it contain?

NOTE: Refer to the Data Inventory in sectlon B if you
cannot obtain a dagcription and list from the SEA.

¢. On what basis will the SEA make the tape available?
If applicable, indicate the cost of the tape.

d. What are reporting routines? Specifically:

(1) By whom/to whom are the data reported?

(2) When (month)?

(3) Leval of aggregstion (statawide? LEA? grade? other?)
(4) If/how 1s data’s accuracy checked?

4 “» the same vein, can the SEA provide data tapes for other
nformation on LEAs that would allow us to determine differsnces and
similarities detwsen the LEAs in the pilot study sample and other
LEAs in the state? If yes, cover &, b, ¢ as above, skipping the
"Note™ under b.

5., Obtain documentation/evidence. Get copies of relevant forms, data
summaries, and reports that accompany tables with explanstory
narrative. Make sure you understand their purpose, terminology,
content, and message.

e Attach and complete a Documentation Control Sheet to each
document you collect. A sample is attached as the final
page in gection B; xerox several copies of it before
visiting the SEA.

6. Explore applicable topics from section C's interview guide
(Perspectives and Suggestions).

New SEA Questions

o Are there differences between SEA and LEA data that reports
needs for personnel?

@ Now well do LEAs report continuing needs/unfilled positions
to state? Can a better job be done to get this information?
(Ref: 1982 Ped. reporting requirement)
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APPENDIX C

Pilot Study Interviewees
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Pilot Study Interviewees
Study Sample: SEAs (N=2), LEAs (N=10)

® VNorth Carolina State Department of Public Instruction
A. Craig Phillips, State Superintendent

SEA_Interviewees LEA Interviewees
Fred Baars James McKethan
Cumberland County Schools
Donald E. Ferguson Fayetteville, NC
Richard Clontz Joanne Clark
Greensboro Public Schools
Martha Kincheloe Greensboro, NC
M. Engin Konanc Buddy Coleman

Greensboro Public Schools
Greensboro, NC

Sandra Mehalick
Guilford County Schools

Greensboro, NC

Jean Averette
Pitt County Schools
Greenville, NC

Christina S. Drye
Pitt County Schools
Greenville, NC

Sylvia Horne

Onslow County Schools
Jacksonville, NC
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o Wisconsin State Department of Public Instruction
Herbert J. CGrover, State Superintendent

SEA Interviewees
Thomas Stockton
Laurie Derse

Ann Kellogg
Stephanie Petska
Dorothy Placide

James M. Wall

1§86

LEA Interviewees

Sharon Grant
Milwaukee Public Schools
Milwaukee, WI

Helen H. Collins
Milwaukee Public Schools
Milwaukee, WI

David Damgaard
Wausau School District
Wausau, WI

Ken Hobbs
D.C. Bverest Area School District
Schofield, WI

Laurence Baker
D.C. Rverest Area School District
Schofield, WI

Norbert F. Kalinosky

Southwestern Wisconsin Community
School District

Hazel Green, WI

Robert Malsch
West Bend School District
West Bend, WI

Peter J. Nannetti
West Bend School District
West Bend, WI :

Sandra Berndt
CESA #06
Oshkosh, WI

John Kotek
CEBSA #06
Oshkosh, WI

Ron Olle
CESA #03
Fennimore, WI

C-2



