N

- DOCUNENT BESUME . o o .

Rp 162 891 o - ©  EC 11z 764
AgTHOR . Reissan, Karen Cortell; Macy, Daniel J. *
fITLE Context Evaluatlon of Ind1v1duallzed*Educatlonal
. Programs in an Urban School Elctrlct.
PyB DATE . Nov 78
NoTE 17p. ; Paper presented 'at ‘the Annual ueet:ng of the

Rocky Mountalin Educaticnal Fesearch Association (Sth,
Altuquerque, New Mexicc, KNcvember, 1978) .

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$1.67 Flus Eostage.

DESCRIPTORS *Handicapped children; *Individualized Prcgraums;
- Objectives; *Program Evaltvaticn; Rating Scales;

Speech Therapists; *Urlan Schocls

AagTRACT ‘

Individualized educaticn prcqrams (I1IEPs) for 54 urban
Special education students (5-18 years cld) were rated according to
Tequired IEP components and student demcgrafhic éata. Bnalysis
indicated that IEPs developed by speech pathclcgists were superior to
Other IEPs in terms of accordance sith federal guidelines. The major
Shortcoming in IEF documentation was a statement of annua] gealc and
Short term objectives. (CL) ]

"
-y

Y e .
; ; .
. **#**********************************t#tttt###ttttttitttt#tt**#t*#t**** ,

# Reproductions supplied by FDES are the best that car ke made *

* from the origiral dccument.: *
**********************************#**tttttl#tttttttttttt#t*##*#t*tt****

[Kc o | | o

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Context Evaluation

.

US OEPARTMENTOF HEALTH.
5 EDUCATION 8 WELFARE
_WATIDNAL INSTITUTE OF

ECUTATION,, -

T v omem R At )
THIS DOCUMENT HAQ,G{EN*R&Z%%tﬁ .
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED RO B
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORI N
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR omm‘%E .
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REYE €
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONALINSYIYU -
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

.
M

in an| Urban Scho District

0y

by .

-Karen Cortell Reisman, B.S.
Assistant Evaluator

Department of Research, Evaluation, and Information Systems

Department of Research, Evaluation, and Information Systems .~

Y

A paper preseﬁted to the Ninth Annual Meeting:

Daniel J, Macy, Ph.D.

Principal Evaluator - Special Education

Dallas Independent School District
' ‘Dallas, Texas Ct

of the Rocky: Mountain Educational Research

Association, Albuquerque, New Mexico, November, 1978

»

s

.

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Karen Reisman

TO 'THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
,INF.ORMATION‘ CENTER (ERIC} AND
USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM."” !

'S
<

P



A

/ ) INTRODUCTION - ) , o
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directed toward the inltiation, expansion and improvement of programs for
educating the handicapped child On November 28, 1975, President Ford
signed the Educatidn.fot All Handicapped Chiidren Act into_ Public Law 94-
142, The éoallof the fulljfervicejmodei as outlined in P.L. 94-142 is\to
identify, locate,fand-evaiuate all‘handicapped‘children; and to establish
Y- full—setﬁice‘tine table: _ - |
’ The basic purpose of the Act is to "assufe that all handicapped -
‘children have aGailable“to them.a freeyapptopriate public education which
emphasizes special education and related services designed‘to meet their
unique needs, to assure that children and parents' ights are protected
to ass1st states and localities and to assure effectiveness of efforts nl
Ereeuappropriate public education has been defined as special‘educa—
tion and'relatediservices Which are at public expense,‘meet.state educa-
tion standards, and include a preschool and an individualized educatignal
program (IEP). The develdpment aﬁd use of Individual Education Programs
increases the chance thatfexceptional children will have successful educa-

tional experiences (Hayes and Higgins, 1977). Utilization of IEPs recog-

nizes the differences among students and acknowledges different rates of

learning. Therefore, education can be designed ~2 basis of the child's
needs, rather than on the basis of administrat: ‘enience (Morrissey
. s :
and Safer, 1977). 1\
——————— ae ” —_ - ] ’
. #

) ‘' )

The scution for /.1 Handicapped Chiic "5, National Associa-
tion of State Direc:zors of Special Edu ¢ 2201 16th St., N=W.
Suite 610E, Washington, D.§£‘ 20036 - )

b

One of the 'more recent growing trends in special education hasvbeen‘““~:~



parents and school personnel and a written document -stating the Individual-’

ized Education Program. The IEP is an agreement between all parties and a
. ) ™.
\ . .

- statement setting forth what will be provided 'to the child~(Weintraub, i 7

ke

¥
$

A review of literature revealed only limited reports of studies.which

3

4

A evaluated the quality of IEPs in an urban setting, and Project IEP, sponsored:
ﬂﬂgﬁg the Bureau of Education for the Handicap, produced a deeds assessment

studyggn IEPs in four states (Penney, Morrlssey, Safer, 1977; Sagstetter,

Morrissewy, Safer, 1977; Lew1s, Morrlssey, Safer, 1977' Norton, Morrissey,
Safer, 1977). i%g%fsgpzjﬁarner and Larsen (1977) foﬁnd in a study of IEPs
in Santa Barba:a California that s1gn1f1cant information was frequently
'missing from IEP documents. Project IEP implemented 1n‘Alabama, New Jersey,
Washlngton and Wisconsin set up profess1onal panels which identified the
follow1ng needs after requestlng the 1ns1g;ts and perspectives of those most
dfrectly affected by the IEP g{ocess. \
1. Appropriate and cqmpreheﬁsive pre- and in-service training on the'
local level. . N
2. Federal.financial support. ¢
3. Minimally standardiaed prOcedures in order to provide the needed
flexibility on the local level.
4. Parent education programs. . L

The Dallas Inc ' endent School District imgiemented t'  Texas Comprehen-
. o) .

sive Special Edu- Program (Plan 4) on a pilet ™ Fall, 1972.
l ) ;
Plan A wg Zed, mainstream r Hgr: ad. - The
ays -essed a number ‘ j& * y 1974)
' ) ) :
i strucf-

reported that -=c. 3 plan documents g.
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tional expertise-in the second year of Plan A’implementation, but that the

' s -
!

writing of instructional objectives was an area in need of improvement. ¢
A later Plan A evaluation study found that plan documer.:s were generally com-

plete in terms of required information but that the writing of instructional

objectives continued to need improvement (Macy and Carter, 1976). Anderson,

Barnés, and Larsen (1977) also reported similar need for imp;ovement in'the

.
‘

technical quality of inéfructional objectives. : . .
Research and evaluation to date has also shown that the curricular
scope of instructional objectives specified in IEPs is:éenefally much less-

comprehensive than would be desired.” Anderson, Barnes, and Larsen (1977)

reported that 75 percent of sampled objectives pertaired only to math and f

. LS

language arts. Turner and Macy (1978) reviewed almost 5,000 Objeétives U
specified for 1,502 stgdénté and found that about 60 petcent of the objec-

tives dealt with.math and language arts. Turner and Macy also observed .that

4 . .

less than five percent of -sampled objectives were.in the area of-pefceptugl/

. -

motor skillsi\which is inconsistent with today's P.L.94-142 mandaﬁe.for

A}

’

physical-®ducation in the IEP,
The current study was conducted as a context qvaluation\ih terms .of the

CIPP model déveloped by Stufflebeam. The method of cdntext evaluation pro-

vides baseline informétipn, identifies unmdt needs and ‘unused opportunities; /é’

[y

and diagnoses problems that prevent' needs from being met. Since tiiy feq :ral

law now mandates that every special education stulBent must have an _--<ividual- °

ized program, this study was.d:signed to find the current state of :thz art in

-

thé Dallas Independent School‘l istrict in terms of IEP implementation. This

study focused on the written document of IEPs in terms of techhiqgl quality.

N

84

v
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Accordiﬁg{to gﬁideLines defined by P.L. 94-142 the written documeﬁ; must

-~

/

, .
include: )

.

1. A statement qf the child's present level of .educational per- .
P formance. ) ' . ’ ‘

3 : ’
2. A statement of annual goals. - : 5 /
. 3

. 3. A Statemenj of short term -instructional objectives.\ - ;
- > ) - . h I
2 - 4! A statement of the specific educational services to be Previded. .

' °5. ;hé extent to which the child will be able to participate in

v N -

regular educatioﬁ programs. ' ~

. . 6. The projected date for initiation and anticipated duration of

* ' . ’ . o 7 9’ ’l’
- v such services.: S
- ; . .
7.. Appropriate objective criteria for determining whetgsrlot,aczives

are- being achieved. .

. ‘ ) . ) : -

BROCEDURE

N L

. &

. - ~

The information' reported was a result of a survey of IEP .ocuman:

i ' ' -
written between August and November of the 1977-78 school:-year by thz ¢ =2cial

- .

education fac.lt- nd .ne <—eecir pathologists. The. basic procedure -

»

¢ . review samoled 1.0 doc:z:. iz as contaidgd fn the District's qunt* T_alstra-
; v -
o tive specic. e... . ior ... and to complete a checklist surv:wi: : om~—
T pleteness . :iI. : ;::m;i;. The study considered studént: re...
:\ ' ~ . . A7
. itinerant spe . - ol students in special education cl 4‘ arat .

%anopulatiqﬁs.
v o

- Instrumer '35 : ‘

v

. 4 -
. A chacklist was «._oped for rating sampled IEPs (see Apper::
. T
which was deviseuy to ». _.de the IEP components described above as 2l ;
4w

Qo . " . , Y
ERIC . . -« - . “ -

rorecrosieio enc) ; C - |
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student demographic data such as age, race, and gender, etc. Special edu-
‘&

v : .o + R v

cators in the District typically used one of several educational plan.forms

I
to document theﬁ;EP TheSe forms were a continuation of the educational plan
l

form ‘used: in the Texas ComprehenSive Speci%l Education Program (termed Pdan

<

A), which was implemented several years pnigr to P.L. 94- 142“ Plan A mandated

ST N ’
f.that every child have ‘an individualized educational plan, "and the District was
c by . e

<

in the process of‘reVising and updating these forms to meet 94-142 guidelines.
. r

Thus, the IEP checklist used in this study was §eneral enough to survey data

{

from several types of IEP documents. '-; . -

¢

Sample
The 'sample was randomly drawn from the population of rs = spe;_al L ]
2. 1 ‘udents, but was stratified on primary handica LT of gou-
the special education classes (N=§4) included thos “inr o follrur-
ary handicaps;- minimal brain injury (N=11), educa: =S izariad
zrainable mentally retarded'(N=?),§agd-language le = g dis. (C=".3)
- 2d from five to eighteen years for these students. 2 spes. eSS
"=48) ranged in age from three to twelve years._ . sample LlagIzooT \
e -ow.ng table, was generally representative of gender and ecanic stra:

’

-.. the 2. -ri. t's special education program.

«

Table 1 .

Student Demographic Data

{

= .
Other Handicapped Speech Handicapped

L 3
- (/ A
s ‘ N % NP
~det Male - | 43 80% 28 58% .
Female . 11 20% - 20 7 427
Anglo 17 312 22 46
Negro 31 .4 574 12 25% .
Ethnicity  Mexican-American 6 117 12" 257%
American Indian . 0 - 1 2%
Oriental 0 = . 1 : 2%
» Other ‘ 0 - == 0 -« - - .
Total . 54 R .-
. ; . L " . N -
—- o —_—
' ) 5 7'. \ ¢



. RESULTS
! .
. Evaluation of Total IEP Document . o ' .
T2 +
Sampled IEP data indicated that . ‘maj L2y 0i . L zath logists
met the guidelines defined by P.L, 94-1..: v =2rezs. -z .ans . =+ar fc-
) . other handicapped children were far lesas . S a a2l ¢
- -i'nes‘, Out of the latt‘y group, 24 : N S
~ -ding to guidelines, compared : . . ze-zert - el The
.ng table sum‘mar\:izes the resu_..: o7 - t= sa—- tirdin, e
kS . s v
- .2 catesgories.
]
Table II
. y I1ZP Summary
‘ ] ' q o ‘. p
o . Other Hardicap-: : Speer _-._._czapped
N N. % N :
. . o .
. oo - ¢ ‘ .
Przsent Level:of ) N
"~ Educational Pérformance + 50 937% 40 46 J96Z
! . Annual Goals , . ' L 24 447 48 7 ]tOO."T{ o
One or More Stat‘éd Objectives 54 100% - ‘ 48 - 100%
/“ v ) f .
Complete Short Term: L . v
. Instructional Objectives 12 334~ i Y\'42 887
" Educational Services L4z 87% | - 47 98%
~ - ' . ‘r/ 1 N B ’ B

,Participation in Reguldr _

Education Programs Y . 4z 837 48 100%
e i ' 1 A ?
Initiation) and Duratdion . B :

- of Services ' 33 L 61% - 42 °  88% .
Completion Criteria . ‘./« : ‘ . »v/:: : ’ . )
for Objectiwves 39 J2% 1 P 48 100% =

NI
%sample N=54 \,, . .
Psample N=48 S - *
" ~\ . r
- [}
RN ;
7
' 6
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A stateme-- -mal goals dnd sho. -~arm Jbjecti res +:. the main
deficiency in ... = ¢ written for ~: arigus handicz:-.:d student's
» - i ) . .
as seen in Tatle © ... goals Were - en 44 perceat of the time.
S - . T
"While all TEPs cont .inet ieast oné or 7z objectives. onl - ‘one oyt of
.three 'TEPs (33%) ¢ dic=_ cechnically c.-- :ze objectiv:: Thirty-nine -
¥ -, ~ - i
‘ . , -
percent of the ob lves _-=cluded an ap'T-o ate achieven.s:  criteria.
The projected date 1:;__ation and duzzzi.  of servicz: 'preseht in
L4
33 percent of sz TEP..
. ’ ~ N
. Y _
The other ~ters razquired by P. =142 were zocolorted on these
same plans: It "M in =se had spade pr- . .1 to decla-= st—angths and .
e ' )
weaknesses @f ¢ .udent, aich the eval_.a: interpreted as the child's

3

"recdrded with '96 percent accuracy on the dochmeﬁts. Agaln, ewery form con-

s . .
{

baseline’ behavic:-. This'szatement was l_ste. 93 percent of the time.

~

>

, o
EigWéy three per ent of the IEPs 1chudec the number of houfs per week out-"
i

4

3

side the c{assroom. 'Finaily, the public law requests a ''statement f the specifie

AN

educational services to be provided' which the evaluator felt,fwas co tained

“ . . - ® 4 [
N + - o~ . ) ! .
in the area of thé form designated for "materials and activities.!" Educa-
. ~ : '. s
tional services were stated 87 percent of, the time. .

Eﬁery Individuaiized Eddcation Prdgram'writteg‘fqr a Epeech.handicapbed

student included at least one annual goal ahd;all the goals yere comprised

- .

of corresponding shorc—terﬁ objectives, Eighty eight percent of ‘the sampled
. . * . &
objectives includeé the essential characteristics. Criteria for obgectives
. . - } N

was listed in all the documents and the objective attainment date was con- -

B

‘taihed iniBB'bercent of the IEPs. Both the strquths_and weaknesses were’

—a
.

-
4

O
tained- the number of hours spent outside the regular classroom and only one
- fofm/}acked sgecJ ng educational services producing a-98‘pe&éent rating
a ’ ’ ¢ ) / [l i‘.
B L4 ' . . .
\: 9) R L] . N . . .
j - ) v °
: .o, v R ’ L
v °, « . F
. <y v - - . - . . ~ Ve .
1 : ] N N



bl

L - T ‘ .
in this category. Although the parents' signature was, not explicitly requiged by
- . . . r .

F.L. 94-142 and no space was provided foq:it on the form, 44 Percent'of the speech

. .
. .
3 .
. L ] . N
K , .
- : ~ ‘ .
. . - -

students'>parehts had-eitger signed the form, 44 pegtent of the. speech stu-

3

dents' parents had either signed the form or it was indicated where the signa-
"ture could be found within the child's folder. ‘ -

( ) o . . g
\ N . "

Evaluation of IEP Objectives L E J

.

.- ' 4
.

The techn}cal quality of IEP objectives was'studied to see if objec- .

) . . " M K . .
tives included an observable task, appropriate criteria level, an observa-
R . N a .

tional method for determining mastery, and an attainment date. The first

: ) by . ' N ’ \ s . -
objective written on each form was selected tofuse in this study. Both

!

. . ; . .
the special education teachers and speech pathologists averaged writing six

objective§ péq child. Table IIL .summarizesathe quality of ‘the sampled ob-

jectives in terms of the four identifiable items they should include. .

—

Table III

"1EP Summéry of Objecﬁives - -

<

. |stated ali |Stated Stadled |Stated |Stated

“Group |4 items Observable | Critaria | Observa- tAttainment

. | Task Level tional Date )
¢ -t 'Method

(4
2
>

v
2
o9
=
o2
—

Z
e
2
]
Py

. Other Handicapped . ) g'; - . '
. 18 3%%’ 49 917 39 72% |31 57% |33 61% 5

. - Y O —— .
o ” NoZo | N % N % |NT% N

Speech H%ndicabbed

42 - 887 |48 100% |48 100% |45 100% |42 887 Sty

. . . .
—— T = P
5 » [}
’ N . -

.- As mentidhed -earlier, 33.3 pefﬁéht of .the objectives for the varloug : >

handicapped studgﬂts inélﬁded all four -parts. -The gbservitional method was .

- B 4 , s . -~ ‘ - -3 . ' : .
7 T e . te - ) v . o
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I3

s

&

-

& : ! -
& .
includeq in 57 percent of the statements, the attainment date was stated

©

N ) \
in 61 percent of the objectives, 72 percent of the time the criteria level

-

" was mentioned, and id 91 percent of them, the observattonal task was ex-— -

S

@ - - . < , .
plained. From a different angle 33.3 percent lacked-one item, 16.6 percent -

~

two items, 15 pédrcent - three items, and one objective (2 percent of the total) *

N

a s

[} fo-

lacked all four characteristics., ' . 8 «

>

A variety of objectives were, studied in. the above mentioned sample
varying from langfdage arts, science, and math subjects, to 4ob objectives

.

- A .
oriented to 'students in vocational programs. The math and language arts objec-
i . . ‘.

tivgs totdlled 61 percent of the sample. The latter subject included such

B LAY
topics ‘as reading’, writing mnd spelling and combinations of “the three. The
g g mnd spplling

other objectives dealtlwith the following subjects: -

:

. L .

;7 Job objectives — - = = — = — ~  15% .

. Motor’ abilities - = = = = - - - 4% : )

< Perception = = = = = = - - - “= - 47 ;
’ ' i Science = = = === = - = = 4% ¢ « :
N Social Studies - - - - - - - - - 2% ® o .
' Speech = = == - = - - —‘j'— = - 2% ‘ Y
- v Other = = = - = = = = = = - - - - 97'_
T "Qut of the 48 sampled speech objectivés, 42 tincorporated all four

. . . L N

necessary items, tatalling an 88 percegt accuracy rate as seen in Table III.
ata; g P

. . 4 ., /
& The remaining 12 percent of the objectives lacked one item which was the

- , - ' . L ! .
*. attainment date. o ! y
. dftainm rr

. -

X . DISCUSSION s
. v . . . 8 e

One of the major.ﬁindingsiof the study was the‘gupéfiakity'of IEP

documents developed by speech pathologists. Qne. explandtien for this may *

<- \ - R 5 , . ,’ : . M ’ ..

\kg the nagure of service delivery in"speech pathology as well as the pre-.,

s

- - -

- )

‘ * /V' - ! ' .
service ip speech pgthology as well as the preservice professional training,

e e m N p “n .
- . ‘ }’ . -
receiygd,at*thewuniversity 1ével Indications’are that speech .preparatory
b | ; " ) ’

P - .
? * Ve -

- _ L, ) ' ~ T

]

L=

14



oy

- ~ -
R - . ‘ - { : -
2 -
R Ll
D Al -
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_‘( course work places much greater emphasis on instructional objectives in the
~ . . ; -
planning «and delivery of speech services. S )
v The current study supported previous research (Anderson, Barner, afid . .

v . - ' ’
. Larsem, 1977) in finding‘that'thgfhverage number of objectives ﬁ?r IEP was ..
. 2= ) i . ; Y

. " B

six and that objectives'primarily dealt with math and lahguage arts. Both

hd 3 .’ . . .- .
studies fdund that the area of writing instructicnal objectives was in need .

‘of much improvement, and the current study revealed difficulties in devélop-
. B - ‘ ‘

ing long range goals in concert with -short-term objectives, which was the
N A .
M )
major, IEP deficiency observed. ' -

N . . ’

‘The fesults of the stud§ underlined the need for in=service staff develop-’

\ -t
~ ! i U ~ .
ment training in terms of IEP procedures and documentatiom. This need has “.
v ) , UL ' . i r .
been consistently identified in previous. studies. , . Lx '
. . . . - . ’ o .

Y . .
’ , .
; . : . a3 - ﬁﬁ' .
. . - 7 *
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'dent demographic data.

istudents) dealt with math;and'language arts.

.\~L'

.-+ - SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS . B
¢ . v L - - - - o . . - ) E . (
. The purpose of this study was to do a context evaluation of indiVidual_

\ : o,

. ized educational programs (IEPs) in. th@ Dallas Independent School District.

v o’ ‘ /
The IEP sample (N“lOZ) was randomly drawn_from the population of regular
¥ N . W
campus special education students Jbut’ was stratified on primarvlhandicaga§ '
s IS E . g - ;

a d

The student§ sampled had gender and ethnic representation which corresponded

to the distri%fﬁs special education gendébnﬁ/; ethnic totals. A checklist

¥

was developed for rating IEPs on the guidelines defined by Public Law 94 142,
4

-hand it was devised to include the components of P L., 94- l42 as well as stu—

;{

“g‘-_ .

. . ) - s .
& :
,/lhe currentvstudy was designed to find out how sue:ess?ully.or unsuccess—

fully the implementation of individualized programs for special education stu-

‘ dents has. been conducted up to the present time in the Dallas Independent

i
School District. Sampled IEP data. indicated that the maJority of speech
r .

pathologists met the guidelines defined by P L{ﬁbg 142 whereas, the IEP

-

documents written for other handicapped children were.far less in accordance
| %f PP

with federal guidelines. Out of the latter group, 24 percent of the IEPs <7
0] . < .
were complete according to guidelines, compared to 83 percent of the speech

plans.. The ,major shortcoming in IEP documentation was.the, difficulty in
: » s N
developing short-term objectives in concert with annual goals. Sixty—onet
_,@ ‘ o Fr) - - .

oy

percent of the sampled objectives written for students'(othef than speech

- The results of this;etudy underlined the need for IEP staff development.

Specifically, in-service training shouldtcenter on writing'goals and conse—

quent short-term objectives. Curfeﬁt data have also”shown that the curricular
scope of 1nstrUctional ObJeCtheS should be more comprehensive and inclusive
N . . A4 N

¢
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s RN .
. > . :
of oth “areas of child development besides math and language arts. The
» . ‘ . ‘ . . ’
results of the evaluation also suggested that speech pathologists might

ot - ~ ' . ] )
be a va%uable staff development resource, at’ least in terms of technical

quality of objectives. Consideration should also befgiveq to the potential

.
3

contributiqp of speech pathologists in developing obj%gtives relative to

. 13

annual goals. ’

o

~
-



Y . '
9 1 e
References

) ' P
Anderson, L. H., Barner, S. L. and Larson, H. S. 1Individual educational
plan evaluation. Exceptional Childrentin press, 1977.

Hayes, J. and Higgins, S. T. Issues regarding the IEP: teachers on the
front line. Exceptional Children, 44, 267—273 1978. .

R . 7
Lewis, L. M., Morrissey, P. A. apd Safer, N D. Project IEP: Washington
State Report. Unpublished research report Neto and Associates under
contract No. OEC-0-74-7915 from the Bureau of Education for the Handi-
~_/ capped, U.S. Office of Education, 1977, -

Macy, D. J. Plan At Supportive services for individualized 1nstruction,
Research Report No. 74-266. Dallas: Dallas Independent School
District, 1974. :

Macy, D. J. and .Carter, J. L. Plan A process evaluation, I975-76, Research
Report No. 76-886. Dallas Dallas Independent School District, 1976.

‘Morrissey, P. A. and Safer, N. D.. Implications for special education, the
» Individualized Education Program Viewpoints, 53, 31-8, 1977.

Norton, B. D,, Morrissey, P, A. and Safer, N. D. Project IEP: Wisconsin
State Report. Unpublished research report, Nerq and Associates under
« / contract No. OEC-0-74-~7915 from. the Bureau of Education for the Handi-
capped, U.S. Office of Education, 1977. , ,
Penney, C., Morrissey, P. A. and Safer, N. D, Project IEP: Alabama State
Report. Unpublished research report, Nero and Associates under contract
N No. QEC-0-74-7915 from the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped,
U%S Offlce of Education, 1977.

Sagstetter, K., Morrissey, P. A. and Safer, N. D. Project IEP: New Jersey
State Report. Unpubllshed research report, Nero and Associates under
contract No. OEC-0-74-7915 from the Bureau of Education for the Handi-

/ Capped, U.S. Office oﬁEducation, 1977.

Stufflebeam, D. L. Evaluation as enlightemment for decision-making. An
address delivered at the Working Conference in Assessment Theory,
Sarasota, Florida, January, 1968.

Turner, R. M, and Macy, D, J,. A five-year longitudinal study of IEP imple-
mentatlon. Paper presented at the CEC National Topical Conference on
Ind1v1duallzed EdUCatlonal Program Planring, Albuquerque, 1978,

Weintraub, F. J. Understanding the individualized education program (IEP),
- Amicus, 2, 26-30, 1977.

A



&SHDINTEAS
TVNOIILVONA3l

CHENILVNDIS
SINITIVI

==

=
=

ADAPTIVE

TaE GviIinosa™
NI ILNIJS JWIL

OBJICTIVES

HATIODILd0 J0 #

THIVA]|

- ] INEWRRIVIIY |-
- AQOHOLITT|[

- TIVNOILVANASHO |-

T TrEAdIR
AONVINEO I3 d

SV
HTIEVvAIIS IO

LIdAL

JANNUAL

STAATIIOALEO
ONIANOJIS THHOD

SAHILSTIT ANV}

* [GOALS -

SASSArIvVAM |

SSHIONTHELS

LWHO4d HDIHM

JoOoV

A

dADVHE

Xas

STUDENT
D {

N

-

PRIMARY
HANDICAP

PLAN
WRITTEN

"DATE

MI,

FIRST

NAME

LAST

LSITADAHD

vV X¥Fpuaddy




