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— . * _ Mg INDIYIDUAL EVALUATION PLAR
':“ . ’ N : lr‘/‘ \ - L. ) m . ,'.. . ' "::‘, .,- W’\ .. £ . ¢ ' [y
. Introduction ¥ . Lo K 3 S

-8

- . In 1975, Task force No. 5 of the Vocational Evaluation .Project set about,
on the job of-.developing stapdards for vocational evaluation. One 1 the most
~ significant philosophies to emerge from this effort was that "vocational ‘eval-
L uation service§ shall be.provided on a systematic, organized basis . LW
{1 (Task Fdrce ‘No. 5, Vocational~Evaluation and Work Adjustment Association Pro-.
L ject, p. 72). - In effect, this statement laid the foundation for the concept .
- of evaluation planning because it clearly ghphasized the need for_a‘strgcturedﬁ

purposeful approach to ‘vocational assessmeht.* - .

+
S - The following year, the VoEational Evaluation and Work Adjustment Asso- [
" ciation (VEWAA) Standards Committee along with the Tommission ‘on Accreditation/-. -

. - . of Rehabilitation Facilities (CARF) developed a series of vocational evaluation
: standards. -Some of these guidelines were directly ‘relatgd to individual eval-
SR uation planning. ~ More recently. (1978), the evaluation planning guidelines have &
A been revised; however; they still essentially require that a written.ipdividual -
S evaluation plan be developed for each client and that every plan clearly out- !
line the purpose of the evaluation, the assessment techniques to be used, who
will be involved, review dates, and plan modifigations. ?The specifics of the
1978 CARF standards related- to evaluation planning will be discussed more
thoroughly in" subsequent parts of this publication.) :

The concept of individual evaluation planning is not a new one. Yet
there is still much confusion as to what evaluation planning means and hoy
it may be gra&tical]y'applied. The purpose of this publication is to help

- tpeople directly involved with vocational evaluation understand why individual
~evaluation planning is important and how it may be effectively practiced.

~ .

T . . Co- N ﬁau] McCray K -
ot ~ C "y ovember, 1978
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- *In this pu‘iication the words "evalsation" and "assessment" will be used™ ]
. interchangeably. {ev . :
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| ) PART'®  © . ,k,k
) \§ationa]e'for Individual Evaluation Planning o Ce
Fffective individual evaluation planning is an essential component of a . &
" comprehensive vocational evaluation process.. It not only provides a master :
plan of the purposes and gbjectives of an evaluation, but also offers a written *
SO record of the assessment technigues used, who was involved in carrying out the.
~ evaluation, and the extent to which specific goals were achieved. Most ‘impor-
v " tantly, however, it insures that the unique needs of every #ndividual client ‘.-
* . & .are given special consigeration and that there will be.an organized attempt
-~ to satisfy those needs in the most effective and efficiént manner ppssible. -

L3

. Thus, a cdrefully developed individual-evaluation plan (1EP) suggests that
- a directed, systematic series of events will take place which.are designed to
L .specifically’ meet the needs of the client ang satisfy the.demands of the refer-
« "7 ._ral source. Through. the development of the I1EP, the clier®, the referral _
- source, and the evaluator obtain a cancise picture .of the overall individual
- . client"pragram. . 2 SR _ T -

¢

, In order to satisfactprily meet the changing .needs and interests of-the
client, the IEP must always remain flexible and open to periodic review and. - °
" modification. It is, therefore, an ongoing process beginning from the moment
the client is referred to a facility for screening and ending When 271 the
goals of the plan are satisfied to the maximum extent possible.’ When this
is accomplished, the client, the referral source, and the evaluator should
have a ‘sound understanding of the client's most basic strengths and weaknesses.

('S

$1’gp§ficance‘of’Referra] Informatipn - . ' - .1  '}

“

There are many stages to individual evaluation planning, but perhaps_the
most significant prerequisite to good planning is the accumulation of mean-
ingful referral information. One of -the evaluator's primary responsibilities’

. is to activelyssearch for and obtain all pertinent background information 4n - _
regard to a given client. This is naf an easy task, for although much. of this
infarmation should be available from the peferral source, .many times it will

_ be incomplete. In these cases, it/is essential-that the evaluator contact.all.
agencies and individuals that might be able offer additional information «
about the client. Otherwise, the initial ingagp]ete data may encourage an N
inaccurate or fragmented understanding of the Xlient's needs, and this leads
to ineffective planning. \ -

Report No. 2, The Study Committee on Evaluation of Vocational Potential
~ - = (1966), provides an example of a,well documented referral. It is shown in
- _ Appendix A, pages 30-36. . One can §ee that it clearly identifies the client's
. goals aqgﬁneeds:~ . . ) T

]

-

1. He wants to’develop a vocational objective.

-2, He wants to work. . . . . |
. 3. If necessary, he wants to train for a vocational .objective, possibly

communications or mechanics. ) . ! , .
4, He ‘wants to form new social relationships, particularly with girls.
? . _" . '. ¢ \
[ ‘. ) ¢ ' ' |
- . )' .
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: It also specifies what the ré?érraT source wantsto find out: ™ | /5 .
¢ 1.. How.does he adJust to new sztuat1ons, 1nd1v1duals, and groups?
- 2. Does he apply his learn1ng ability? T b
3., Does he gdequately complete his assignments? L o
4./ Is his limitation dn writing a big obstacle? - o .
5// what can he best. do{w1th1n his 11m1tat1ons° L I

4

In addition to the aforeﬁent1Lned 1n?ormat1on a brief pistory of h1s
) vocational, social,’ eduaat1ona], and,personal development is #ncluded. The
© overall effect of .such compreliensive referral information is that the evalu-

ator ga1ns a-relatively clear picture of both the client's and. the referral °
. TDUY‘LE > I Py i -9 C . \ *

.
,p-

“ o 'Benef1ts of Ind1v1dua1 Eva1uat1on P]ann1ng - R "

In a sense, the need for 1nd1v1dua1 eva]uat1on planning is re]at1ve1y
easily identified, for it seems obvious that many people can benefit from-a:
structured’ approach to vocat1ona1~assessment First and foremost, the cli-

. ent prof1ts ‘from evaluation p]ann1ng "By clearly identifying the purposes of -
" the. evaludtion, the evaluator can.explain to the client spec1fic reasons why
the evalugtion is necessary. For the client, this gives meanlng "to the ex-
perience/ FPor example, when an evaluee discovers that he. is being tested in-
order to/find out what his product1v1ty is, his stamina, or to estab11sh spe-

- ¢ific job goals, etc., the evaluation begins to take on personal meaning for
him. " No. longer is he simply ‘an uninformed'and uninvolved subject to be studied

and pro ed by a group of styangers. He'is a ¢entral member of a team working
tq achjeve spec1f1c‘goals He knows why he 1s being eva]uated and what can .
be exp cted ]

1mi1ar1y, a c11ent can learn why specific assessnfnt techn1ques are 1m-
portdant and why he should attempt to perform ds. well as* possible.. The client
. seey that a nuts and bolts sorting task is:provided in order to find out if_he
can/work on the production line at a local factory rather than to simply occupy
hift between break periods. Through the development of the IEP, the evaluator
.- t only understands the rationale for e@ch assessment procedure but can also
mgke this information available to the client! .By praviding the client with a
sensible and understandab]e reason for each task the.client's performance is .
1ikely to be a more reliable reflection of his capab111t1es and interests since
~he will not mistakenly assume that a tertain work sample is-a-meaningless
"game" or that.a part1cu1ar psychometr1c test is s1mp1y bor1ng¢

O Third, wasted t1me is reduced because only those assessment methods which
can prov1de pertinent information directly related to the specific purpdses of

- the evaluation are administered. Clients are not given ten different sorting
tasks, all of which provide essentially the same information. Scheduling con-
flicts are eliminated so that clients do not spend countless hours sitting
. around waiting for other evaluees to finish assessment procedures which they

i were to have taken. ‘Continuity among tasks is developed, and this tends to
streamline the ent1r! eva]uat1on process, thereby encouraging the client to.

~ feel that he 'is actively 1nvo]ved in important activities rather than passivgly .
wa1t1ng for 1ﬂs1gn1f1cant events to happen a ound fiim. N

A
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results and owera11 mean1ng of - the-eval ation. - He begins ‘to see relationships

as to his needs, why he was refeérreéd, his’ performance , and the resu1t1ng s

.xnterpretat1on§ offered b{:i::va]uatws R AT
- \ . -1 N\ . N .
' “For eXample, 1f the evatuwator reqpmmends that a ‘client work as an auto -

'; mechanic, the latter can see that the idea- evolved for specific reasons, e. q ,

——————the-evalya

(1) he expressed an interest in this area; (2) the ‘counselor asked.that his
.mechanical ab111¥
-mechanical abilify such as work samples, aptitude tests, and job sfite evalu-

jes be assessed; (3) he was tested on several measures of

ations and 'scored| above average on all of them; apd (4) that there are many
job opportun1t1es\for mechanics was discussed with him. Through this process,
1ievable and understandable since a clearly

identified series’ of events have been tied together in such a way as”“to lead
to’ reasonagje conclusions.: -

‘On the other hand, failure to develop a sense of" cont1nu1ty can lead to

,'confhs1on ~and cause both the client and the referral source to lack confidence

. in tHe evaluator's decision making process, for if they cannot clearly see how
- the evaluator.arrived at his_gonclusions, it is quite likely:¥hat any recom-

mendations will only be 11ght1y regarded. When this happehs, the utilization
of vocational evaluation services may-dimifish rapidly. However, with an IEP,

it should be relatively easy. for an -observer to. understand why certain evalu-

ation procedures were 1mp1emented\and how t 1ead to we]] substant1ated
recommendations. . @ : .
A]thouqh thus far we ‘have on1y d1scussed the benefuts that accrueeto the
client, it should be noted that the referral source also benéfits in several ®
ways from individual évaluation planning. To a certain extent, evaluation

- ‘planning requires the referral source to identify specific questions which he

wishes to have answered. This process necessitates «the referral ®ource thor- .
oughly examining a cliéent's potential strengths and“weaknesses; thus, in this
case, evaluation planning indirectly encourages improved. understanding of the
client on the part of the referral source. It would, therefore, be most dif-"~
ficult for-a client to be appropriately referred- w1thout the referral .source

. having a sound perception of the former's needs.

.~ source time and mone

'-t)cular facility has a standard two, three, or four- wee
" xf the client spends additional time in evaluation simply because the program

‘more Rproguc

In a more direct mann§£q evaluation planning will'often save the'referra,
planning, the amount of time a client spends in
evaluat1on becomes priRarily dependent upon how long it takes to reasonably

_achieve the goals and obJectives of the plap. If.only two days of evaluation

are needed, that is all, that.is provided regardiess. of zhether or not a par-
evaluation period.

as a certain rigid time structure, then individual planning has not taken °
place sinck thé needs ‘of the client have been overshadowed by the structyre
of the program. Effective evaluation planning leads to a minimization of =
wasted time; thus, the cljent can move forward throuah the entire rehabilita-.
tion process as eff1g1ent1y as possible, This means the referral source has
more t1me to serve any additionay clients who may have otherwise been neg--
lected bé cagse of a stagnant system. Reduction in wasted,time also leads to

ive utilfzation, of facility personnel, material say;ngs, .and im-+

proved overall management Fat111ty costs are reduced and this savings is .

passed on-to various referral sources who may then use these additional funds

to "serve more clients and place more handicapped workers 1n emp1oyment

,\._ ) § N | 3 8 | ~. é
' f ot ) _).- @ . "” . )
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: client is only given the services for which he was referrfd. Because the IEP:
L is a written record of the evaluation precess, the referval source may easily
- determine if &My additional, unwarranted services were p ovided, and if so,
~ . " for what reasons. Likewise, he may also détermine if alfl the services he re- S
- quested were provided, and if not, was it due to prograp limitations, evaluator
. oversight, etc.? Thus, the qual1ty and efficiency of the eva]uat1on program
are opened for the referra1 source's scrutiny. ¥

- Finally, t@e p]ann1ng process he]ps the referralééource gain a better.
understand1ng of ‘the capabilities and Timitations\of dart1cu1ar evaluation
program. For examp]e, a referral source may have .a qpestion about a high Tevel .

cwlﬁnLginuxun;jdqigwﬂgnk_ln_e professional or technjical job drea such as.
electronics’ eng1neer1hg, yet the facility..is only seg up qnd equipped to pro-

vide evaluations for a mentally’ handicapped populati In such a case, carez, .
ful pl nning will prevent such an 1nappropﬁ1ate ref ra] since both.the = §§§ v
- evaJuakor and referral source will recognize that the unit lacks any assess-
‘ment techniques or 1nstruments for properly addressing the client's needs.,
‘Conversely, a referral source'may assurte an eva]uat on unit is not-staffed to
answer certain questions which in actual ‘practice ¥t does evervday. For ex= v
ample, a fac111ty might -be able to provide soph?st}cated pSychological eval-
“uations for which the referral source thought he wbuld have to search elsewhere.
By understanding the rote of the facility, the 1ikelihood of inappropriate re- .
ferrals or failure to utilize a facility's servicgs is reduced. Individual
evaluation planning facilitates this understandin s for s provides a means
whereby * referral source and evaluator commun1cat1 n'%s _enhansed because The
" evaluator must rnform the referra] source as to ghat the program can and

cannot provide. - . : . ' -
. \ The third pagty to benefit from evaluation jplanning is the vocat1onel
“evaluator. Through the identification .of specific goals and objectives which

define. the  purposes of an eva]uat1on, the evaluator becomes. aware of what his
specifie responsibilities are in regard to'a cejrtain ciient. C(lient objectives
become concrete and often times measurable, e.q¢., the evaluator,is to determ1pe ]
a client' s product1v1ty, pURctua11ty, attendanee etc.

Nasted time on the part of the eva]uater is reduced since he, e11m1nates
the dup11cat1on of. 1nformat1on ‘and exploring .dreas irrelevant to the: stated (/‘
purposes of .the evalu n. Most.importantly), the evaluator becomes account- .

G able: for the eptiré evaludtion: progess. -Becguse specific goals and obijectives
¢ _are out11ned, it becomes fairly easy to deteyufne- to what extent they were
.-achieved. * The methods'and - techn1ques the evaluator uses to reach the goals
.are available for peer review, “and if the e a]uatygn objectives are not met,
ohe may determine to what extent this was dge to eva]uator error rather than -
simply* blaming poor results on unmot1vate§' clients or "inappropriate" S
: referra]z Korn (1976) notes .that’ “simplification of evaluator job tasks is C oy
a major dontribution. of the Evaluation Planning Model" (p.. 65). S1mp11f1cat1&p
of evaluator.tasks is reflected in terms of efficient c11en§tgghedu11ng and i
proved decision making" based on an .analysis and synthesis of aningful and
* organized data: \ ‘ . L e N
v Add1t1onaT1y, at the conc]us1on of an eva]uat1on the IEP provides the
- evalyator with'a- concige- recorahpf, the entire evaluation grocess.” This is
ugeful for report writif s1ﬁce % can provide a succinct. abstract of the
. _cliest's Timjtations .angd chp pj}§¥1es in cegardlto the ‘overall goals of the |

: -._\-:' .. LN T . ' - . L. R ,
‘\.’ -;.-. " e e ‘\ o \‘ : bt \ : 1 ‘ v . |
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revaluation. Thus the IEP may not on1y 1mpr0ve the qua]rty of individual re-
i be- a~use£ul—tool_£on_reduc1ng_the_amouni_ef__m“__ i}
-time the evaluator spénds- on report writing. '
e
Finally, .a fac111ty wh1ch prQV1des eva]uatxon servicesis Tikely to’
benefit from individual evalwation planning. As mentioned earlier, the IEP
reducés wasted .time on the part of the cliéent as well as the evaluator. Re-
duction in wasted staff time as well "as materials waste contributes to im-
proved managegent which results iw Tower costs for services. When costs are .
reduced, other referral sources which could not. prev10us1y afford evaluation
_services may find that they can then utilize the service.  Similarly, referral
. sources which aretalready utilizing -evaluation services may find that they can
~do so on an increased scale*and because more clients can be served, waiting
lists are reduced, thereby facilitating more immediate client involvement.

These factors lead to a regu]aw and .increased- utilization of serv1ces which ' —
contr1butes tQ\program stab111ty ' .

Addationa]ly, individual accountab111ty on thé part of the’ evaluator
leads to program acgountabil{ity for the facility. Just as one may discern :
N to what extent indivfdual client objectives are being met, one may also ac- - _ |
" -cumulate data as to how well the evaluation program as a whole is s®tisfying- '
its objectives. This is a first step towards program evaluation.. Through ' :
this process, good programs are 1ikely to provide useful servicgs and, thereby, -
. be reasonably well ut111zed while unsuccessfu] programs qa]] t be used
- . .
v From the aforementioned discussion, -one can see that the. c11ent the
referral source, the evaluator, and the facility all benefit from 1nd1V1dua1
evaluation planning. Perhaps this is due to one reason more than anything
else--commun1catégn Evaluation planning faciiitates, indeed almost mandates,
that communication take place ampng all these parties. This is not, however,
. one-way communicatien coming down from‘the referral source to the evaluator ,
" and, finally, to the client. Instead it is open cofimunication designed to .
- instill and elicit significant infowmation which wiTT"aysist in meeting the
needs of the client first of all,. and then the referralsource, evaluator,
- and facility. : ’ ) ‘ '

it will suffice to say that only whén the client/understands why he iS being
evaluated, the referral soutce knows what he wants to find out, and the evalu- .
ator knows how to obtain the requested information in as effective and effi-

. cient a manner as possible, can the needs of the individu# client be met and

. under§tood in all of their complexities. : o T

- Some of the‘ye5u1ts‘of'effective eva]uatio§/b1anning have been discussed; s

-
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PART II - +
. &

Individual Evaluation Planning Standards

‘In 1977 the Vocat1ona] Evaluation -and Work Adaustment AssociatYon rec-
ommended that five guidelines, directly related to individual eva]uat1on
Pplanning, be adopted by CARF. They read- as fp]]ows

3.4.3.1.1.3 . ‘Based on referra] 1nformat1on, the initial . 1nterv1ew,

. - and the stated purpose of the evaluation, a specific
Syt written evaluation plan -for each 1nd1v1dua1 .shall- be
. 'deve1oped Th1s plan shall:

R S . ?dent1fw the questions to be hnswered thrpugh?eva]uation'

!%474ndieate—hGW~these—quesekﬁﬁswﬁ44—he~a#swere4—~%
-ci where appropriate, spec1fy persons (staff family,
etc?) who will be involved in carrying out‘the plan.
There should be evidence that these infividuals are
,aware of the1r role in carrying out this p1an
A
d. be periodically rev1eWed ‘and mod1f1ed as necessary
- (p. 5) - . , o
As of July 1,-1978, this sténdard is now one of the requirements for CARF
-accreditation of vocat1ona1 evaluation programs; however, much, confusion still-
exists as to the meaning of some of these guidelines. Indeed CARF surveyors
: have indicated that some clarifications are neededy therefore, the following
d interpretations were approved by the VEWAA Executive CounC11 April, 1977,
. and adopted by CARF. \ :

3.4.3.1.1.3 . The written evaluat1on plan .should document the specific.

(1nterpretat1on) purpose of the evaluation (e.g., to determine if the in-

S dividual is capable of gainful employment; to assess the
individual's potential to be trained as a stock clerk; to -

determine why the -individual has not been able to hold a

L) job).
3.4. .1.1.3a :The written eva]uat1on plan should 1dent1fy spec1f1c
(1nterpretat1on) questions ‘(hypotheses). that are to be answered during
s . the client's eva]uat1on program; Examp]es might be:
"how much functional reading skill does the 1nd1v1dua1
have?" ) .
- . ' ' N

“how 1ong cancthe individual stand at a work station?"q

"is’ the individual's dexterity adequate.to operate
hand tools?" .
“can the individual manage money well enough to live
. )1 independent1y?" .
3:4.3.1.1.3b The- p1an shou1d 1dent1fy in writing which evaluation
(interpretation). techniques, assessment tools,. or procedures will be used
to answer the var1ous questions raised. For example:

Lo | | 3 R 6 | .1.1’#-“‘ P




\ o S measurement of funct10na1 read1ng--Gates MacG1n1t1e -
L. .. Form B" e -
. _ T - ‘ B R 3 .
S PR "standingrto]erance - U-Bolt Assembly - 2 days"
: "hand finger dexter1ty - Purdue'Pegboard Crawford Small
Parts" -
R ot "money management«- ABC. Money Management Work Samp]e
- : (p 5) ? - ’ ¢ . e
3.4.3.1.1.3c No 1nterpretat1on offered ’ o :\
) 3.4.3.1.1.3d No 1nterpretat1on effered v

&

From the aforementioned information one can see that five c]edl]y dif-
ferentiated components make up the individual evaluation plan? It should also
be noted that the guidelines emphasize the documentat1og of spec1fic informa-

_ tion rather than generalities. - Perhaps the best way of ‘gaining a more thorough
' understand1ng of these standards 1s to examine each one individually.

. ‘ [ .
Writing and Individua]izing the Eva]uation P]an

..

¢

4

The open1ng statement 3.4.3.1.1.3," suggests three 1mportant p01nts 9 -

The IEP is to be wr1tten,

The IEP is to be tailored to the needs of the 1nd1v1dua14l.

The IEP is to; be based on a comprehensive view of the client which

develops from at least three different perspectives: referral in-

~ .. . formation, 1nterV1ews, and know]edge of the overaT] purpose of the-‘
eva]uat1on | R _ 0 . :

- e
>

1
2,
3

-

-«

The first point clearly emphas1zes that. it is not enough for eva]uators
to have. a general evaluation plan floating around iinm their heads. The-plan
must be written, and equally impartant, it should be done in such a way.that
an outside observer could review it and tell what was done, why it was ddne,

- and who was involved. Keep in mind that individual evaluation planning is _
useless unless it is done effectively. It should never be practaced Jjust for:
the sake of satisfying administrative or program requirements, rather, meét1ng
the needs of the client should always be the prlmary con51derat1on

*

* Deve]op1ng 1E® s shbuld not be a tﬂme- suming process. At most, it
shoy]d not occupy.more than five or ten percent of an eva]uator s time, and
this factor can-easily be figured into the cost of providing: evaluation serv- .

jces. Additionally, because individual planning leads td&treamlining the
entire evaluation processs. wasted time.-on. the part of the evaluator and client -
is 1ikely to be significantly reduced, and this will often more than make up .
for the time spent writing out the plan. -More 1mportant1y, having only a rough
plan in inind, as opposed to a.written IEP, is an unnecessarily haphazard ap-
proach which is potentially detrimental ta the development of a valid and
reliable understanding of the client's limitatjoms and capab111t1es- Without, .
'a written 1EP, aa’eva]uator may easi]y forget to explore areds that deserve
- consideration, or he may fail to examine them thoroughly. The end Jesult s
that some of the client!s needs are neg]ected ”iﬁfrever, expertise in the area~ .

R l . . .. - . ‘i‘ h

»
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©  of individual’ eva]uat1on p]ann1ng 1nsures that vocat1qnal eva]uators w1]1 meet

« their profess1ona1 responsibility 6f serving all-the needs of each c]1ent in
the best poss1b1e manner. . e S e -

. : ’ - - . s . 2

R ;*" : The ‘second po1nt is 1mportant in that the pr1mary justification for in-
d1v1dua1 JLvalvatdon planning is that the unique neéds of the individual are-
A better served wEva]uat1on planning is not designed- -for the -purpose of meeting -~
' - the” needs -of-.a part1cu1ar program,. facility, or broadgroup of. clients. .This
type of.approach an easily lead to a standardization of evaluation p]ans with
. "~ Tittle considerat nﬁbding given to thé meeds of the individual client. - One. = .
£ -7 can e]most p1cture evaluators. mechanically ‘producing r1g1d]yrstandard1zed plans’ .~ -
T wheich requ1re ‘the client to adjust his needs ‘to the program rather- than wige ' _
* © vérsa.- - Betapse the abilfties and Timitations of most rehah1]1tat1on clients - . v
})-- .7 .are so un1que and'compTex, the IEP, as’ well as. the ehtire evaluation process, :
A, ,.» must ,be tailored to: the .needs of. the dndividual -or one loses sight of the - .
v "pgtpo e of : rehabil1tathﬁn to_help 1nd1v1dua1s ach1eve the1r max1mumepoten- .
t a]1t1es-. T e TN,

< . X . -
. : .

: F1 a]]y, the th1rd point suggests that one's understand1ng af a- c11ent
_ wh1ch provides the basis for evaluation planning, mustvbe based on several
- différert sources of inférmation. It is nof enough to simply accumulate réams -
~of referjral informatYon aboutva client and then assume one understands his
needs. S1m11ar1y, a short #nt®rview with an individual rarely provides a com-"
plete p1cture of his social, vocatiopal, and personal potentialities and Tim- o
‘jtations. But when these two pro®edurés are comb1ned one-may gain significant . S
“insight into the special needs .of the client. "Add’ to this the evaluator's . .
- _knowledge of the .overall¥ purpose_ of,the eva]uat;gn and a.cleaﬁ“cdf\QOUtse af _— ——
_ 3 att1on begins to take shape . | S
B : It is 1mperat1Ve that the’ referra] source make a concentrated effort'f;
thorough]y determine the needs of the client prior to TQfEPR]ﬂQ the ctient e !
- for-vocational evaluation services, 'By doing this, the referral source justi- =~
fies the need for évalyation- services as well as proyides a base of infdrmation
_ ~ upon- which the evaluator may build once the vocational evaluation process be
o, gins. Once this occurs, it is then the responsibility of the evaluator to
' synthesize the information in such a way that a' comprehensive p1cture of the
client's needs, strengths, and limitations, as well as. why he requ1res .
eva]uat1on serv1ces, emerges. - - .

-, : o . -
\ . . < _

Ident1fy1ng Referra] Quest1ons , - .

-

A

Y

-Pdrt "a" of the standard refers :to 1dent1fy1ng the spec1f1c quest1ons that
are to be answered by the evaluation process. As has already,been discussed,

-~ these are commonly called referral quest1ons, and they will initially be asked
by the referral source. However, later on in the planning, the evaluator may
ask additional questions based on his rev1ewnof the referra] 1nformat1on or

- observations of the client. . '
One might generally def1ne -a referral quest1on as a statemedt of uncer-
tainty in regard to an individual's functional abilities or interests in a
¢ specific area such as ability to get along with co-workers, vocational inter- . .
' ests, product1v1t)‘, job . skills, aptitudes, etc. In other words, the referral :
source or the-evaluator are unsure of an individual's specific capabm]it1es or
interests; therefore, .vocational evaluation techn1ques are used as tools to
answer the questions. | . 1

[
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Referra] questions peed not be lengthy or comp11cated Indegd, questions
written in such a way as to allow for yes or no answers often elicit the most
stra1ghtforward ‘answers.- For example, suppose a referral-source has placed .
‘several c1tents in the" Job of clerk typist, afid a new client indicates a strong
sintersst in this area but has ne typing skills. The miost basic requirement of
the job is that a prospective applicant be able to type at forty.words per _ ..
minute. - Before investing time and money in tra1n1ng the client to be a clerk » . - :
‘%ypwst the referral source might first rafer the c11ent for votational evalu-

Y

ation services and, ask the question, "If enrolled in the ABC typist trajning  _,
° .. program, will Ms. Smith be able to achieve a forty words per. minute typing., — / o
v . .- rate?"~ Assuming -that ‘the evatuator is-familiar with the ABC program and has . . -
h . the approprpate typ1ng assessment tests, this quest1on is. re]at1ve1y easily - :
-+ T answered. -. | 4 o
M N .. . L i s ! T e ) L™ -

On the other hahd, if the quest1on were to reaaR "What arg”Ms. Sm1th s e

- ° typtng ski}1s?“ some obvidus degrege 6f- specificity -has been lost and-the . - . r o ,

- resu1t1ng evaluation and recommegfations are likely to be equally general..

. The main point to keep in mind, in regard to referral questions, is that they
-should be as concrete .and as-specific as poss1b1e~s1nce vague quest1ons tend
to eTicit obscure answers. ) _

- -

Add1t1ona11y, 1f the referral source .fails to outline any referral ques-

_tions or they are of such a nature as to be vague or confusing, then the -
evaluator should not hesitate tb contact the referral saurce and ask for

_ -clarification. Thé referral source may then choose to develop the apprapriate o
referral questions or-he may request: that the evaluator use his professional
-expertise to develop the questions. The latter casg_is not‘uncommon, partic-
uTarTy in instances where referral source$ may lack know]edge‘of rehabilitation '/1 '
pract1ces, e.g., schools, manpower programs, mental health sett1ngs etc. . o

.- . Refer to Appendix A, page 31, Sect1on 2, Programming,-for an examp]e of
_ several. re]at1ve1y well- deflned referra] quest1ons In this.case, the coun-
- selor has stated what he wants .to find out about the €lient. -One can see that
e these referral questions are brief, to the point, and stated in such a way that -
¢ at the concﬂus1on of the evaluation it shou]d not be. d1ff1cu1t to determine to
what-extent the quest1ons were ahswerep
. oa [ I -
-Note that some” of the questions are re]at:ve]y spec1f1c whereas other
" questions might be considered more general. In these cases, the.evaluator may Lo
chodse to contact the referral source and ask him _to further clarify the ques-
tions. For example, with’ regard to the first quest1on, ""How doesi he adjust to
-the new situation, individuals, and" groups?" the referral source Right explain
that ‘what he specifigally wanted to find out was how .the client reacts to high.
pressure, individual and group work activities. On the other hand, the referral
Y ., source may simply want general observatiors as to the client's overa]] social ' .
.and personal skills, and thus, the original questian would be adequate\ What-
ever the case may be, the evaluator must be certain that he understands\exactly
what 1nformat1on the referra] sOurce is requesting prior to; initiating tge
? test1ng Do _ s

. . ] .
. Generally speaking, for each referral question asked, the evaluator will .
usually have to ask a series of moye specific questions, wh1ch when answered
will also prov1de the amswer to tgg original referral question: For-: ex%mp]e,
. if the referral source asks the question, "Can Mr. _Shaw work"as an auto_me- ,
"chanic?” the evaluator must ‘then find answers to a series of questions which '

e




7 . _ . . . . .
ST e _ . o : : - . : . C
3 ) - . .

L4

. . . .
- A -
. . o
.%\ . e, R
L]

will ultimately tell him if theic]iént an work as an auto mechanic. Look at
- _the example noted below: C S . ’ : '
L S o R W . - _"5\ R
1. Cam Mr. Shaw work as an adto mechanic? Tt

S AL Can,ﬁe']ift heavy objects? .,

- B. Is his range of motion 1imitgd? e
: C.” Do noxious oddrs adversely affect his health?. . '~
. D. Can he manipulate large and small hand tools? - ¢ o
E.. What is his mechanica¥ aptifude?<;$. e | - |
- F.. Does fie have ‘any work exper%§hce an auto mechanic? * - IR
~ G. Does he fo fety fyles? - LT ’
' ‘H. Does he work well.with Tittle supervision? R
- I. Is he interested in working with things as opposed to data or

* people? .
.. )'_ 4 _ K . . . \ ]
R " By answering each of these sub-questions, the evaluator is determining {f.
.= = the client-cqn work as an auto mechanic. One-can see that this list ef sub-
o _questions could be very long, and for this reason, each of <the sub-questions,
_ ~ “ or factors to be considered in answering a specific referral question,. need not
.. <.. _ be.written out on the IEP. However, each of tie broader referraj quest%ons
. “must be identified on the IEP, and it is recommended that somewhere ih the rec-
ord of the evaluation process, the evaluator make a list of sub-questions :
"related to each referral.quastign. Even though the sub-questions®may be numers-
ous, it often will not .pe necessary to answer all of -them. For example, if in
the above case we found that the cli i i *

.+ effectively.manipulaté .large and small hand-tools, then it is highly unlikely
that he could work as a mechanic, 50 many pf the remaining sub-questions .would
be dispénsed with. to . ' : Lo :

. An important ®oint to consider in the development of referral questions-
~ *  js what happens when, through his review of the referral information and in- -
terviews with the client, the evaluator develops referral questions of his
own which were not identified by the referral source, But seem important to
_fully understanding the client. . : .

; . For example, suppose an evaluator notes that over the last five years a
.. client has never held a job for more than six months; however, the referral
- source has made no reference to this fact and has limited his referral ques-

tions to assessing the client's clerical skills. Under this condition, should.
the evaluator include as part of the IEP, answering the referral question, "Why
has M. Black been unable. to ‘hold any recent. jobs. for more than six months?2" ~
or should this question be ignored in the name of limiting .the evaluation <o
answering only the referral source's questions? The answer ' is if the evaluatora
feels tha¥\an$wering an additional referral question, which was not specified
by the referral source, will help better meet the needs of the client, and . _
exploring it will not radically change the evaluation process in terms of pur-
poses and time, then the evaluator should nfake every.attempt to answer any
additional referral questions which 'he might have.

Q - B R .
On themothéY-hand, if'{¢ is probable that exploring thé-additional ques-
. tions will cause considerable change in the evaluation, then.the referral
source should be contacted and the situation discussed before the assessment
proceeds. {f the referral source indicates that he does not need or want:

-
»
]
-
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answers to any:quéstions other than those he gut]ingd,.then’ft_is the respon-
sibility of the evaluator to confine the evaluation process. to answer1ng.on1y

N 2

-the referral source's questions, - .

g ~ *. -This, however, does not meah that the evaluator's responsibi#lity is to’
*~ convey onty that information o the referral source which is directlygrelated
to .the referral‘questions. Instead, the evaTuator” has a professjonal respon-‘, .
~ -sibility to share all the results. of the evaluation with the referrat™Sburce.| -

. For egample, if an evaluator,unexpectedly finds ithat a client has a prob- .

Tem;- such as the inability to work in groups, which the, raferral source has o

~ no knowledge of and made no reference to in his,reférral questions,.the eval- ..

Y « uator-should certainly share that information with the referral source: . It is

~° ' usually advantageous to keep the referral source informed of any significant -
findings which may or may not-be directly related tb the referral questions,
since this-increases his understanding of .client needs as well as fqﬁi1itating

" communication between referral source -and eyaluator:

’ Q - N . . . ;
Specifying -Assessment Techniques and Methods :

Point "b" of standard 3.%#3.1.1.3 indicates that a written record of 311
the assessment procedures should be maintained. However, this dges not mean
that-all that is required is.to simply keep a running record of each. assesgment

technique used and their administration dates. Rather, it implies that:the
-éva]uationprocgﬁuggg_uggd_Shnuld_be_apprepriate for the individual and the
questions to be answered.  ﬁccountabi11ty is suggested. . '

. b .
- For example, suppose a referral source Has a client who cannot read and
the referral question is, "Can Jack Jones work competitively as a custodian?"
The referral source also notes *that he has a petential custodial job, which
does not require reading, waiting for the client if he shows ability in this
‘area. The evaluator then proceeds to note in.his evaluation plan that he will
give the client the custodian work sample which requires a third grade reading
- ,1ével. Has the evaluator made a written record of the procedure to be used?
 The "answer is yes, :but he has not done so with sufficient consideration of the’
needs and limitations of the client because the client probably can't read the
matérial well enough to perform the required tasks, and the job does not re-
.quire reading. Therefore, decisions based on -the results emanating-from this
* plan are dubious. Such an approach is not going to be effe¢tive in terms of
meeting the needs of the client although administratiVe requirements related
,to record keeping may be satisfjed. On'the other hand, if the evaluator noted -
. in the plan that- he was going;ﬁt;administer the custodian work sample, but
~substitute oral-instructions for the written instructions, then he is not only
satisfying record keeping requirements, but also sudgesting that he i aware
~ of the client's special needs. This indicates professional competence on the
part of the evaluator. - o T - | , L

 Besides encouraging the provisiomMof effective assessment’ techniques,

N - .guideline "b" also requires that the evaluator determine whether or not he has
~ 7 -the-assessment tools to answer a given referral question. For example, suppose
-a referral source wants to know if a c1\g3§hcén work as a radio-TV repairman.
Yet when the evaluator attempts,to chooseNthe evaluation tefhnique which will
answer this question, he finds that he lacks the appropriate asseSsiment tools
because he canhnot clearly identify any spetific techniques wilch Will answer

- ‘ B as &
) : . . o

- . ., . _ -
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R . . .
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“*the questron -uwhen th1s happens, the referra] source should be 1nforqu, singe

this could. have a 51gn1f1cant impact on the purpose of the evaluation.

case, the referral source may decide not to send the.client gr choose to refer.

him to»anothertﬁec1l1ty 421n either, case the needs of the client will be better

served, since, the evaluator will not have chosen’ unreliable -assessment methods -

which rea]]y cannot answer-the referral questions asked. This also reflects

, sound profe351ona1 Judgement on the part of the evaluator and is 1:ke1y to’

o facilitate. conf1dence on the part of the referra1 source, with the eva]uat1on
.program ;5,f N _ T

R - - b «® N .
., N LY . - .

.
_ Evaluat1on techn1quee may vary cons1derab1y, oftent1mes depend1ng upon
“a¢ the expertise of the evaluator and, the objectivks of the fac111ty, therefore, '
~ .+ they should not be limited to Juszwork sample: or psychdlogical testing. ( Other -
S assesswent procedures -are egually ‘useful. They may includé job sites, situa=

In th S ’

-« .

t1ona1 assessment, interviewing; and counseting. ‘Each of these techn1queszean- )

be effect1ve when used for.specific reasons with part1cu1ar goa]s in mind.
_However, r rdless of the method.used, it should®be noted in the IEP. For:*
- ‘example, if an evaluator wants to determ1ne-a cHent's potential to -work in
. -retail sales,-a job site evaluation. m1ght be 'the most effective. method and it
- should, therefore, be recognized as an assessment *technique. Regard]ess of the
e 'type of assessment technique used, it should a1ways be c1ear1y identified. For

,example, when using commercial work sample systems it is not advisable to! S1m~\\

‘ply describe each of the.assessment techniques used as Singer, JEVS, TOWER,'
"+ Valpar, etc. Instead, the specific work sample or component which-is going. to

" Sample #8, or TOWER: Mail Clerk EvaTuation No. 1. This provides a much more
prec1se descr1pt1on of the individual assessment procedure v

. Liétinngersons'Involred and Role Clarification e

s Guideline 'c" emphas1zes that it is essential for each and every individ--

. ,ual in the eva]uat1on process to know what his role is. Primary involvement
will generally be with the facility staff such as evaluators, psycho]og1sts,
counselors, floor supervisors, etc. However, there will be many occasions when
-other- peop1e will have significant roles in the evaluation. .If everyone does
not recognize the 1mportance of their’ ro]es, the evaluation may be adversely

' affected ' .

. parents. evaluator fails to inform ths parents of their role; -
instead he reTies on the client to communicate the fnformation to the parents
Lonsequently, the first four days of evaluation the client consistently arrives
late in the morning. By the fifth day he fails to show up at all, so the

evalpator finally decides to contact the parents whereupon he learns that the -

‘ client told them thet it was all right to be 20 to 30 minutes late and that
the evaluation was over after four days. In this case, individuals who had
significant involvement in the evaluation were never adeguate]y informed of
their roles 'ahd respons1b111t1es .The result was the provision of a disrupted,
poorly p]anned service which probab]y only served:to further confuse any
oo understand1ng of the client. “ -
Failure. to inform statf members of their roles can be éven more damaging
Picture the hap]ees client who the evaluator sends to psycho]og1ca1 services

-
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be administered should be “identified,'e.g., Va1par Simulated Assembly Work ,

‘example, suppose ‘a c]1ént is referred for evaluation and he is ac- -

»

(\ .

.



* - _ before the vocational evatuation ends. It is easy to see how a. client in such

+

~ ®~pe identified, but they must un#@rstang their responsibilities.

2o ~cause-of-many—of—-the—clients—referred for vocational evaluation, Manipulative,
_aggressive, or dependent clients may-inadvertently be encouraged to ach out. -

-

e

o working with a ¢lient, the evaluator might meet with each of tnﬁm,.discuss- '
' their roles, and ask them to sign the IEP. . Whatever method is

- ever, after the initial mechanical test, it bacomes .apparent .that the client

. - : .
' L * . ~ ' ‘ « ® * -
v B 3 . . . B . .
4 0 - . .
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for pensonal;;y-assessmept. But 'when the client arrives,-he is informed that.
there is no !!ord of ,any appointment’ or requested tests, .so he is "pihg-. .
ponged" . back the evatwdtor who then hurriedly tries to set up a test date .

a situation coyld becgme bewildered and®lose confidente ip the entire,evalua-

tion process. v . f . -
e - ' ' . e ,...g' . : 'r., ~

Primary responsibility for insuring thatﬁall parties are aware .of . their

roles lies with.the vocational evaluator, for he should be the one individual

who coordinates and plans all activities in an organized and efficient manner.

By making people aware of their responsibi]ities, the evaluator is taking a -
~course of action which will facilitate th deécurrence-of a smooth and. orderly
- ' sequence of pvents.. There are many ways of. informing peoplé of their roles

and making dure that they understand their responsibilifies. If several people

D

~are to pe involved with a client, it may be advantageous to hold a ‘formal .

staffing and clarify eash person's role.’ Minutes of the staffigg may be sent
to other members that will be involved, or if only, one or two pebple will be

] sed, the im-
portant point is:/that people who are to be involved in'the plan must rot only

Role clarification Shong staff members is also particularly important be-

their maladaptive behaviors if all those invoTved are not aware of their roles.
By knowing théir responsibilities, significant others provide a structured
setting:in which the evaluation can progress systematically. ° :

.
H

Plan Review’and Modification

. - R o . B ’- Y Do
‘Section "d" of standard.3.4.3.1.1.3 implies that the evaluation plan is to -

be flexible and open to modification throughout the entire evaluation.process.
It should be regularly reviewed in order to assess progress in terms of' meeting
the stated -goals, satisfying time limitations, and insuring that the plan is-
being carried out in an organized manper. It must.also be adaptable enough so
as to meet the client's needs as they change. S T

§?§>

t

Genera11y'speaking;'a?ter the evaluatdr has reviewed the referral informa- -

tion, he-will.begin to write the plan. This will usually take place before the

“client arrives at the facility; however, this is only a portion of the.plan and

it will usually be expanded or modified once the cliént arrives. For example,
during the initial interview the client may express an interest in a job area
which was not indicated in the referral informatjon and, therefore, not noted"
in the IEP. . In this case, the evaluator shoyld modify the IEP to include
assessment in the newly relevant area. o )

~In other casesy the IEP may indicate that the evaluator plans to give a
series of work samples designed to assesg a client's mechanical ‘skills.. ‘How-

is severely 1imited-im this area, thus, the amount of time given to further” *

~ assessment should be reduced, and the plan would, therefore, be modified to

‘eliminate some of thé previously scheduled assessment techniques.
f | . . -‘ \' | . e... ‘ .
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hird example is re]ated to p]an review. Dur1ng the initial stage§ of
IEP dbv lopment, the evaluator may note that hé plans to review the IEP at the
M1dpo1n o{ the evaluation.™ However, when the c11ent arrives, his behavi

S0 disruptive ggd -his performance so erratig that the evaluator decides t

view the p a datly basis. Such a change ref]ects a s1gn\f1cant mod1f1-
cation of Che IEP . . \C

[ S
Pl
& 1 - -

gf 51gn1f1cant changes in the or1g\ha1 plah are necessary in terms of

" changing goals-or increased evaluatiomtime, the referral source should be

contacted and the suggested changes discussed.. Most modifications are reason-
- ably Just1f1ed when they. are attempts to-, better meet the needs of the client:
or referral source. Flexibility throughout the entire planning process 1s an
_1ntegra1 characteristic of effective 1nd1V1dua1 evaluation p]annlng ;o
: From® the previous d1scuss1on it shod]d be understood that these five: com-
ponents dre fhe core requirements for individual evaluation planning. These
are the cr1ter1a which CARF utilizes in assessing the evaluation planning
aspects of a ‘program. 'However, there are several other factors which facili-

_k\:fnes may wish to incorporate as part of the1r evauat1on p]ann1ng program

They may Jdnclude:

. . \
» ’ }

1. Ident1fy1ng demographic data such as name, age d1sab111ty, educat1on, :

sex, etc. ‘ : o
_Specifying the_evaluation period. . _ , e ity

Noting test administration dates. .. ' pER
, 4 Qutcomds codes for each referra] quest1oh such as: o

-(4a) Yes, ‘the referral quest1on was answered by vocational evaluation.
(4b) No, the referral question was not answereingy vocational
" - evaluation.
, . ~(4c) Additional time is needed to answer the ngﬂgrra] quest1on by the
: evaluation process. . R
) (4d) This referral question cannot be answered éy any ava11abTe :
' : evaluation processes. (Thomas, 1978) ‘
i e ' ' »
5. Test scores “and resu]ts '
6. Exp]anat1ons of plan mod1f1cat1ons

-~
-

" By 1nc1ud1ng this add1t1onal,1nformat1on as part of the individual eval-

" uation plan, the evaluator identifies related supportive information which

.contributes to the overall picture of the client and.his performance. The
IEP format a facility utilizes should-be based on the needs of-the clients,
program goals, and evaluator expertise; therefore, many d1fferent k1nd§ of
formats may be used effect1ve1y . )
¢ I 4 i
In this part, we have d1scussed ‘the essential components .of the 1nd1v1dua1
evaluation plan as well as offered interpretations and examples of each portion
of the standard. One can see that .each guide]ine,may be clearly distinguished
and that they were develdped by professionals. in the fields of vocational eval-
uation and work adjustment who recognized that the individual needs of the -
client could best be met thcough a .sy$@tematic approach to assessment. This
.observation was supported by CARF who.adopted these guidelines as eva}uat1on
p]anqspg standards for vocationa] eva]uat1on programs. . \\\;

. .
: ~ . .
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Severa] 1mportant points related to individual eva]uat1on p]ann1ng were . .

: noted; .First of all, planning must be flexible anid tailored. to individual"
-.client needs. Second the: IEP must bé written and it-must meet- certain cri-
o tevia, if it is fo sat1sfy CARF standdards. Third, there are Qther.factors not
' - .specified in the guidelines which facilities may choose to include as ‘part. of
their planning process. Examples include: noting démqgraph1c data, outcomes
_ codes,. evaluation periods, etc. Ladt and most -important, individual evaluation
< ' p]anninq should be carrieq out for ‘the purpose of better meeting c11ent needs
- rather than simply satisfying adm1n1stﬁht1ve requirements. .
* . A]thouqh vach of the gu1deﬁ1nes is des1gned to serve many d1fferent
« *. purposes, the overall éffect of vocat1ona1 eva]uators actively practicing
' effective individual evaluation planning is ¢hat ¢lients wid 1. receive pro- ?
'~ fessional vocational evaluation sérv1ces which are specifically de31gned to
meet their unique and speC1a1 needs.’ . .
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~ evaluator must obtain additional 1nformat1on even without the aid of the '

Hav1ng alreaQy d1scussed why 1nd1v1dua1 eva]uat1on pJann1ng\1s 1mportant
and what. the essentza] components are, we may.now move on~tp lpoking at how
evaluation planning is actua]]y practiced. In this section we will use the -
- referral information offered in Append1x A to develop a written individual -

- evaluation plan fol1ow1ng the formgi_offered in .Appendix.B, page 37.° It should:

. b& noted, however,, that Append1x B is only a sample format and js not presented '
for the purpose of. serving'as-a’ "model" IEP. Exampleg of other formats may be e
founl 4n. Appendices q% D, o E, and ?hc111t1es.are encouraged 1o deve]op for- :
mats which better mee the1r 1nd1v1dual needs. . - , . :

o . : A
A - Dnce a. c14ent is screened by a fac111ty ‘and. accepted for vocational eva]u-- ) ~
ation services, a step-by-step process begins which will ultimately .1ead to the PR
creat/on of an_ 1nd1v1dua{}eva1uat1on plan. . Although, for this exercise,: these -
steps'w111 be described as if they were separate and independent processes, it

1d be,noted that in actual practice there will often be considerable over- ¢
1ap among\steps. For example, plan.review. and- modification may take place ..; - v
throughout the entire planning process, a]though they are escrbed within this
. context as independent. funct1ons , o _ SRR .
Ty .

Step 1. Accumu]at1on of Referra] Information

As ment10ned_prev1ous]y, one,of the most ;moortont.prerequisites to ef- .

. fective evaluation planning is the acquisition.of comprehensive and meaningful

referral information. This step is important because ¥eferral information pro-
vides the data which shapes the evaluator's ipitial understanding of the client

‘and his needs. Incomp1ete information will at bést provide only a partial pic-

ture of the client's needsy and at ‘worst it may promote the*déVelopment of an

1naccurate understand1ng of the client. - _ _ - 4
A]ways keep. in mind that the referral’ source has primary responsibilijty S

- for gathering background information and seeing that the evaluator receives

- whatever data is neegfled.- This.will generally include medical, psychological,
-educatiopal, vocational, personal, and secial histories. However, should the

" referral soprce fail to or be unable to provide the necessary information, .-

then' the evaluator must assume much of the resporisibility for securing ipean-
ingful+and accurate background information. Thus, the evaluator must never

‘assume a passive role wheréin he simply sits back and waits for all the .neces~'

sary informatian to appear on his deésk, Ideally, tMere will”be a coo&erat1ve- ._L
effort between the referral source and the evaluator with the former sharing :
all available information with the evaluator who then procéeds. to obtain any

" additional informatioh which he feels is necessary. Manytimes the referral

source will have very little background information on a particular client,
and..in these cases, if the needs of the client are tp be ‘fully understood, the

referral- source.

R AN

For examp]e\ the referra] information provided to an evaluator from a L
_referra] source might only .indicate that a client has a learning. d1a9111ty "
In this case, the evaluator would be well adviged to contact the referral - .

' source and ask for add1t1ona1 explanation. the referral source does .not
;,A \-l N . .
. e | . x.- N *
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.t “have any more S 1nformat1on in this regard, the eva]uator should contact
the appropriate ool authorities, psychologists, teachers, parents, etc., to
¢t - determing exactly what the term means.q With only the initial referral .informa-
. tion, the evaluator does not know whether the’ hand1cap 1s related to behav1sra1
disorders, speech hearing, visibn, etc. .
Appendlx ‘A is an example of tharough referra} information whith was pro-
vided to an evaluation unit by a. rehab111t$kTon counselor. Note that at the
‘bottom of the page along with tﬁ1s information, the counselor forwarded ‘medi-
‘cal, psychologital, and educattonal records. With such a comprehensive source
c e of mater1a1s on hand, the evaluator may read11y proceed to step two of the
R 1nd1v1dua1 eva]uat1on p]ann1ng process .

v L
- -

Step 2 Exam1nat1on of;Referra] Information

~

At tﬁ1s stage, the eva]uator shou]d begin to thorough]y study the deta1ls~
of the referral -information.. In,so doing, he develops a basic understanding
. of the*client's needs and 1nterests as well as the purpose of the evaluation.
' For. examp]e, after reviewing Appendix A, one can see that several of the
c11ent s needs and 1nterests have been 1dent1f1ed

-I. He wants to deve]op a vocational ebjective.

o g2 —He-wanbs-to-train£or_a vacational objective 1f necessary.
3. He wants to obtain a job. =
4. .He may need special help adjusting to the center.
5. He wants /to establish new. social relationships, espec1a]!y with g1rls.
6. He is 1nterested in mechanical and commun1cat1ons work. -

. Additionally, the evaluator can see that the purpose of‘the eva]uat1on is to

.assist in deve]op1ng a vocational objective and determ1n1ng 1f tra1n1ng is
- needed and if-it 1s ava11ab1e 4t the center.

. ‘Thus, one can see how the referral 1nformat1on provides a, basis for the =<'
eva1uator s understanding of some of the client's needs as well .as why he has
been referred. However. even z1th the provision of detailed referral informa- .
tion, the evaluator may still fave some questions about the client's background.
In this case, the evaluator may want to contact some of the client's prev:ous
- ) emp]oyers and find out-what specific skills and duties were involved in the
- jobs he had and why“he received no.regular wages. This additional work could
result in obtaining more detailed 1nformat1on For example;, the evaluyator
might find .that as a filling station he]per .the client actually spent most of
his time 01Ean1ng the rest rooms and sweeping the garage rather. than servicing
customers' cars. In this case, his work experience is really more closely re-
S lated to custodial work than mechanics, and this observat1on may have important
. wramif1cat1ons for deve10p1ng vocational goals. . o

? *Another example involves a situation where1n referral 1nformat1on from
different sources is in conflict. For examp]e, a psycholog1st s report might’
indicate that there is no evidence of -any psychological impairment, whereas
reports from the family indicate that the client has displayed very bizarre
behavior patterns at times. In,such a case the evaluator would be wise :to
contact the referral source along with the family and Q§§:201091st and attempt

&

to clarify the'ir observations so that fh; evaluation sONf mjght aﬁt1c1pate

" any prob]ems that could arisé, as well as obtain an integkated.picture of- the

client. ; _ .« S
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Once the evaly
.and obtained any &dditional information he. deems necessary, ‘he should have a
e 'clidnt's needs, abilities, and limi-

1fy specnf1c quest1ons which the

dtor has thorough]y revigz:d all the referra] ‘information

relatively accurate understanding. of’
tations, and may, therefore, begin to 1
_ eva1uat1on should attempt to answer

c-L .t
RS %

Step 3: Ident1fy1nijeferra1 Quest1ons

[ ]

Dur1ng the process of 1dent1fy1ng c11ent.needs a_d deve]opmenta] back-
(“_ ground, the evaluator ailso beg1ns to formulate' ideas & Ouﬁ the needs of the
~ reFerral source in terms of noting specific referral_questions. As ment1qpe¢
. .previously, the initial referral qdbst1ons“are the resp sibility of the re-
B ~~ “ferral source, but if the referral source -failg to clealy identify these
quest1ons, then the evaluator must assume respoqs ibi Hi fi developing the . .
. majority of referral questions. Onc€ the evalua\gr has a’clear understanding
- of exactly what thé referral source wants and theayerall purpose of .the '
-eva]uat1on, each referral quest1on shou]d be wr:tten rn&q‘the-JEP
In our examp]e, the counse?or ‘has 1dent1f1ed several veferral questions.
They, in turn, have each been written in the sample IEP (pp. 37-38) and are.
noted -under ‘the sectwon, Referra] Quest1ons to be Answered They 1nc1ude :
quest1ons 1- 6

e *

: . . 1. How-doas-the ehent aé;ust to-new thuat;gns mdm]duals, and grmms? :
§ : 2. Does the client apply:-his ability to learn? .

3. Does he follow through and master materialya §s1gned to him?

4, Is his writing limjtation a big obstaéﬂea\ig

5. _What can he do best within his limitations? R

6, Is vocat1ona1 training needed and where. i¢ Wt ava11ab1e7

»
‘I
1

& - It shou]d also He noted that a]though the ma30,1ty of .theSe referral
- questions were noted in Section 2, Programming, of the initial referral in-
~formatian (see” Appendix A), oftent1mes the quest1ons will be scattered
throughout the referral information. Even in thesd cases, it still remains
the responsibility of the evaluator to identify and understand all of the
referral guestions. =~%{ the evaluator should assume that all the information .
¥ the referral source is requesting will be clearly and neatly ified, it
is quite 11ke1y that he will overlook. some 1mportant questions. ' ;

&

: One shou]d also note that there are additional referral quest1 s listed
C g “on the samp]e,lEP*wh1ch were not developed by the referral source. Juestion
*5"  number seven is an example of a referral question asked by the evaluator and

based. upon his review of the client's background. It asks, "What are his job
seeking skills?" This question is the result of the ewvaluator's observation
that the.client has never held a competitive job; therefore, it is possible .
.that he has never learned about the job seeking process. ' It is certa1n1y a
legitimate question since limitations in this regard could prove to_be sig-
nificant barriers to employment. Additionally, because assessing these factors

~ will not significantly alter the original purpose of the evaluation, the ques-
t1on has been added without consultation with the referral _source.

. It- shou]d be emphas1zeﬂ that in order to avoid confusion, - referra] ques-
tions should be as specific as possible. If the evaluator is uncertain as .to
exact]y what information the referral source is requesting, the former shou]d

'1.8\ . : 23 .
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contact the 1atter and have the question clarified.. This will insure that both
the ‘evaluator and the referral source have the same goa]s and objectives in
mind before the evaluation beg1ns ' _ _ . ..
W, . T -
Several examp]é%lof how ° vague referra] quest1ons may be rev1sed and made
more speC1f1c are noted be]ow

K i o
: : ‘ T . i‘
0r1g1na1 Quest1on : G Rev1sed-Quest1on ' N
:1. '"what are his work capab111t1es?“ 1. "In what JOb areas can he per- \
L e ' - form compet1t1ve1y?"
12. "Can hé'Jift neavy bbjects?" ,: _-2; "Can'he continuously 1lift ob- ' o
- ' T jects of up. to'50 poupds for-. i \Qk'
|  periods ‘randing up three . -
- ' - . hours?" ‘ . N
- - 13. "Can she live ihdependeht]y?" ‘ 3. "What are her budget1ng‘ pur- | _ ;;§
~ ‘ ' e - chasing, banking, money han- t
. ' ' . / - dling, cooking, and transporta-
| . : R tion usage sk11157“ X
4. "What are his interests?” = - 4. "What are his expressed and. | 4 -
” _ tested—job—interests oo f—s-e-
5. "What ‘are her bas1c educational - 5. ;"Are her reading, writing, and
skills?" . . . Aarithmetic skills adequate for™
: : . working as a supermarket
| cash1er?" . ;
16. "Is he a dependable worker?" = | 6. "Does he completg all assign-~ '
' * . ments and shéw gdod attendance
. . « and punctuality?”
v, 7. "With job training could he 7. ‘"With job training.at ABC Trade
* become a mechanic?" ' School could he become an auto |
: : mechan1c7“ : ‘
[ 1 l .
- i With régard to referral quest1ons, theré are five important points to keep
‘ in mind: 7 | ~
ST I.Q'Each referral. quest10n must be written into the IEP. y
: 2. Referral quest1ons should be as_clearly stated and as specific as e
possible. . .
3. Referral quest1ons may come from oth the referra] source and
/ evaluator.
y -4, Additional referral questions may be added dur1ng the actual assess~
ment p;ocess (this point will be_ d1scussed in Step 7, Plan*Modifi-
_ cation
. . 5. Where possible, add1t1ona1 information shou]d accompany the referra]

- .question so that the evaluator understands- the - bas1s and background
of the quest1on .

o - : , 19 24
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With, regard to point numbef'f:ve, the referral source m1ght indicate that in

reference to question number two, noted above, he is specifically interested

in placing the client in.a joh as a br1ck1ayer s helper. .This-additional in-
~-formation can be an asset to an evaluator in terms of assessing spec1f1c c11ent (

b

Co capabilities. . | A K .
‘ Step 4:' Ident1fy1hg;Ap he' ite Eva]uat16h TeChntgues LT

quest1ons and has written t m into the I he should then proceed to the . °
next step. Step 4 fnvolves chapsing th ssessmentdtechn1ques and- instfuments.
which will a qek the referral q t;e '1n_as effective and efficient a -
manner as p s;b e, L : .

-

_ _ Th1s the" stage where1n the eveIu' or's professional expertise becomes .
crucial, sihce choosing the wrong assessment procedures may result #n failuré |
to obta1n any, meaningful 1nformatxon,\b’ even worse, encourage a m151nterpre~
tation of the\cl1ent S capab111t1es , led "this happen, the client's overall
rehabilitatian’ progress may be serip £1y Vimpeded because he may be recommended
for additional training, adJustment or placemept services which do not cor-.

. respond with hws\capab111t1esw XIn SO U ses a client might even be denied
rehab111tat1on serv1ces from ghkch he duld berefit. N A 3 ;’

_ A oF
Append1x B g1ves severa exampl_ ,df&d1fferent assessment techhiques which:

an evaluator pTEﬁ§‘f“’“§“*Tﬁ oF éP‘Uﬂ?TQﬁ?W*ET‘ﬁU§?tﬁﬂﬁr1ﬂTtTETTY"“""“"“
asked in Appendix A.' Note  that to the dutside -observer, some of the assess;?ﬁt )

technique titles indicate that t 'y, obviously directly relate.to the referr
“questions. For example, ,in rega‘ wto referral quest1on number ‘seven,, "What

his job seeking skills?" the asses‘ment teehn1ques ‘of filling dut job app]m@a-
. tiaons and role playing an interview are ,0bvipus ways to assess. his job seek1ng
“skills. On the other hand, eferral questt number two, "Does-he apply his
ability to learn?" is relati ely less spechAf. c "and the resulting assessment
. ¥dchniques are not as obv;bus easunes af.invthe prev1ous example. In this
ase, the automotive and p]umbing work- samples,require pre-training score R
Llowed by a period of programned s 7fr1ny r&ct1on and ending with PP t«
ining score. The evaluator be11eved that comparing pre- and post 1 ing
scores would provide ‘a good measure of whether o# not the ciient actually
applied his ability to learn. Additionally, the problem solving task andiizl-

¥y . lowiag instructions exercise requ1red hat the client 4earn some new matgkial
the .
unt

and then apply what he learned to some | #Cct1ca1'shtuat1ons Once again,

evinféormation as to the:*a
a] . M * . \.

evaluator felt these technigues
of effort the client put into 1

would provide soj
184rning the mater

}

-In add1t1on to ¢ oos1ndethe ppropr1ate as~-ssment techniques, this step
provides a ‘good point at whieh toipegin some te\tat1v scheduling. Note that
right next to the assessment. ﬁechﬁ ;fluatdr has listed each expected -
adminisgration date. Althoug ghange due to unanticipated fac- -
~tors (e.qg., the client Rroves to be very s]ow } some tasks, he becomes ill, or -
another client d1srUpts his work), they providf a relatively stable schedule of .
" activities which assists in making effective #se of both evaluator and client
; -t1me Although CARF standards do not gndicatl- that adm1n1strat1on dates must

notations since it prOV1des a ready hefzﬁﬁn', for the evaluator's daily plan-

p

h% \ ning. In addition to this, after the evalydtion is completed, it provides a
" concisely written: ‘record of when each procegureioccurred

- .-
{ - L
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First of al$, “the evaluptor musthote in t

;. importantly, there mqst:be ev1dence.that the peop]elqnvolved upderstand the1r
; ro]e;« Y za.
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Step 5: L1st1ng,EersonS\Involved and C]ar1;y1ng The1h Roles _ o < -
As was suggested in Part II, one of t ?% most 1mportant aspects of eva]ua-

tion planning .is assuring that: a11 people involved in the client®s plan un- _ e

derstand what their. rofes and rgsponsibilities -dre in ‘regard to meeting.the

needs of the c11ent This: sta Al pTannvag actua]]y ifvolves two points.
e. LEP who. s involved in carrying - .7

out the plan.~ In. our gxample, the persons iavolvéd in the administration .of o

eac assessméht technique .are noted in the last eolumn: Secondly, and most S~

& .
- . - -

C]ar1ﬁy1ng ro]e respons1b1L1t1es may‘be done 1n a variety of ways As . }f )
mentioned previpusly, the evaluator may wish to hold a staffing prior to the,
c11ent s arrival so,that each staff member's role can be’thoroughly d1scu§sed
and expla1ned The minutes of such -a meeting would serve to indicate thath\

"‘Reople were: made aware of “their roles, or the evaluator may choose to contdct - o -
fg .

each st®ff member,ind1v1dua11y, and 1nforma11y explain their rolés and poss bly
have them sign the IEP as is shown in the sample. - If parents,” teachers,. etc.,".

‘are’involved, the evaluator may choose to contact them by phone; but whatever

the case may 'be, there must be some documented evidence that not-only each per-. Y

~son _involved in the evaluation is listed on the TEP, but that they also under- <.

stand their roles. The. end result of th1s process is that-the evaluation will
proceed.;in a smooth and orderly manner. It is not adequate to simply:-Tist the
people ‘involved as "evaluation staff" or "psychological serviges™ since this is-

_‘too'genera?*and*pr&vfdes*ﬁTtt%e-meanTngfu%—+nfurmatfon"-“Such"an*approach"uahﬁrﬂ~“--¥**
_ to limit accountab111ty on the part ef the people 1nv01ved . B -

It should be noted that Steps 1-5 take place before. the client. has begun r

\the'actual evaluat1on process. In some: instahces the cljent may have visited
. the facility as part of the screening process; however, id many other cases- he .-

will have had no personal contact with any of. the‘?acrlxtyfpersonnel - As-sueh,
his involvement in the initial planning piocess. is necessar11y 11m1ted Yet '
effective initial p]ann1ng 1s 1mportant 15 . sevgral qeas%hs , Karn® (197B)
indicated that: 8 o

" The cat1ona1e for obtaining referra] data e11 before the onset of
the evaluator's activities is threefold. TFirst, clients can tdhe :
.tiate évaluation activities in a systematic manner as%ioon as Y- .
.arrive at the evaluation center. As a result, client™ime is us o

more effectively,. the evaluator is provided W1th immediate kands-on. ) N\ e
options for clients who are hard to manage, and the evaluatgr has N
some assessment task options when starting’several clients simul- . 7
“tanequsly. - Secondly, if referral ihformation is incomplete or the *+ ). -

referral question is-vague, “evaluators have adequate time to com-
municate with the referral source in order to\obtain needed back- -
ground data about the client, or to find out shecifically what the - - ‘ * .
“referral source wants to know about the client. stly, the evalu- ' '
ator and facility have adequate time to/prepare special programming
or modify the physical plant to meet the needs of/ the clients with
severe disabilities, as well as time for the staff ‘to become ori-
ented to ‘the needs of individuals with particular hand1capp1ng
cond1t1ons (page 44)




-

Thus one qan see that the initial -evaluation p]ann1ng which takes p]ace
pr1or to the client's arrival is crucial to the assurance of a well coord1nated
" 'vocational evaluation process.. Yet, one should keep in mihd that the initial,
planning’ period 1s only .one segment of the overall 1nd1v1dua] eva]uat1on

-p]annxng process

=

) . ' . . . .

Step 6: The Initial Interview ~ . | o 3

. L4

L}

---—1n régard to the IEP, the initial 1nterv1ew serves three pr1mary purposes.

- First, it allows the évaluator an opporthnlty to meet with the client and ex-

“p]a1n what will be taking place during the eva]uat1on why the evaluation is .
-important, and how #t relates to meeting his needs. - Any questions the client
has can be discussed and client/evaluator communication is, therefore,. facil-
itated. More 1mportant]y, -the initial interview prov1des the' client with a

- basis for assuming an active role in the evaluation proces$ and any future
evaluation planning, For example, durigg the interview the Client may express
an 1nterest in exploring an area which was previously unmentioned. The eval-
uator may then incorporate this additional 1nf0n§at1on ‘into the IEP." On. the

L other hand, the client may indicate ‘that he does not want: to pant1c1pate in a

specific evaluation technique which had previously been-included in the initial

[y

plan, Ih either case, the client is given the opportun1ty to act1ve1y

ppar't-}t-%pate—’rn theﬂ%enmng—pmeess_\

Second the interview prov1des a method by which certa1n questions wh1ch
might not othenw1se be answered can be resolved. In our example one quest1on
Jis related to what.specific skills and duties were inwolved in his previous
noncompetitive ‘work experiences. The initial interview prov1des the evaluator

~ with a viable technique for exploring this type of .question. ‘Similarly, othef

_.questions closely relat&d to the client's:employment ‘potential may.be answered:
during the initial interview.- "Is he witling to relocate and if so, where?.
What transportation does he have available? “Does he have endugh f1nqnc1a]

. support to allow him to part1c1gate in’long-t@rm training or ‘is immediate -

employment necessary? Will.he require additionai medical services such as
surgery, that would d1srupt his work?" A1l of these questions are important -
considerations which can be thoroughly d1scussed and answéred during the
~initial 1nterv1ew -

Third," the~1n1t1al 1nterv1ew allows the evaluater to develof dditiona]
heretofovre unexplored referra] questions. For example; the clien®in this case
might express an interest -in doing bench work assembly -in a large manufactur1ng

plant even though he made ro mention of this to-the referral source. The eval-

uator might then add to his list of referral questions, "Can he perform as-
SEmh]y tasks at or near compet1t1ve rates?" . =

.. “ In other cases, the evaluator may obsefve behav1or patterns dur1ng the
1n1t1a] interview, e.g., excessive anxiety, distractibility, confused thought.

processes, etc., which he may w1sh_to study more closely during. the evaluat1on.'

in order to see if they are recurr1ng patterns. Referral questions for each
problem*noted would be developed, i.e., "Is she anxious in group and/or
1nd1v1dua] work situations?" :

(]

From the aforement1oned 1nformat10n, one can see that the initial inter-

-view.has a variety of functions, but it bas1ca11y provides a means for-ori-
ent1ng the client, answer1ng some ex1st1ng questions, or it may prove to be a
st1mu1us for ask1ng add1t1ona] prev1ous]y unidentified quest1ons '

\‘\- . ) .‘ . - /
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Step 7: Plan Modification T o S .

Although the IEP may be mod1f1ed at any time dur1ng the evaluat1on, 1t is
.noted here because it genérally occurs after the initial interview, since it is
- at this time ‘that the evaluator gets direct feedback from the client. Gener-
ally speaking, plan modification is 1nd1cated when the information provided by
the. referral source does not correspond with that offered by the client or
unant1c1pated behaviors or events take place. .

" For example, Append1x A shows that, the referra] source on]y lists the, .
c11ent < vocational goals as ‘radio_and drafting. However, suppose that during
" the.evaluation the client observes other clients doing assembly work and then s
expresses a.strong interest in this activity. Should the- plan be modified so
- as to include some a$sessment-of his assemb]y skills? - The answer 1s yes be-
.. cause by adjusting the p]an the eva%uator is attempt1ng to better ‘meet the
needs of the c11ent

-

-evaluator chooses a set of assessment’ techn1ques which require reading, yet

. when-the client arrives, the evaluator discovers that the client has no read-
ing skills, in spite of the fact'that this limitation-was never reflected -in
any of the .referral information.. In this instance, the plan would have to be .

‘ Other examples of p]an m0d1f1catwn rmght include . mstances wherein an

modified—tomeet—the meeds of the cT1ent] in other words, different assessment
techniques which do not reduire jreading would have to be listed on the evalu-
ation plan or the evaluator mlght mod1fy ‘the instructional procedures of- the
assessment techniques ‘already listed in‘ the plan so that they do not require
reading. - In qther cases,. a plan may simply need to be modif1ed due to c11ent
-~ absences wh1ch 1nterrupt scheduling. RS . :

&

. , y . .
R Al though CARF standards do not require that the reasons for any mod1f1ca-
. tions be noted, it is, however, a good practice to 1ist the reasons for each
.<ichange somewhere in the evaluation record. Such information provides a va]u-
able reference for understand1ng any change in the evaluat1on process shoul
it be necessary to review it at a 1ater date. . .
- . y .
. For example, if an.IEP indicates that a series of. schedu]ed work samp]es
were deleted and nevgr administered, it might be due to a var1ety of circum-
. stances’ e.qg., the client was absent, lost interest in these areas, or refused
to cooperate because they'were group tasks. By noting the reasons on the IEP,
: anyone who reviews the -plan can see the specific réasons why the plan was
. modified, thereby, gain1ng better insight into the plan's progress and- the '
- . reasons - for the evaluator's decision to make»mod1f1cat1ons _ -

v e
¢

_'Step 8: Forma] Testing Begins/Plan ReV1ew :

_ \ ‘ Once the eva1uator has 1dent1f1ed the referra] questions, the assessment f‘“‘]
' methods - ang procedures, people involved, review dates, and any plan modifica- “ i
tions, he may begin the formal testing process. He will use the IEP which he
deve]oped in Steps 1-7 to serve as a guide in: the adm1nistrat1on-of the assess- .
ment techn1ques noted on the IEP schedule. '

*

-

y Although, at this stage, the eva]uator has a’ comprehen31ve written IEP
~:.available, remember that it is still open to modification since events might
occur wh1ch would necessitate changes in the plan. For example, the client
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‘might discover during the work sample testing-that he is really not at all (g;"'
interested’ in an.occupational area for which he initdally expressed a strong n.fﬂ
v ‘preference:. Such unexpected changes are not uscommon among clients with little .
" .or no work expérience or who have superficial vocational preferences. A cli-
.ent may believe that he wants to be an auto mechanic simply because Uncle Bill
is one; however, having never done that type of work before, the client quickly .
learns through.wenk sample testing or job site experience ¢that he actually dis-
Tikes that type of work. When this happens, the evaluator may chioose to modify
the plan so as to discontinue testing in that area so that other areas might.-be
more thoroughly explored. In our example, the IEP reflecfs that this is what .
has happened. The evaluator discontinued the previously. planned automotive
mechanics. work and substituted bench werk for which the elient expressed a

strong interest. '
* In. other cases thgéﬁTEﬁ may "have to: be modified due to unforéseen prob-
lems. For example; once testing begins, the-evaluator may’ observe.that the
-, client has several behavioral problems such as being easily distracted from ,
his work, disturbing co-worKers, léaving his work station, etc.. In these - o '
Circumstances .the evaluator may decide to review the plan on a daily basis .
.-.and substitute assessment techniques that require close supervision of the
. ©  client for previously scheduled methods which would have-allowed the client

.

towork TeTativety Tndependently. Iii any case, 11 the evajuation 15 to truly —
meet the needs of the client, the.IEP_must‘Femain'flexiyle at all times. A .
Obviously, during the testing phase, the client's performance is opserved .
and recorded and his progress discussed with him.- This provides. the basis for
review of the.plan and determination of whether or-not the evaluation is pro-
gressing in such a.way as to achieve the plan's-goals ahd.objectives. Are the' - N
- referral questions being, answered and, if not, how can* the plan be modified so >, ., .
as to better at¢hieve th¥s objective? Some evaluators may choose to.have pre- ‘
.determined reyiew dates. For examplej an evaluator might choose to regularly
s review most clients' plan progress at the midpoint,of the evaluation. Other
evaluators may ‘prefer to leave the.review dates open so that review will only
take place when the evaluator feels that jt, is needed. Still others will use
a combiried method of review wherein spefghghc checkpoint review dates are noted .
during the initial planning period, an .s;ddtﬁbnal review dates will be added.
according to ‘the progress of each ind#ividual case. Whichever review method is R
* .used, it should always be. kept in mind that plan review is important, since it
is only by assessing how well the goals are being met during-the .evaluation, BN
° that one may avoid ending an evaluation prematurely without obtaining adequate
answersiig the referral questions. _ N ‘ .=

"

J

If an evaluator does not periodically review a plan, he may overlook sig-
nificant trends that might be .occurring during the evaluation. For example,
~ through reviewing client progress, the evaluator might find that the.client
consistently performs poorly on tasks requiring extensivé reading; however, he .-
performs much better .on similar tasks which do -not require reading. By review-
R ing tHe plan, the evgluator is offered the opportunity to re-administer the
reading oriented tasks in order to find out if the client's poor performance
was due to lack of task related ability or difficulty reading for long péeriods. .
If the evaluator does not r&view the plan, it is likely that the client will
finish the testing and probably leave the facility before the evaluator recog-
hizes any significant performance patterns. Thus,.interpretations of the
cliept's performance are difficult and the evaluator has only a tentative.
~u‘tanding of.some of the client's capabilities. " .

- :I
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Another: example is the case wherein the eva]uator fails. to rev1ew the -
pYan, and the client consistently performs poorly dn group tasis, When the .
evaluation is comp]etep the evaluator may make note of this problem, but’ be~

“cause the testing has ended, he is unable to find out why the problem occurred. )

- If he had reviewad the plan during-the evaluation, he would have had the: eppor-
tunity to not only identify the problem but determine what the cause was, e.g.,
peer pressure, distractibility, etc. A more complete understanding of. the '
-client_is possible if the evaluator not only knows that a problem exists but
why it occurs. Plan review, therefore, fac111tates a thorough understand1ng
of client performance. .

ey

$

_Step 9: (Client Performance Completed/Ex1t Interv1ew - ¢

Because the evaluator per1od1ca11y reviews the client’ s progress in regard
tosthe IEP. and regularly provides feedback tQ the client with regard to his L
'performance,.1t should be relatively easy for him to determine.when all the
referval questions have been answered as:thoroughly as possible and the client
should, -therefore, complete the evaluation.: Shortly after the testing ends, .
. the evaluator shou]d meet w1th the client to summarize the overall results in

mean1ngfgl;_gllgni_g_lenied“Ienms,_as well as answer any questiqns the client

.may have. This process is called the exit interview, and 11ke the initial in-
terview, it may also serve as-an addition&l evaluation techn1que For examp]e, ,
in our sample IEP, one of the purposes of the evaluation was fo assist in devel- .
oping a vocat1ona1 objective. The exit interview provides-an excellent oppor-
tunity for the client and evaluator to work together in deve]oping a vocational
goal, as opposed to the evaluator simply making job reéommendat1ons without
much input from the client. In this case, the gxit interyiew is actually part
of the IEP since it is one of the assessment techniques dentified by the ‘eval-
uator during the initial p]annfng period. If one was to review the results of.

-this evaluation, he might find that during the—ex1t3fnterv1ew the client devel¥

* oped a vocat1ona1 goal related to assembly jobs—'rather than mechan1cs or.

commun1cat1on ‘which were 1n1t1a]1y suggested * . _

The exit interview can also serve as an assessment tool for determ1n1ng
how much. the client has learned from the evaluation.. This is an important
point since CARF Standard-3.4.3.1.1.1.n indicates that the evaluation process’
should attempt to obtain information concerning "the: individual's ability tb
learn about himself as a result of the 1nformat1on obtained and- furnished
throagh the evaluation experience" (CARF, 1978,.p. 28). For example a client

" ‘might be referred to a facility for_the purpose of helping him sée that his
present vocational goals are unrealistic but other goals are_achievable. A
mentally handicapped client may want tdo be an electronics engineer, but given
the opportunity to try this type of work as well as others, he begins to see &
that his sk1llsAare not appropriate for engineering work, but he can do other
work. The exit interview provides a valuable.mode by which to assess the ex-
tent *to which a client's attitudes about his performance corresporid with his
work capab111t1es .

14

Step 10: IEP Completed

_ After Steps 1-9 have been comp]eted t e eva]uat1on planning process is
. essentially finished. Minimally, the eva]uator should have a written record

of: .. - S . )
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1. the referral questions, ‘ : .

2. the assessment techniques 'and procedures utilized, . S

3.. the people involved in carrying but the IEP and evidehce that they

- were aware of their roles, and > - S '
4. review dates and modifications. , : .

-~

. If t evaluator has this ihformation available, then it should be orga--
nized in $uch a way that an outside observer could generally understand what

_took plade, why, and who was involved. _It should reflect the occurrence of

an organized series of events which were designedsto meet the needs of the

“individual client.. - | o Lo

[

. In the.sample IEP, one can see that there were eight specific questions .

'Which were to be answered; specific assessment procedures were used to answer
‘each question; those individuals that were involved in the plan were identifiied
~an# aware of their roles; and plan modification and review dates are clearly’

specified. Results of each of the individual assessment procedures are not - -
included in the IEP, nor are any recommendations-or interpretations since this
information should be available -elsewhere in the evaluation.data and final re-

“port. Lkisting such information in the IEP is not required since it often
results in an unnecessary duplication- of information which is alveady available.

Report writing and dissemination of evaluation results are only peripheral to

- evaluation planning; however, a thoroughly documented IEP. can be-a useful ad--
‘junct to interpreting and reviewing results 'since jt provides a concise ‘and .
detailed summary of the entire evaluation process.; - '

In-Part-II1 we have examined the ten'stéps involved in developing the .

“individual -evaluation plan. From' this discussion, one can see that evaluation
planning 'is a systematic, ongoing process which is always open to modification,

and that the end result, the IEP, serves as the nucleus around which all other

evaluation activities revolve. :Without a.well conceived iEP, the qvera11 eval-

‘uation and any resulting interpretations or. recommendations are likely to occur

in a haphazard, unsubstantiated manner. 2
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) - "+ Summary -

From the aforementioned discussion, it should be understood that devel-
oping individual evaluation plans is important for two primary reasons. First
. of all,’and most importantly, it provides a systematic and directed -approach .
S to meeting the unique needs of people requiring vocational evaluation services.
Secéndly, individual evaluation planning provides a flexible, ongoing process
. ‘which results in a written record of the entire vocational evaluation process.
> . It, therefore, strongly discourages the "shotgun" approach-to vocational as=
. sessment,-which typically involves giving every client every avai1ab1% assess-

‘ment techniqle regardless of their individual needs.

.. . Evaluation planning should not be practiced simply for the purpose of .
meeting program or .administrative requirements. Rather it should be u3ed be-
‘~causé professionals in the fields of vocatignal evaluation and work adjustment
have long-récognized that only a systematic and directed approach to vocational

evaluation can insure that individual rehabilitation needs will be met. The

the client, referral source, and evaluator is facilitated; accountability is
* enhanced; management is improved; specific goals are developed and program - .
. effectiveness, in terms of achieving individual client-oriented goals, becomes
measurable. ‘A1l of these advantages contribute to one important outcome; indi-
v vidual client needs are met in the most !effective gnd efficient manner possible.

In developing.éhe IEP, there are several important factors which should be
kept in mind.. - ) s > - o
. 1.° Obtaining complete referral information is essential and sth]d be a
. cooperative effort between the referra] source and the evaluator,
2. Identifying‘cTear1y defined referral questions is the-key to gdod
. evaluation planning because it insures. that the evaluation meets

o . "~ the.client's needs. i . .
3. . The‘assessment techniques chosen &y the evaluator must- be appropriate -
withyregard to the needs, limitations, and capabilities of the client.
4. Evaluation planning is an Mgoing process, always open to review and .
- . modification. gy . o A
N 5. The IEP is not a vague, nebu1oés concept. It has five clearly .
. identifiable characteristics which include: . '

a. It shall be written and based on the individual needs of the ~ - ’
client. . ' ' :

It shall have clearly stated questions .that are tdf be answered. .

The assessment techniques. and procedures shall be outlined.

o The people involved in carrying out the plan shall be identified,
- and there shall be evidence that they understand their roles. \

_ ' : 2. There shall be evidence of periqdic review and any plan modifi-

o cations. -

Qa0 o

© 14 _is hoped that this publication will provide a tool whereby vocational

evaluators will begin to effectively practice individual evaluatjon planning,

. Evaluation planning is much more than_simply filling out forms! and ?egording

.o infoPmation. Rather, it {s a skill wiich requires considerablé expertise on
- the part of the évaluator, and once implemented as part of a.comprehensiVe

. _ - : : o

.7.7 o | : ~.-.... - . o ‘l ... ) . 27 . ‘ 32

benefjts of evaluation planning are many and far-reaching. Communication among "

S
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vocat1ona1 eva]uat1on program, effect1ve individual eva]uat1on p]ann1ng will
prove to be an invaluable asset in. providing profess1ona1 evaluat1on services
which meet the needs of hand1capped peop]e.‘ ) :
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APPENDIX Al -

. e An mple of "a Well-Rlanned and Docurniented Referral
to an Evaluation Unit from a Field Counselor
¢ T . Referral.Inf‘ormation.Sheet2
1;_ Counseling'Information (" | . J . o .:”'

Problems of clwent that affect tra1nab1l1ty and/or employab1l1ty.

of. *

:A. Med1cal and Psych1atr1c L ... ’

L]

, v .
- 1. Psycholog1cal problems seem to have been resolved Recommendation
- is to proceed w1th vocational planning ' y

2. 'L1m1tat19ns. In use of hands, has d1ff1culty with fine movements.
In use of legs._can walk and stand equipped with’ short leg. braces.

_B. Social: . . S
1. Fam1ly It 15 a pos1t1ve 1nfluence cooperatlve and will help 1n
- whatever way it can. o .
: . R - _ _ ¢ . : : :
 C. Psychological: : . | ' : | \

1. Motivation¢ .Good, pos1t1ve- ' He wants to determ1ne a vocatlenal
*~ objective and'tra1n for it.” ° :

2.’.Personal1ty: (see special reports).- - -
3. _Aoil}ty level:-:j;?e special reports)..

D. Educat1on.

-

*.. 1. Grade completed-n school: 11th grade. .
. e C
2. Subject-in wh1ch he succeeded best: Shop courses and mechanical
drawing. ‘ ' =
. ' . '.
- 3. See high school transcript. i

.
[

1Taken from Report No. 2, The Study Comm1ttee on Evaluat1op of Vocational
Potential (1966) pp. 21 27. -~ . .

2These mater1als were prepared an forwarded as initial referral information on
a client by Mr. Joseph L. Finnerty, counselor, Division of Vocational ‘Rehabili-
tation, Kansas, and were accompan1ed by a Medical Specialist's report, General
Medical Report, Psycholog1st s reéport of examination, a Psychotherap1st s
report of confﬁcts, and. complete school transcript and records



2.

. 3.

. E.

first time away from home and he will. need some special help at first.
He w1ll need one special, interested person to listen to him.

We. would hope that the client could enter directly into tra1n1ng if a

program can be estab]1shed that would meet approval.

: SOV z 36

-

-

Vocationalt | - - - . .
e . Present’ status Client is not working because he ‘does not have
sk111 that he can use that 1s w1th1n his 11m1tat1ons
2; Nork H1story. |
‘Furpiture stripping.-; - 7 months. - no.$ﬁTary
- Painter's helper. . = .9months -  no salary
- Filling station helper - 12 months - . no salary
. _ . be . . .
3. Past Vocational Training:- _
Woodworking ' - -3 years, h{gh school shop «
. Mechanical drawing - 1 year- high school cegrse ,
. W -
4. Vocational Goa] (client's): , C -
" Radio _ - mechan1ca1 and commun1cat1ons
Draft1ng - v
5. Vocat1ona1 Goal (counse]or s)
Poss1b1y radio, photography, or someth1ng that ‘would: 1nvolve the -
client with people singly rathe¢ than groups. o |
6. Emp]oyment or placement opportunities’ md§%’commonly available in
client's area: Aircraft industry, small manufacturing, all serv-
* jces necessary in area.of populat1on of about 280 000 .
Programming: ' ; ’
A.. What we would like to- know(about our. client from Center evaluat1on
1. M§g1cal and Psych1a¢r1c (Adequate 1nformat1on at present)
-2, Social: How does he adjust to the new situation, 1nd1V1duals,
and groups? . . .
3. Psychological: (adequate)h | )
g, Educat1onal1y Client has average ability to learn. Does he
apply his ability; will be follow through and master material-that
N\ . is ass1gned_to him? Is 1Ymitation on writing a big obstacle?
5, Vocationally: What can he do best within his limitations?
B. How might Center he1p c11ent with special problems This is client's

7
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“The c11ent has a good general understand1nq of the Center's serV1ces,

- evaluation, vocat1ona1 tra1n1ng, etc.

Plan wou1d be for Vocational Rehab1]1tat1on to pay the Center costs.

>

- The family wou]d meet transportat1on, c]oth1ng, and persona] needs of

c11ent &
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S ' 'SOCIA{ HISTORY
B Identifyigg}lnfermatian ‘ .
P - Name: " . o Address:
o _ _ T — — —
©/ Age: 24 , Sex: Male . . Education: Completed 11th grade

II. 'Reasons for Referra]

P

Client would Tike to be adm1tted to Hot Spr1ngs Rehab111tation Center
for vocational evaluation and possibly vocat1ona1 tra1n1ng

III.'.Present Situation of C]1ent - b

Fhis' 24 year o0ld, white male has completed 11 years of public school
education. His physical limitation, Friedreich's Ataxia, 1imits the

" “full use of hands and lower extremities. He walks fairly well; he
cannot.accomplish fine movements with either hand. He last attended
- school at the age of 20; since that, time he has not been ga1nfu11y '
emplqyed but has been occupied in busy work type of thing..

‘At present, th1s young man is anxious to-do something vocational]y.
He needs a job tr1h1 eva]uat1on to’ determine what he can do.

IvV. Pﬁxsical Character1st1cs

.C11ent'1s 5 ft. 9 in. tall and weighs about 115 1bs. ‘Although.limited .
in the full use of hands and legs, he does gquite wéll in performing most
movements. -The use of short leg brace enables him to walk and stand for

- considerable periods. He can perform gross movements. of the.hands and
some of the finer movements. .His body frame appears wiry and spare, and

. he probably has more strength thanche appears to have. His vision is
‘ . corrected to 20/20. He is neat and clean 1n appearance. . . L

V.. Present Living Arrangements

Client is still living at home with h1s parents, father age 51, mother
age 55. Since the client has never had any significant income, he '
receives his support from the parents. They would be cons1dered as
part of the low-middle socio-economic group. They have tried to be
-helpful in handling client, having met with little success; they are
concerned about his future. They are cooperative in work1ng with
vocational rehabilitation. ’ .

A ‘s
~

VI Fam1Ty History

- A.._Father ’ 51 years of age, is in good hea]th He
has a high school educat1on and has worked all his 1ife in general
.contracting of construction and remodeling work.. He is now self-
emp1oyed Attitude toward son: interested, _desires to be heTpful,

. and is ask1ngffor he]p and guidance. .

L4
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S " B. "Mother: - , 55 years of age;'1s in good health.  She:
o " \" "~ has a high school educat1on. Since marriage. she has been a house-
wife and .mother. She has assisted her' husband as his business

- secretary at -times. She is probak 1y dom1nant parent and hagpbeen
- overprotective with c11ent

. 1 Siblings of Client:” | o -g : . 1 < LR

1. ‘Sister, 34 years of age, with 12th grade education. ' She worked
_ o _ y as & sales girl for 10 years before.marriage. Since marriage
v | -} .she has been a housewife and mother of three children. -Her
' ) husband -is a bookkeeper They treat c11ent 11ke a child.

1 o ',' 2. Sister, 33 years of age, with thh\grade educat1on She was
. . %+ married and has two children. She.is divorced and supports -
; - . : § herself and children through real estate sa]es work.

! \ o 3. ,S1ster, 31 years.of age, has worked as a- secretary She marr1ed,,

o L d1vorced and has one child. She remarried but was recently
i - _ {. widowed. Her husband’was an insurance sa]esman who died Qf a -
A .- . heart attack
. . ' x : L :
) VII. C11ent s History " : b

_ A. Birth and development< (to approx1mate1§ age 6). Client, the fourth

N, .. of four children, had three older sister He was seven years .. -
yowniger than the next oldest ch1]dl H1s phys1ca1 d1sab111ty deve1-
opedifrom“the time of b1rth :

; . - B. ,Preaﬁolescence (6 to approx1mate1y 12) These,- no* doubt, were =
Sy o difficult years for client. He was:shiftdd about in schoo]s A
: S - speegh probléem seems to have developed. Evidently emotional prob-
; : Tems yere present. There seems to have been Tittle or no meaningful .
A : ' relat; onships with parents, teachers, or peers. Client 'seems to -
B have fesented be1ng p]aced.w1th the. s]ower Tearning groups. -

& _ C. Ado]e cence: (12 to 20 approx1mate1y) Dur1ng th1s per1od c11ent
. . ¢ - seems to have tried to make an adjustment to his situation of being -
' " the ohdest child in group or class. e forpned some' friendships. at
. schoolt, both boys and girls.: He was activelin a church group, and
: 1iked 'singing and s ﬁmer camp. He gnb his father worked at hobbies,
. .. . woodwork, and phoé ;raphy It see *'$nat hé~“as overpretected by .

. his mother at home and became rese

" VIII. Academic and Vocational Training !

~Client started to public grade, sqhoo1‘w age ofirlve years. He completed:
 three years and“at that time was .placéd’in the{"sunshine ropm" (special, *

| " education) for one year This p]acement as de because of speech
problem and lack of progress. ; jr |
I

4’

-

’I ' -7 At age of ten hé was p]aced in the '5 : ' school (school. for
. , retarded)> He attended there/for fou ears. / "He resented .this schoo1
: because he fe]t that he d1dn t be]ong here b




. At age of 14 he was placed aga1n in pub11c school at the s1xth grade .
- ~ level. - He was older and larger ‘than the other children and felt out of
. . place but did seem to make a satisfactory adJustment He went ahead
' - to complete junior high school;. he entered senior high and completed. ~
the eleventh grade. He dropped out of school at this po1gf because he .
was:21 yearg of age and to stay in school he would have had to pay
: tu1t1on and other costs. _ . .

~ Re ways that he-got mostﬁyicis while in.high sehool'but got B's in the

, . .three years of woodworking. - He enjoyed school, liked shop courses and- -+ |

~ - 'mechanical drawing best. He had both g1r] and bby friends dur1ng hJS SN
. school funct1ons and. act1v1t1es '

v
¢ L]

School work was 11m1ted by h1s 11m1ted ‘ability to wr1te At-the.preseﬁt
.t1me c11ent says, that he can't read his own wr1t1ng -

- IX. WOrk Egper1ence -
s -4 \ .
After 1eav1ng school at the age of 21 years, c11ent has 0CCUp1ed h1mse1f
T as. 1nd1cated . . :

-

He' worked in:a family shop project recond1t1on1ng used furn1ture E
He rece1ved no salary. C11ent str1pped furnitpre for seven months.

He worked as a pa1nter S. he]per for nine months, pa1nt1ng trucks

. < - " He was paid a very small amount. _
L | " He has put in most'if'his-time atva friend's filling station. 'He : A
'says that he helped operate pumps, operated 1ift, lube and grease .
jobs, washed:cars, some light’tune-up work. He must have done ‘
o - these jobs to a,very limited extent.as he was sometimes paid $1.00
B S per day At other times he was g1ven only his lunch. .
~ . X. Medical History L ) . o
(See med1ca1 reports ) o : A : |
'_'Client was under the care of the. fam11y doctor during his ear]y years B
He was referred to . : “Clinic doctors at the age of 12. He f |
was equipped with leg braces. Correct&ve surgery .was done en his feet >
His condition is considered stabilized. -‘\b A

‘o

XI. Informat1on Not G1ven Elsewhere ’

. . \
Client is a member of a christ1an church, D1sc1p1es of Chr1st He seems
to be anxious. to do_ something vocationally.and is most anxious to form
new social relationships, especially with girls. The lad seems to accept _
L& hi's physical limitations and hasbeen. cooperative in working through his .
emotional problems. He has taken drivers education courses and can dr1ve
a car, but he has never obtained a dr1ver s license. j :
He and his parents have stud1ed~the 11terature available on the Hot .
" Springs Rehabilitation: Center. They understand the services of evalu- o
" ation and vocat1ona1 tra1ninq and feel that this Center will meet
client's need. _

. 35 . 40 /




*.
; '._.XfI:_ Generﬁl'Piéh for Hand]ing of Case” - ' =
1. Medical evaluation L) . T |
2. Psychological evaluation - . ) Completed . s
.3. . Need for psychotherapy po1nted out and met o - o : :
4. Vocat1ona1 evaluation:” - . = . o .

S
" Testing and past exper1ence 1nd1cate 1nterest in the ‘general
areas of: mechanical; outdoor; persues1ve, scientific; and

artistic. e .
'°_",‘ b. "Need is'for a Voéatiopaneva]Uétion’baseq on job triait
| 5. - Vocat1ona1 tra1n1ng o T L : ce
-1:;‘=\' - - At same: Center if tra1n1ng 1s ava1]ab1e for the part1cu]ar vocational
e obaect1ve : : .
6. Job p]acement | . p o j//}
. o ': Probab]y at home, ( ), a c1ty of 280 000, where there
e - T 7t~ are open1ngs for most sk111ed workers in areds of 1ndustry and.
: ' - - services., - - ‘ :
o 7. later p]ann1ng . .
. ) - After sat1sfactory p]acement has been ‘made, 1t is hoped that c11ent
e © “would become self-suff1e1ent and capable of mov1ng out on h1s own.
; : " . - - - ‘ & :
XIII. » Sources of- Informat1on : . S ' . ke
" ngent his parents fdoctors, and the psychothef’p1st that’ c11ent has
o be n seelng dur1ng the past s1x months.™ = S
.o T o C . : o ~T |
. . T . - V . o . L) . o~
. . ® A PR v .
) <;> - /s/ Joseph L. F1nnerty
- ; . ' Vocationa] Rehabf11tat1on Counse1or
Q ’
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APPENDIX B o ‘ o ) INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION PLAN

. C11ent ~, boh Joe- : Evéluatog;;JS. Smith _ Evaluation Per1od Begjnning: 8/1/78 Ending: 8/12/78
Rev1ew/8Ites 8/4/78, 8/9/78 8/12/7 ' 7 Asterisk (*) denotes a plan medification.
____..,_._..__(,:._____.__ ® s _. [ i e e — ’ . . . B e e e S e e e
— ] g ' .. ' ~| Persons
Referral Questions to be Answered | - Assessment Technigaes Administration Dates -Involved
1. 'How does he'adjust to new situations, | o . | A . |
individuals and groups? A, Initial Interview = 1A. 8/1/78 < | 1A. ‘Smith
o T - 1B. . Group Assembly W.S. - i8. - 8/2/78 "1 1B. Smith
T ' g _ Co 1C. Behavior Identification Farmat [ 1C. Continuous | 1C.  Smith
' i o~ .« | . 16PFFormEQ 10. 8/1/78 . 1D. Jones .
- 1E. Utilization of recreation time | 1E. 8/3/, 5, 8, 10/78 '1E._'Ray
o IF. Career Awareness Class 1F. 8/3/78 ° | 1F. smith
2. Does he apply his abjlity to, learn? ~2A. Following Written Instr0ctioﬁs 2A. 8/2/78 2A. " Smith
w . It is average. S ' Exercise #1 T . o
L. 2B. . Problem Solving W.S. 2B. 8/4/78 | 2B. Smith
2C. Au§0m0t1ve Mechanic Training 2C. 8/2/718 - 2C. Smith
W \ : ’ Ce P ...‘ . S
2D. Plumber's Helper Training W.S. | 2D. 573713\___,—/' £D.. Smith
3}- Doeé'he fg]]ow through and.master _. . 3A.  Small App]fance Repair W.S. 3A. 8/5/78- . 3A. Smith
the material assigned to him? .+ | 33 750q1e Balt Production Area | 38. 8/5/78 | 3B. Bern.
s . 3C. Job Exp]orat1on Kit .+ 3C. 8/1/78 o 3C. Smith -
. W'3D. £Custod1al Production Area, 3D. 8/4/78 3D. Smith
_ . o 3E. Percentage rating of number of | 3E. Continuous o 3E. Smith N
- , . . completed tasks out of all |~ , _ o s
[ ass1gnments : ' ’
x L3 "Is writing a big obstacle?" | 4A.  ABLE Spelling Form A o an. 8/1/78 ) 4A.  Smith
L SR . 4B. Auto parts Salesman W.S. 48. 8/3/78 4B. Smith
o 42 | R 4c;~\fijfage Clerk Job Site ac. 8/4/78 4C. Smith
: Q ’ . . T \ . Y : A . -
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" APPENDIX 8 (Cont.)

(

[} .

Client:

-Don . Joe

A ] . L . _Persons
Referral Questions to be Answered. Assegsmént Techniques Administration Dates | Involved

. 5. 'What canhe do best within his - . - DAT Mechanical Apt. Form A 5A. 8/1/78 5A.  Smith
Timitations? DAT Space Relations Form A ' 8B. 8/1/78 5B. Smith
| ; Measurement Skills W.S. 5. 8/3/78 5C.. Smith
. Drafting W.5. . - - | 5D. 8/8/78 5D.  Smith
) . Small Engine Tune-Up W.S. '5E. 8/8/78 5E. Smith
. : . .Brake Repair W.S. o 5F. 8/8/78 5F. Smith

| Deletees Auto Lubrication-W.S, 5G. 8/8/78 56. Smith -
- o Tire Bq]apcing W.S. 5H. 8/8/78 5H. Smith
) File Clerk 4.5. 51. 8/4/78 | 51, Smith
. Radio Announcer W.S.- 5J. 8/10/78 - | 5J. Smith
Range of Motion W.S. 5K. 8/5/78 5K. Smith

6. Is vocational training needed and Exit Interview. 6A. 8/12/78 6A. Smith
. where is it ava11ab]e? - ’ . : s S . )

7. What are his job sgeking skills? Fi11 out a job application 7A. 8;}0/78 7A. Smith
o . Role.play a job interview - | 7B. 8/10/78 78, Smith
o | L Job Search Activity #1 -7€. "8/10/78 7C. Smith

*8. -Can he perform assemb]y tasks at Crawford Sma11 Parts .8A. 8/8/78 - ‘ 8A. Smith

or near compet1t1ve rates? MRMT ’ C 88. 8/8/78 8B. Smith
Stout U-Bolt Assembly W.S. 8C. 8/9/78 { 8C. Smith

Punch Press Operator Job Sité 8D. 8/9/78 | 8D. Smith,

- S , Lamp Shade Packaq1nq Job Site | 8E. 8/11, 12/78 8E. Bern

“We, the unders1gned, understand our roles in carry1ng out this pTéh

Date: 7/27/78

Evaluator Signatire: X~ ;?;n,zbe
Client Signature: @ e 27

Date:  7/27/718 - £

Date: 8/1/78 2z

Signature: ' (dnanl

Date:. 7/27/78

' \)4 P o
B « Signature:
"Eﬁgg;L; . Signature:-

Datez‘ 1/27/178

o\



_ APPENDIX C

v

~ Client:,

.

Evaluator:

K%

NN .

INDIVIDUAL WRITTEN EVALUATION PLAN

!

Review Dates:

.

"~ Methods-

Administration Dates :

Results

Persons Imvolved Plan Mbdificé&i

on

~ 6€-

destipns to be Answered

\

-
—

A

!

nt,

~Client Signature:

~

I have participated in the. development df’thﬁs plan and understand the purposes of this evaluation.
Evaluator, Signature:
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..APPENDIX D 'INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION PLAN

Evaluator:

CIiént;

4“*/ ) =
<

“f_. RévaW\Date Evaluation Period:

Stafflng Date _Z—

| Purpose of Eva1u7¥1on - . . , .

—r o
/ * Referral Questions 7 S *Qutcomes Code
1 . i |
. . ®
2. . : . )
3. . ¢, 4 ‘;,,
4. ; ‘ > f\T‘ < —_—
5. | . & ., 4 E 9
;. 6. _ - _ _f
70 . : i - ' [}
- a S | .-
8. . - -
9..«. .- ) ta
10,
' _l . ) B . . -a .-
. *Outcomes Codeg . Y e
W: Yés,uthis referral ques?ion was ansWered. ) " S

X: No, this referral question was not answered.
I & Additional time is needed tolaﬁswer this referral question.

Z: This referral question cannot be answered by any available assessment techniques.

~ We, the unders1gned, understand our roles ‘in carry1ng out this: p]an ’ *
Client: -~ . 0 . Date: ' ’ :- Yo
Evaluator:__ . _ | i " Date: . .

Signature: o | — ‘ E_ ' Daten:ﬁ L ' . T
-_ Signature: . - - .Date: _ . ’
Signature: | Date: ' ; ,




© APPENDIX D (Cont.)

Assessment _ Trial Dates Referral Question . - Persons
Method - Number Results Involved
_ 7#1 ._#2 #3 |- . . . ;
. ¢ . ;
3 1. -~
’ - . N\
° ' 1 . L 4
2. -
\
. N ] ot
\ )
- 43, )
¢ ,
% D
R . %, [ ] - J ;' .
4. : & R .
- » i R
) r . \ ¢
o ..- \lﬁ
4 5. ' * *
. s N *
r;‘:‘ - q
¥ » ~
6. kY
. B \ 9 ,. . .
7. Y ,
4. .
8. ) ‘o .
/\ ...
‘, - ) 1S v ‘ \
9,
, .
-10. - N - B .
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~ Plan Modifications

APPENDIX D {Cont.) .

o'

.- 3- . . N '_ + .- (‘;)

»

2

»

. Counselor thtacted;_fés/Nor'

. : ; kY

‘:4 1 ‘ . . .

. 2- N : . ° . N )

. ]
3. ’
&.
q, . '
it
.
. _ T
. 1 /
NP N { _
- i . '
‘ .
' s : . © . ¢ ’
' ‘\& & <“2
., Client Signature: ’ ‘Date:,
. . M ’

" Evaluator Signat%re:' e Date:
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INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION PLAN -+

r

%E? 62-2007161r€-0009

'Ch':ent: Disability: Refe'r-raj Source:
Age: Educat_i‘.on: - Staffing Date:
Sex: . Eva].uation'Peribd:' . + Evaluator: DR
- . Purpose of Evaluation: 9 | AR
Referral Questions Techniques =~ & | Persons Involved ~ |Results or Modifications Review Date
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