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Chapter 1

Introduction

4,

Written Individualized Education Programs '(IEPs) lor.all handicapped

children are required by the Education for All Handicazped Children Act of

1975 (as amended by P.L. 93 -380 and P.L. 94-142). 'Section 618(d) of the Act.
40

also requires that "'national survey be c
r

onducted to deeribe IEPs in order to

assist Congress in evaluating the usefulness of thesetdocgments. As a result,

the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (now.therafice of Spepial Educa-

tion within the Dehartment of Edgcatioe), USOE, contracted with.the Research

firangle Institute (RTI) to design and conduct a survey of the properties and

contents of IEPs.

The contract to design and conduct the IEP survey was awarded in three

one-year Oases. The first phase (October 1, 1977- to Septerlber.30, 1978)

involved the survey design; the second phase (October 1, 1978 to September 30,

. 1979) 'coved the actual conduct of the survey, from sample seleition through

, the preliminary data analyses; and the third phase (October 1, 1979 to Septem-

ber.301 1980) covered final data analyses'andreporting. The results of the

one-year.design phaae-are presented inthe final report of Phase I activities,.1

The results of Phase II and III activities are described in a five-volume

report entitled, A National Survey of Individualized Programs (IEPs) for Handi-
.-

capped Children. Vol e I is an executive summary of the* survey methodology

and findings. 'Volume III describes the properties and contents of IEPs pre-
.

pared for,the target population of the Basic Survey. Volumes IV and V present

the findings of the Retrospective Longitudinal SuNstudy and State/Special

Facility Subttudy, respectively. This volume,'Volume II, describes the survey-

btAground, objectives,, methodology, and instrumentation.

Subsequent sections of.this chapter provide a brief background for the
.

present research (Section I,), state the objectives of the survey (Section II),

overview the activities undertaken prior to designing of tire national survey

(Section.III)1and outline the organization of the remainder of Volume II

(Section IV).

1 Pyecha, J. N., et al. Design of"a National Survey of Individualized
tZducation Programs (IEPs) for Handicapped Children. Research Triangle Park,

N.C.: Research Triangle Institute, November 1978.

t
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I. ,BACKGROUND OFTHE STUDY

,

. .

-Handicapped children in the United States historically have been denied

the opportunity for a free public education. Because of physical, mental, or

. emotional disabilities, many children have received less eduiational oppor-
4

tunity than th0.;.,nonhandicapped peers and some have been totally denied any

- formal. educational experiences.
4

.
.

Theenactment of the Education for All Handirapped Children Act of 1975

(as amended by P.L. 3a; 80-and P« LA 94-142) marks thepmost recent and sweeping

gain inthe rightof handicapped children to a free and appropriate public

'education. This landmark legislation requires full educational opportunities

for all school-aged handicapped children, including those now housed in insti-

tutions. Handicapped children are defined as "...mentally retarded, hard of

hearing, deaf, speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally

disturbed, orthopedically impaired, 'and Other health impaired childrel or

children with specific learning disabilities who by'reason thereof, requite
.

special education and related services." .(Section 602 (1) of P.L. 94-142).

The Act specifies a number of activities 'that schools must engage in to

insure that these children receive a free, appropriate public education. For

example, it requires group decision-making.regarding the needs of the child

and the most appropriates placement for-the.child; it requires that an IfP be

developed for each Child identified as needing special eduaion and related

services; it requires schools to notify parents, inclUde them in the decision-

making process, and Provide them with.an opportunity to a hearing if they are

dissatisfied with the decision. Furthermore, it requires that eachchild be

provided with educational services in the least'reitrictive environment.4 The

Cirit service priority is fOr all those handicipied'children not_presently
. .

served; the second priority is for those severely handicapped children
e

inadequately served.

,BEH has been given the responsibility for administering,the law, r

evaluating the implementation of the law, and for providing tlp.Congress with

an annual' report of progress in implementatIon.- State Education Agencies
.

(SEAs) have ptimary responsibility for compliance with the Act. fl-

.

are

I Although the Act,pdatesses education of,tie-hifidicappedatthe school

district level, it also recognizes education aPfropriate to.individual children

as the primary criterion for CoAPliance through its uquicements for IEPt.

P
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achieqt his or' her maximum potential; the second stating that all principals

' in the child's educational. environment should Aive'the opportunitirlh4 input,
,

. in the developient of such a prOgra6; the third s'tat'ing that individualization
A

'spans spgcifics and timetables for those specifics, nd the need for periodic

.review of those specifics-tall of*, which produce greatly:enhanced fiscal and

educational accokntability" (p. 13 of House Report 94-332)% These tenets

,IEPs are a cornerstone of the "appropriate public education" mandated by

P.L. 94-142, House Report 94-332 on the authoriiing legiilation stated that

'the precription for such a. program responded to three tenets; the first

stating that each child 'requires an educational plan. that im tailored to'

Of

p'rovideY the' rationale for, and underscore the importance of IEPs in, the

concept ofedusation that Is the essence of P.L. 94-142.
t

' The law requires that the progtam be a written statement for each handi-

dapped child which includes: (a) a.statemeht of the present leVels of educe;

tionaliverfOrmance of such child, (b) a statement, of annual goals, including

short-term instructional objeCtives, (c) a statement of the ;specific educe-

tional 'services 'to besprovided to such child, and the extent to 'which such

child will be ahlet6,partiFipate in, regular educational programs; (d) the

projected date for initiation and anticipated duration of such services, and-

(e) appropriate olifective critexia,and evaluation procedures and schedules for

determinihg, on at least an annual basis, whether instructional objectives are

being met. (Section 602-of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act,of

1975,1P.L.A94-1421).

While the Act specifies the basic content required for the IEP and the

basic procedures for its.deVelopment, it leaves considerable' discretion to the

state and /or, to the local school districts as to format and specificity. For

example,the contents of the IEPmay be broadly or specifically stated; they

may contain one goal statement, or several goal statements; they may contain
.

objectives stated in general.terms, or in measurable behavidral terms.' IEPs

may vary considerably La-length and in the number of persons involved in their.

development. They.may come in.a variety of formats, and they may,vary in the

extent to .which their formats are common within a school, schoOl district, or
.

state.
,

.16

0

. .

Becalisi of potential variability in 1-dcal implementation of the IEP

mandate and _because of its centrality to the Act, Section 618(d) of P.L.

94 -142 specifies that "...the Commissioner shall,Conduct a statistically valid .

1.3 .
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b.

survey for assessing the effectiveness of individualized education programs." ,

The intent of the national survey described herein was to respond to this

requirement by assessing the nature and extent of this potential variability
e

in local implementation of the EEP mandate..

' II. OFECTIVES OF THE AURVEY

Since little is known about the state-of-the-art across the nation rela-

tive to the propeities and contents of IEPs and the process whereby they are

developed, the major objective of the national survey was to describe the

properties and content of IEPs prepared for a dational sample of handicapped

students in the 48 contiguous United States. As secondary purposes, the

national, survey was designed to: (a) identify those factors that are asso-

ciated with variations in the properties and content of IEPs; (b) provide

llikriptive information.about the target population, the nature of and aetting

for the special education services prgvided to this population, and the process

whereby IEPs are ,developed; (c) assess changes in significant properties of

IEPs from one year to the next; and '(d) provide insights into the extent to

which the services actually provided to handicapped students coincide with

those specified in their IEPs.

DESIGN-RELATED ACTIVITIES

During the first year of Phe'study (1 Octdber 1977 to 30 September 1978),

four major activities were undertaken to obtain the background Information
..

I
'required,to dev4lop and test a strategy for assessing the content and proper-

'ties of IEPs and to design a national survey in which such an IEP assessment

scheie can'bd applied; i.e., (a) a review of related literature was conducted,

(b) exploratory site visip were made to selected public schools and state/

special,facilities in five states, (c) copies of IEPs and supporting documen-

tation, collected during the exploratory site visits for a sample of students

served by the site-visited public schools and state/stfecial facilities, were

4 analyzed, and (d) enrotIment data for all,public schools in the nation (in-

'cluding those special schools administered by, public school systems to serve

handicapped students) were extfacted from a machine-readable data file prepared

1.4 24
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by the Curriculum Information Center (CIC)2 and analyzed to prtifride information

related to sample design. These activities are overviewed below; a detailed

-description is presented in the Phase I report (see footnote 1).

A. Literature Reiew

A review and analysis of relevant literature. was conducted and a `file of
. -

these materials was established. :Brief summaries of each paper or .reports
included in the file were prepared and distributed to each member of the study

team to acquaint them with general topics. addressed in the literature.

Materials were arranged in a project file corresponding to the major included

topical Areas and were filed for easy access by study team members through a

centralized checkout system:

B. Exploratory Site Visits

1 Members' of the RTI study team made site visits to SEAs, Local Education

Agencies (LEAs), and state/special facilities in a total of five states

(Alabama, Minnesota, Nevada, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania) to: (1) obtain
*

background information for designing-the survey; (2) explore various approaches

for selecting student samples; le) field-testdrafts of the four question-

naires developed for the study (Student Characteristics Questionnaire, School

,CharacteriStics Questionnaire, School District Characteristics Questionnaire,

and State /Special Facility Characteristics Questionnaire); and (4)' obtain a

sample of IEPs for use in developing and testing a scheme for evaluatingAltiT

properties and content. 'A total of 5 SEAs, 11 LEAs, and 9 state/special

facilities were visited by two- or three-person teams.

SEA and LEA site visits were made over a period of three months (DeceMber

1977-February 1978); state/special facilities were visited in June 1978. The

site-visit teams spent one-half to one day at each SEA, two and one-ialf to

three days at a total of two or three LEAs in each state, and one-half to one

day at each state/special facility discuising the IEP process with involved'

personnel, obtaining a sample of IEPWand field- testing, the questionnaires.

In addition to discussing" the IEP process with involved personnel and

field-testing the questionn4.res, the site-visit team members selected and

2 CurOculuni Information Center, Incorporated, 600 Ross Building", 1726
Champa Street, Denver, COlorado, 80202.

"1.5

.1



ao

reproduced a 'sample of IEPs at each school or facility. This lEP collection

activity served..is a field test of pkocedures for- sampling, collecting, and

reproducing IEPs at schOol sites. Furthermore, these collected IEPs were used

to delieloi.and es, the approach for describing and assessing the properties
,

and content of IEPs. . .

. 4

A totpl.saniple of .,7$ net, and their 'supporting documentation, were

either reproduced (lesi any tersonally identifiahle information) and brought

back to 211 by the siteviiit teams, or. reproduced by, school perionnel and

mailed -directly to RT1 Of 44 total, 2t5 were collected in public schools;

a
4 'the remaining 63 were collected in state/special facilities.

Public school Children forwhom the 215 IEPs ill this sample were devel-
.

oped were enrolled .in-a total of,64.sChools located in 17 LEAs (-some IEPs were

obtained it' the "district level for schools that were not .visited) across 4

states. These IEPswere prepared by a total of 117 different special educe-
.-

tion'teachers. One hundred of the students in the IEP sample attended rural

schools, 97 attended urban schools,. and 18 attended suburban'schOols. When

Claisified by handicapping condition, the 215 students were distributed as

follows: 28 ThRs; 65 EMRs; 17 PHRs;'2 visually impaired', 14 speech impaired;

2 orthopedically impaired' 3 hearing impaired',,I-deaf/blindi 51 leaining

'disabled; and 32 multiply handitapped.

The 1EPs collected for the 6, studen in state/special facilities repre-
.

, sented nine facilities acrossfour sta es. These facilities served students

with a variety of handicapping conditions (i.e., cerebral palsied, emotionally
4

disturbed, blind, deaf, mentally vetaided, and.multiply,handicapped).

AnaLysis of IEPs

Twp types of analyses were conducted on the IEPs collected during the

site visits. The first wail a tater4instrUment reliability substudy; the

second was a variance Component substudy.

The rater/instrument reliability substudy pl4yed a major Kole in the

development of the-IEP assessment scheme (i.e.r the IEP Evaluation Checklist).

The primary objectives of this substudy were to: (1) verify the estimate of

tile required per IEP to complete the IEP Evaluation Checklist, (2) identify'

problem items so that necessary modificationscoold bedmade to the checklist,

and/or to the instructions for using the checklist; (3) assess the viability
t.

',of the IEP Evaluation, Checklist as a method for summarizing survey data related

1.6
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to the properties and contents of:tEps;
.

and (4) provide data to assist inand
'

determining the opt mum rater type.*:use.forAhe survey.
,

To accomplish these 'Objectivesn:stx different persons used the initial

draft of the IEP iVnl.untion'CheckItstto describe and /or rate the key proper- '

ties .of a sample of 64 IEEq: These,key.propetties were identified with the

assistance of BEH peesottae/ and other ekperts in tiff provision of special

education for 'various handicapping" conditions. e.g., Pr. Ronald Wiegerink

(University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill and.a. Specialist id behavior disor-..

der, emotional disturbances, and severe and multiple handicaps--especially

autism), Dr. John elosil (University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill and a
Y'

specialist in educable mentally retarded and emotional disturbances), Mr. Jon

Miller (University of Nprth Carolina - Chapel Hill and a specialist in provision

of programs for'educableand trainable mentally retarded),and Dr. Lucy T.

Davis (Duke University and a specialist in learning disabilities, emotional.

disturbances, and programs for exceptional children). .The degree of agreement

in the codes a4lied to each of the checklist-items by the six raters was

analyzed. Items that had low inter-rater reliability were either revised,

excluded from the checklist; or supported with additional instructions and

definitions. The resultot this substudy substantiated the checklist as a

viable'method for assessing,the properties' and contents of IEPs, and indicated

that the checklist could be applied effectively. by trained junior professionals.

Applitation Of the checklistrequired approximately 25 minutes per IEP.
...

. be second substudyt the variance component substudy, was conducted to
.

obtain estimates of the variance in the properties and contents of IEPs, as
'.....

.
I

measured by eleven key IEP Evaluation Checklist items responses, that occurs

"within"'and "between" schools and 1,EAs: For this substudy, a professional

Pistaff peisOn used the bl key IEP Evalua on Checklist items to rate each of

the 215 IEPs that were collected from public schools: - The checklist item

responses were keyed into computer-readable fotmats and appropriately analyzed.

The results. suggested .hat most of the variance in IEP Evaluation Checklist

responses pertaining to IEP properties and tostents could be expected to occur

between LEAs, indicating that a national sample of students should be distri-

buted across a large number of schools and LEAs (as opposed to-being clustereel

within a relatively small nuffiber of schools).,

V
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,D. Analysis of Enrollment Data in CIC Filet

The CIC files contain data reflectirig enrollment and grade classification

for every public school in the riation. In addition, the files furnish-a meant'.

of identifying special education schools as well as regular public schools

that provide special classtoom(s) for the handicapped (by elementary and high'

:sghool). . ..
op% -. %

Enrollment data were extracted from bheie files at the public 'schools
,

l!o,

district level and cross-classified by district size and presence of the eight _,'
,

.

i.

possible configurations in the district (i.e.,Xstrists having or not having
. . . .

spetial education schools; elementary chool(s) having or not having splcial
. )

classroom for the handicapped; and high sch'ool(s) having or not having

special'classroom(s) for the

on enrollments in schools).
V4

summaries were prepared.

handicapped. Similar cross - tabulations were made

In both instances, national and state-lAel
S

These enrollment data proviJed a convenient vehicle for introducing

stratification into the sample design and for quantifying the expected number

of sample students, by type of school!. In, addition, they facilitated the *

proportional 'allocations of students to special education versus regular--0e
fo-

schoolst-

IV. ORGANIZATION OF THE REM6INDER OF VOLUME II

Chapter 2 provides an overview of the national survey, delineating the

basic survey, from its two companion substudies. Included in this overview is

a specification of the target population for, and the questio to be addressed

by, the basic survey and each of its substudies.

Chapter 3 presents a detailed listing of the major queitions addressed by

the national survey.

Chapter 4 overviews the sampling procedures used in the survey and intro-
- N.

duces sampling error considerations related to the survey, findings.

Chapter 5 provides a brief descriptioinf the instrumentation used in the

national survey.

Chapter 6 overviews the proceddres used to collect and process the survey

data. Included in his chapter is the methodology used to complete the IEP

Checklist's to summarize the major properties and contents of the IEP documents

that were collected. '

1
14. 0
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Chapter 7 describes the analytic tasks and the criteria used to determine

the educational and statistical significance of survey findings.
4

Supplementary information and materials for all four volumes of this

repdrt are appended as ,follows:

Appendix A. Specific Detailson Implementation of Sample Design

Appendix B. Computation of SamplingWeights, Adjustment for Nonrebponse, and

Standard Errors

Appendix C: IEP Evaluation,chetklist
.

-Appendix D. Student Characteristics Questionnaire and Data-of-Record Form 4

Appendix E. School Characteristics Questionnaire, and Data-of-Record Form 2'

Appendix F. School District Characteristics AstiOnnaire and Data-of-Record

Form 1

Appendix G. 'State/Special Facility Characteristics Questionnaire and Data-

'Appendix H.

Appendix I.

Appendix K.

,Appendix L.

Appendix M.

Appendix 11:'

Appendix 0.

Appendix P.

of-Record Form 3

Level 2 Sdbstudy Protocol

Sampling Information Protocol .

Letter from Bureau of Education for the'Handicapped to Chief

State School Officers

Co firmationletter to State Education Agencies

Local Education Agency Contact Letter 4

Summary Description of the National Survey of Individualized

Educatj.on Programs

Confidentiality-of-Data Statement

Memorandum for the File

Procedures Followed in Completihg IEP Evaluatio alecklist

1.9
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t, GENERAL
o

,

T14 National Survey of IEPs consists of a.Basic Survey and two Special

sUbstudies: i.4alteitipecial Facility Substudy and,a Retrospective Longitudinal

Substudy. The basic Survey focused on a 'series of basic question's related to

the IEPs and characteristics of handicapped students in public schools admin-

istered by a local education agency (LEA), and to the type and service setting

of the special.educatiOnal servicesthey received (as specified in the IEPs).

The State/Special Facility Substudy addressed a similar set of questions about

handicapped students in non-LEA administered schools and facilities. The

Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy, which consisted of two levels, was an

exploratory substudy destgaed to provide insights into changes that occur over

time in the properties and contents of IEPs. Level 1 of the Retrospective

Longitudinal Substudy addressed a question about changes that occur in sig-

nificant properties of IEPs that have been prepared within the same LEA for

the target population over two consecutive years; level 2 of this substudy

addressed answers to questions about:. (a) the nature of special education

services actually received over two consecutive years, (b) the degree to which

the type of services received coincided with those specified ih IEPs, (c) the

knowledge that students a,nd their parents have about the IEPs, and (d) tkhe

type of personnel who participate in the development of IEPs.

This chapter prbvides an overview of the Basic Survey and these'two

substudies. The. general questtbas they were designed. to address. (which are

listed is subsequent' sections of this chapter) were developed jointly by BEH

staff: agd the RTI project team.. As such, they represent the concerns and

information needs expressed try various BEH staff personnel. Answers to these

questions will provide data for the Commissioner's Annual,Report to Congress,

as well as for helping to meet the basic information needs of those concerned

with administering, implementing, and,monitoring P.L, 94-142 at,state and

Federal levels.' Also, answers to these questions partially address three,of

the six questions identified in the BEH evaluation/plan for 94-142: Are

we Nerving the intended beneficiarieer In what 14tting are the beneficiaries

being served? What.services.are being provided to beneficiaries?

r
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THE BASIC SURVEY
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.1**

4 The major objective of de Basic Survey was todescri,11. ilie.properties
d.4

and contents of a national sample of IEPs; secondarytii?jsetsives included the

identification of factors associated with variations inOft.properties and

content of IEPs, and the provision of descriptive informaaon about the handi-

capped students being served, the nature ofthe services they received and the

settings in which the 'services were provided, and the process whereby their

IEPs were devbloped. More specifically, the Basic Survey was intended to

provide answers to ten questions: 4

a) What do IEPs look like?

b) What kinds of information do rEPs contain?

c) How is information presented in IEPs?

d) Who participates in the development and approval of IEPs?

e) What types of special education and related' services are specified

6

in IEPs?
.

..,

f) How informative and internally consistent are IEPp?

g) In what service settings, and for' What proportion of the academic

week,-do students receive special educat ion services?

h) What are the characteristics of students who have IEPs and are

enrolled in public schools, and of the schools and school disxeicts

in which they are Enrolled?

i) How do the types, rvice settings, and amounts of special education

services specified in IEPs vary by selected student, school, and
7

school district characteristics?
,

j) How do-tie formats, properties, contents, and development processes.

of IPs vary by selected student, school, and school district char-
i.- .

.

acteffstics? --- .

The target population Tor the Basic Survey was all children in 47 of the

48 contiguous United States (New Mexico was excluded) and the District of

Columbia who were, as of 1 December 1978: (a -) between the ages of '3 and 21,

inclusive; (b) enrolled in a public elementary or secondary school adminis-

tered by a local education agency; and (c) cldssified by their place of en-

rollment as being handicapped and receiving special education and related 40

services. .

The Basic Survey involved photocopying the 'Eft of, and obtain4related

descriptive information for, 2,657 public school students from 507/schools in

2.2



208 school districts. A trained survey specialist visited. each School in the

survey sample to silect the student sample and to complete these data collec-

tion activities. After' selecting the sample of students (and before leaving

the school site), the survey specialist photocopied 'each student's IEP (delet-

ing any personally identifiable information), distributed a Sc551 Character-
.

istics Questionnaire to the principal and a Student Characteristics Question-

naire to the teacher primariliresponsible for preparing each student's IEP,

collected and scan-edited the completed questionnaires from the principal and

teachers, and placed a unique ID number on each IEP and questionnaire. The

survey specialist alsb had a School District Characteristics Questionnaire

complete0 at the district level.

When-data collection was completed in a sampled'LEA, all completed mater-
c

ials were returned to ATI for further processing. As these materials arrived

at RTI, they were entered into a data receipt and control system. The proper-

ties and contents of each IEP were described by applying an IEP Evaluation

Checklirt at RTI, thus generating a'set of coded checklist, responses for each

.IEP. _These coded checklist forms, along with all questionnaire items, were

edited manually, keyed into machine-readable files, machine edited, weighted

properly, and formatted for subsequent analyses. The descriptive measures

generated through these analyses are population estimates based 6n the analysis

of properly weighted sample data. Estimates of the standard errors associated

with these population were also computed.

III. THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILIIK SUBSTUDY

The objectives of ale State/Special Facility Substudy were similar to the

objectives of the Basic%SurVey except that the focus was on handicapped stu-

dents in "state/special facilities" rather than in pub14 elementary or

- secondary schools.

1 For pSefBles'of this study, "state/special facilities" are defined to
include (1) non-LEA administered schools listed in the CIC Directory (Curri-
culum Information Center, Incorporated, 600 Ross Building, 1726 Champa Street,

:Denver, Colorado, 80202); (2) institution& receiving P.L: 89-313 funds (accord-
ingrito the third annual repoit of the United States Commissioner of Education
on Uses of State Administered Federal Education Funds); and 13) iptitur4ons
included in the Office _of Civil Rights list of such institutions that was
constructed in the fall of 1978.

2.3
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Specifically, the State/Special Facility substudy was intended to provide

answers to five questions:

a) What are the answers to the first six Basic Survey questions (ques-

tions a-f in Section I1 above) for the IEPs of students served in

state /special, facilities?

b) What are the characteristics of stg.ts receiving special education

services in state/special facilities and of the facilities inwhich

they are. enrolled?

c) How do the types of special education services specified in IEPs

vary by selected student characteristics?

How do the format, properties, contents/ and development process of

IEPs vary by selected student characteristics?

e) How do the answers- to the first six Basic Survey questions for

student served in public schools differ from answers to the same

questi s for students .served in state/special facilities?.ol

The target population for the State/Special facility Substudy was all
_ .

children enrolled in a state/special facility in 46t of the 48 contiguous

United States and the District of Columbil (New Mexico and Nevada were ex-

cluded) who were, as of 1 December 1978, between the ages of 3-21.t
The State/Special Facility Substudy was conducted in conjunction with the

Basic Survey by including1a sample of 550 students who were served in a total

of 73 state/special facilities (approximately 8 students were selected from

each facility). With 6e minor exception, all procedures and schedules for

collecting, processing, analyzing, and reporting data for the Basic Survey /

were applicable to thissubstudy. The exception is that the'School Character-

istics Questionnaire and School District Characteristics Questionnaire were

replaced by a State/Special Facility Characteristics questionnaire to collect

information on the pertinent characteristics of state/special facilitiel

required for descriptive and reporting purposes.
A

IV. DESCRIPTION OF THE MTROSPECTIVE LONGITUDINAL SUBSTUDY-

The Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy was conducted at two levels. The

first level involved a subsamOle of 796 of the 2;657 students included in the

Basic Survey who had IEPs . *epared by schools within the same LEA for two

0
t.:/
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consecutive school years. 'This subsample was spread over 432 of the 507

schools in the Basic Survey sample. The second level involved a subsample of

61 of the 796 students included in the Level 1 submple. These 61 students

were selected by taking one student,from each of 61 sample sckools in 25 LEAs.

As noted previously, the Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy was designfd
0

to be an exploratory substudy to lay the groundwork for future studies pf the

progress made in implementing the IEP mandates'of P.L. 94-142 .However, the

size of the Level 1 Substudy saliva was adequate for computingdationaf esti-

mates based on the sample data in order to detect shifts of reasonable magni-

tude from one year to the next in the prevalence and characteristics of key

properties of IEPs for the target population. On the other hand, the small

size of the subsample for the Level 2 Substudy did not permit sufficient

precision, for making national estimates of its findings. Nevertheless, the

Level 2 Substudy was adequate for providing a general indication of the rela-

tionships that it was designed to investigate.

A. Level 1' Substudy

The objective of the Level 1 Substudy was to assess changes occurring

from one year to the next in (1) the properties and contents of IEPs,

(2) the protess whereby they were developed; and (3) the nature and setting of

the special services they specify as being provided. That is, the Level 1

Substudy answered the following question: "What is the difference between two-

consecutive 'school years in the answers to the first seven Basic Survey ques-

tions (see. Section. II above) for the same students?". To achieve this purpose,
. .

the IEP from the preceeding year was collected and analyzed 'along with the IEP

for the current year for each of the students included in the subsample.

Collection of data at each school was completed in conjunction with the Basic

Survey, inclu4ing completion of a Student Characteristics Questionnaire by the

special education teacher from the preceeding' year -- provided he/she was still

with the school system.

B. Level 2 Substudy

The objectimes of the Level 2 Substudy were to supplement the information

obtelned in the Level 1 Substudy with information about the special education

and related services actually received by handicapped students, and to assess

2.5
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the degree to which the services actually provided coincide with those speci-,

fied in the IEPs. More specifically, the Level 2 Substudy provided answers to

four questions:

1) What is Or nature of the special education and related services

that students in the subsample actually received?

2) How do the special education services actually received by students

-in the subsample compare to those 'specified in theiv IEPs?

3) How knowledgeable are. parents (guardians) about the IFI's of their

children (waprds)?,.

4) ' What personnel provide what proportion of the IEP developmental

effort?

To answer these questions, it was necessary to interview teacherts and

other relevant school personnel for inforthation about the types of services

each student in the sample received, or was receiving, during the two-year

time frame covered. by the IEPs. Pertinent information also was obtained by

-reviewing each student's school records, interviewing his/her parents, and

studying his/her current special education program. These interviews, obser-

vations, etc., were conducted in each school district by the same data collec,

tion team that was responsible- for collect ing the Basic Survey data for that

district. All data were collected during a 'iingle-site_visit.

The special, education and related services received by each student

during each year of the two-year period was determined on the basis of these

data and compared to those described in his /her IEP. Findings of the Level 2

Substudy are important 'sincethey provide a measure or indication of the..1)

validity of the information obtained from IEPs in the Basic Survey about the

type and"se rvice setting of the special services received by handicapped

students.

" 2.6
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Chapter 3

Study Questions

I a

P

Twenty major questions were specified to-fulfill the objectives oftithe .

National Survey of IEPs. These major questions, along with a series:of gelated

subquestions, are listed in Table 3.1. This table also references each question

.to the instrumentation (by intone* items) useeto obtain the dlta

the question. These instruments, which are discussed in %Chapter 5,

as-Appendixes C thrbugh I.

I

I

W address

are included,

tr,
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:Table,3,1

4
)RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN INSTRUMENT ITEMS AND QUESTIONS !ADDRESSED BY THE IEP SURVEY

.
4

.

.

. - ,
. . t. .

.
.

Questions to be Addressed .. t

Mated
Questionnaire

a/
Items-

A.

.

2

.

Basic Survey , - - ,
,

EC 1 '

EC 2

'EC 3(Col A)

EC 2
0

EC 5

:
.

EC 2 isk

EC 2
...,

.

,

EC 6 (Col A)

EC 6 (Col E)

EC 7 (Col A)

.

.

.

',I. What do 1$15s look like?
.

1.. How many piglet do they contain? .

. .

T. What prOportion are legiblt and reasonably easy to read?
. , .

3.
.

What types of information headings do they pontain?

.
4%. :What proportion of IEPs havelormats that limit the number-of annual.

o. ,«. goals or short-term objectives? ,
4 .

'5. What proportion of IEPs have formats that restrict parental approval
. tconir a portion of the. IEP?

6. What proportion of IEPi consist of separate documents prepared:
. ,

..10.

'-. a. By different teachers or service sources? ,

b. For purposes of placement or implementation? .

.
. .

II. What kinds of information do IEPs.contain? 4.- ' .

.1.

. 1. What proportion of IEPs contain mandated information? Thitis, what
proportion contain:

a. A statement of student's present level of functioning?
.

.b..' Ant-01 goals?

.... , c. Short-term objectives?
. .

.

- EC = IEP Evaluation Checklist; SCQ = Student Characteristics Questionnaire; and; SCHQ = School Characteristics
_Questionnaire; -SDCQ'= School District Chpracteristics Questionnaire; SFCQ = State/Special Facility Characteristics
Que4MOOnnaire; SIP'= Sample Information Protocol; SP = Level 2 SubstudyProtocol; SIR = qampling Information Record;
SSIAr= Student Listing, Form; DRF1 = Data-of-Record Form 1; DRF2 = Data-of-Record Form 2; DRF3 = Data-of-Record
Form 3; DRF4 = Data-of-Record Form 4;,MRS = Multiple Repotting Sheet.

- continued -
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.Table. 3.1 ( continued)

1

.
,

.

. .

.

,

.Questions to be Addressed .

.

Related
Questionnaire

Items
.

1-

.

III.

-

'

.

-

.

d. A statement of specie education/related services to be provided?
'

.

..

. .

e. A statement of extent of 'participation. in regular program? 0
,

. f, The projected date for initiation of services? r

g. kstatement of expecteeturation of services? '

h. Nective evaluation criteria?
-,-;--7

i. Evaluation prbcedures? .
%

. 4

j. Evaluation schedule? '

k. A statement regarding annual evaluation? of

.

.

2. What is the distribution of ,IEPs by the number of goarstateMents
,contained?

3. What is the diStribqtiod nt IEPs by the number o'f short-teim
objectives contained?

4

4. 4. What proportion of las contain information in all 11 of the above
mandated evaluation dimensions? In 10 of the 11? In 9 of the 11?
-... In only 1 of the 11? NO'

-,

S. To what extent dol contain information in aldition'to that
mandated by Section 602 of P.L. 94-142?

tHow is information presented ip IEPs? .

.

.

.

,

or.

.

.

.

EC 3 (Col B--Items
13,14,16,27,29,30);
EC 10

EC 9 , ....

,

EC 12

EC 13
.

EC 7 (Col B)
.

EC ljt
.

EC 15

EC 16

-

EC 6 (Col E)
f

.

EC 7 (Col A)

Items specified,
in EO 1=16 above

S

EPs

(Col B)
.. ----r-

4
.

EC 6
.

.

EC 6 A & B

EC 6 A .

EC 6 C
41

EC 6 D -

.

.,;

.

L:._i

'I. How are statements regarding the student's level of functioning
.

presented?
10

a. With supporting data? .

<,
1

b. WithOut supporting data? .

c. With statement that special education is needed?
)

.

t

d. With statement that special education is not needed?
.

.

et.

2 J
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Questions to be A4ddressed

Related
Questionnaire

Items

4

.2. How are annual goal statements presented?

a., With statement of expected behavior?

b. Without statemenp Of expected behavior?

How are short-term obj ectives presented?

a. With/w1kbout reference to aW,established curriculum?

b. Withiwitbout logical statement of expected behavior?

c. In specific time framts?..

3:

4. How are statements of services presented?
-4.

a. A placement recommendation? .

b. Services to be provided?

c. Personnel responsible fQr services?

cr. Annual goals and/or short term objectives?

e. RecomMended instructional materials, resources, strategies,
or techniques?

5. How are dates regarding the initiation of services preiented?

a. Explicitly?

b. Implicitly?

c. Insufficiently?

6. How are. the statements regarding
4

a. Explicitly? 4

b. Implicitly?3.i ?,

c. "As long, as needed "?.

141d Insufficiently?

the duration of services presented?

EC 6 E & F

EC 6 E

EC 7 A & B/EC 7 A

EC 7 A & B/ EC 7 A

EC 8

EC 3 (Col B), 13

.EC 3 (Col B), 14

EC 3 (Col B), 16

EC 3'(Col B), 27
and 29. '

EC 3 (Col B), 30

EC 12 1

EC 12 2 & 3

EC,12 4

EC 13 1

EC 13 2 & 3

EC 13 4

EC 13 5

- continued -
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Table 3.1-(continued)

3
_

. .

.

. .

Questions to be Addressed -

Related
Questionnaire

Items $

.

IV

.

.

.

.

7. How are evaluation statements presented?

a. Procedures explicit/implicit/cannot be determined? .

.
. .

b. Skhedules explicit/implicit/cannot be determined?

.

.

EC 14 1 Se2;
EC 14 3/EC 14 4

4

EC 15i/EC 15 2..c.
EC 15 4

-

EC 16 2

EC 16 1

EC 16 3

EC 16 4

.

EC 11 ,

EC 4 (Col 8)

EC 4 (Col A)
.

SCQ 4f . '.

SCQ 4g and 4h

Lis--------__

SCQ 4b
.

3;

.

,

,

8. 'How many objectives are presented in terms of an annual evaluation?

a. Some? .

,
..

b All? ,

c. None?

.-
d. Cannot be determined?

9. What proportion of IEPs contain a statement of the rationale for..
. the student not partitipating..An the regular program?

Who participates in the development and approval of IEPs?

1. . What is, the frequency distribution of
'
IEPs by the number of signatures

they contain, and by the titles of the signers (e.g:,teachers,
parents, principals, counselors; psychologists, students)? '

2. What is the frequency. distribution of IEPs by the number and titles of.
personnel' listed on the IEP athaving participated in the IEP proCess?

3. For what proportion of IEPs did parents patticipate in/the IEP
process? .

. .

4. For what 06portion of IEPs"did students participate in the IEP
process? For what proportion have students.dtscussed their IEPs
wall, a teacher; counselos, or other school representative?

5. For those. IEPs in which parental participation was indicated, in
wharproporilon of IEPs did parents participate by:

a. Signing the IEP?

b.4 Verbally (in person or by telephone) approving the IEP?

C.

4
- continued -
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Table 3.1 continued)

Questions to be Addressed

Related
Questionnaire

Item*

, s

c.. Refusing to approve the IEP on the basis of their considering
the IEP inappropriate?

A
d. Discussing the completed IEP with a teacher, counselor, or

other school representative?

e.. Meeting with the IEP committee to discuss the developed IEP?

f. Participating in the development of the IEP; that is, sitting
with the IEP committee during the development process and
provided inputs to the IEP'?

g. Various combinations of the above?

V. What types of special education and relatl services are specified in TEPs?

1. In what academic and functional areas are specific education services
Cis provided, singularly and in various combinations thereof?

.2. What kinds or, and how many related services are provided,
singula.rly and in various combinations thereof?

3. In what academic and functional areas is there a determination
- that special education is needed/not needed because of the present-

level of functioning?

4. In what academic and functional areas was supporting data listed
for present-level-of-functioning statements?

5. In what academic and functional area does a goal statement
reflect a service which matches a statement of "need?

6. In what acadeollic and functional areas does an objective reflect
a service which matches a goal statement?

VI. flow informative and internally consistent are IEPs?

1. What psoportion.are internally consistent in that at least one goal
relates to tt least one objective that relates to at least one area
of indicated need?

SCQ 4c and EC 5.

. SCQ 4d

SCQ 4e

SCQ 4f

SCQ 4 ,

EC 7 (Cols A & D)

EC 10

EC 6 A, C& D

EC 6 D

EC 6 C and EC 6 E

EC 6 E add EC 7 A

EC 6 (Cols C & E)
EC 7 (Col A)

- continued -
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Questions to be Addressed

Related

uestionnaire
Items

2. What proportion meet the requirements of four inforMativeness/internal
consistency levels?

a. What proportion are classified as incomplete information
documehts?

b. What proportion are classified as minimally informative
documents?

c. What proportionia ire classified.as nformativeand internally
consistent documents?

d. What proportion are classified as exceptionally forinative

and internally .consistent documents?

VII. In what service settings, and for what proportion of the academic
week do.students,receive special education services?

1. What proportion of the students are served in, through, or on:

a. A resource .room?

b. ,A self-contained'special education class?

c. A hospital program?

d. A homebound program? if

e. The regular classroom (by specific academic and functional area)?

f. A-pullout basis at one or more ether schools?

g. Various combinationscif the above?

2. What is the distribution of the number of hours per week that students
'are served in each of the settings liited,in 1 above? For what percent
of the week is the sent assigned to special education?

7,-
3. In what academic and functional areas is there specification

of at least one objective to be met in the regular classroom?

Various combinations
of EC 1-16

SCQ 2a; DRF4 la

SCQ 2b; DRF4 lb

SCQ 2d;'DRF4 ld

SCQ 2e; DRF4 le

EC'7 (Col D); SCQ 2c;

DRF4 lc

DRF2 6a; SSLF 2;
'MRS I; DRF4 1

EC 7 (Coll)); SCQ 2

SCQ 2 (Col D), EC 9

EC 7D

- continued ..1
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Table 3.1 (continued)

411.

Questions to be Addressed

Related
Questionnaire

Items

VIII.

,

,

3.i
.

What are the characteristics of students who have IEPs and are enrolled

.

.
gi

SCHQ and SIR 1

SCQ 1

SCQ 3

DRF2 4'

SCQ (marginal'notation);
DRF2 6.a & b

EC Funding Source; DRF2 5

SCQ 1, 3, and 4

diSchool Data Sheets
:

1

,

SCHQ (marginal notations)

SCHQ (marginal notations)

SIP ..

SIP

.

SCHQ I .

SCHQ 3; SDN'1,
2, and 3

SCHQ 2

in public schools, and of the schools and school districts in which they
are enrolled? r
1. How are the students who receive special services distributed by:

a. Seected school and school district characteristics (see VIII.3
and VIII.5 below)?

b. Age, grade level, race, and sex? .

c. Nature and severity of handicapping condition?

d. Whethe or not they have iPs, and the status of incomplete IEPs?

e. Whether or not their IEPs are available at their school of

,
enrollment?

f. Source of service funding (94-142, 89-313, Title I, other)?

g. Various combinations of the above? ,

2. What, proportion of regular and special schools sepre handicapped
students?

-

3. How are the schools in which. students are served distributed by:

a.
J

I Whether or not they prepare IEPs? /
.

b.( or not IEPs are kept at the school?
1

.

i

c.4 Grade-level organization? .

Y ,'

d. Size of student enrollment? :

I

e. _Percent of student enrollment qualifying for special education! :

.
services? 1, ,

f. Type of school (regular o special; day or residential)?
,

,

g. ResOurces available?
1

h. Urhan/subufban/rural location? .

.

..

- continued -
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Questions to be Addressed .

Related

T.,sestiondaireItems

Whether ot not they'are members of special intermediate or(
cooperative districts for purposes of providing special
education services?

Percent of handicapped students for which,special education
services gre'contracted b9 the school district to a, private
school ,or inst.itution within and outside the geographic*

. boundaries of the school district? .

k. Various mabinations of the above

4'. What proportion of school districts serve handicapped students?

t . Now are the school distatt's in which students are served distributed by

a. Whether or not they prepare IEPs ?.

b. Size of student 'enrollment? -

c. Resources availablg?
. 4

d. Number of intermediate districts or cooperative arrangements
with other districts that have beeh established to serve the
chandicapped?

e. Whether or not. all their handicapped studentsare served
through intermediate districts or cooperative arrangements
with other schools?

. How do the types; service settings, and amounts of sirecial education.
services_specified in.IEPs vary tly selected student and school

. -chavacterigtics?

4

it

c lr. flow do the'answers to questions ;V and VII above vary by student age.
' and/or grade levels, service seitihg, nature of- student disability,
and nature Ofvirental and student participation in the IEP process?

2. How do the answers to questiqprs V and VII above vary by school type,
school size, district site, resource availability levels, 'and urban/
suburban/rural location?

SDCQ 3

4PSDCQ 4 a &to

SCHQ 1, 2, and 3;
SDCQ 1, 24 glid 3

School Data Sheets

SDqQ. tmarginal notations)

. SDCQ 1, 2, and 3

DRF1 2

DREP3

1.

' EC 7 (Cols
h
A & D), 4/..

and 10; SCQ la 61,14,

'2, 3, and 4
_,-.4.1`,

EC 7 (Cols A & D),
and 10; SCHQ 1, 2,
and 3; $DCQ 1, 2,
and 3; SIP 3.b

contipueel;:.
ar
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Table 3.1 (continued)

1

-%.

'

Questions to be Addressed -

Related
Questionnaire

Items °
.

X.

'

B.

o

40

,

How do the formats, contents, properties, and "development processes of IEPs
.

."

.

EC 1-16;
.

SCQ 1 a & b, 2 and 3 '

1-16; SCHQ 1, 2,
and 3; SDCQ 1, 2,
and 3; SIP 3.b

t

Questionnaire items
listed for I-VI above

,

SFCQ

SCQ 1
.

. SCQ 3

SFP l'

SFCQ 2

SFCQ 5

SFCQ 7
ve /I

SFCQ 8.
.

....

:,

.

i

vary by selected student, school, and school district characteristics?

1. How do the answers to questions I-IV and VI above vary by student
age and/or grade levels, service setting, and severity of student's
handicapping condition?

.
l

2. How do the answers to questions I-IV and VI above vary by

.

school

type,,school size, district size, resource availability levels,.
and

.
Urban/suburban/rural location? - ..

. 4

State/Special Facility Substly .3

XI. What are the answers to questions I -VI above for the IEPs of
. -

students served in'state/special facilities? - - . V-

XII. What are the characteristics of students receiving special.
educatia services in state/special facilities and 'of the
facilities in which they are enrolled? 4

1: How are the students' who receive special services distributed by

a. Selected facility characterlstics (see XII.2 below)?
t

- .

-it b. Age', grade level, race, and sex?
.

c. Nature and severity of disability?

2. How are the state /special facilities in which students are .

served distributed by:
.

,

a. Type (state-supported or State-operated)?.
.

b. Purpose?-
-

.

c. Size?
. . .

4., Relationship to SEA (accredited or supervised by)?

e. Laws or legal mandates for which IEPs are written?

r

- continued
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Table 3.1 (coitinued)

,

I

Questions to be Addressed'

Related
Questionnaire

Items

A

How do the types of special education services specified in State/
Special Facility IEPs vary by selected characteristics?

. .

1. How does the answer to question V above vary by student
-age and rtgrilty of handicap?

Hdi:, do the format, properties, contents, -and development process of
IEPs vary by selected student characteristics?

1. How do the answers to questions I-IV and VI above vary by
student ageand severity of handicap?

How do the answers to questions I° -VI above differ for students served
in public school's (regular and special schools) from answers to the
same questions for_students served in,state/special facilities?

C. Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy, Level 1 ..

XVI. What is the differencelbetween two consecutive schOoLyears in the
answers toquestions TzVII above-for the same studen

D. Retrospective Longitudina Substudy: Level 2

1VIII. What is the nature o the special education and related services
that 'students in thesubsample actually received?

1. How as the present level of educational performance
dhermined? ,

7

2,. What special education services were-received during each
ortwo consecutive years?

3. What related services were received during each of two
consecutive years?

4. In what setting were these services received during each
of two consecutive years?

EC 7 (Cols A & D) and 10;
SCQ la and 3

EC items indicated
in I-V; SCQ la and 3

EC items indicated
in I -WI

EC items indicated
in I-VII

SP

SP

SP'

SP

continued -



Table 3.1 (continued)
MIL

.
..."-

.

. .

Questions to be Addressed

Related
Questionnaire

Items
.

.

'

. .

..-

114

XVIII.

.

XIX.

-

XIX.

How do the special education services actually received by students

.

.

$

SP

EC 6 (Col E);
EC 1 (Cols A & D); SP

EC 10; SP
.

EC 3 (Col B.13); SP

,

SP

.

SP

,SP

SP - .

; .

SP
.

SP

.

Sp
. .

_

,

.

,

It

in the subsample compare to those specified in their IEPs?

1. iyow does the assessment process applied compare with that
specified in IEPs, for each'of two consecutive years?

2, How do the special education services received compare to those
'I specified in IEPs, for each of two consecutive years?

3. How do the related services received compare tothose-specified
in IEPs, for each of two consecutive years?

4. How do the settings where services were received compare to
those specified in I&Ps, for each of two consecutive years?

S. How do procedures for evaluating attainment of instructional
goals and objectives compare to those specified in IEPs, for
each 'of two 904-secutive years?

1 -."

6. What are the reasonvfor any differences between services
actually received and services specified in IEPs, for each
of two consecutive years?

. .

Now powledgeable are parents (guardians) about the IEPs of their
.

children (wards)?

1. Are, parents aware that their children have IF.Ps?

2. liow familiar are parents with their children's IEPs?

3. To wha-e extent do parents'agree that their children's IEPs
are appropriate for meeting their children's needs?

.

4. To what
.

extent to parents feel that their children are
. receiving all of the services specified in their IEPs?

What_personnel provide what proportion of the IEP developmental

effort?
/

.



Chapter 4

Sampling

The National. Survey of IEPs utilized a national probability sample of

districts, schools/facilities, and students (i.e., every member of these

populations had a known or determinable positive chance of being selected into

the sample). The sample was designed so that national estimates Of the answers

to study questions could be made from the sample data. The sample design also

permitted
)

estimates of answers to major questions for such selected subpopula-

tions as students enrolled in: regular or special schools, in schools that

are located in one of four type-of-community classifications, or schools that

are in a particular studefit enrollment-size classification.

The intent of this chapter is to overview the sampling procedures used in

this survey (Section I), to introduce sampling error considerations rented to

survey findings (Section II), and to present descriptive information about the

selected sample (Section III). In-depth discussion of the sample selection

procedures has been relegatpd to Appendix A; analysis concerns 'directly related

to the saiple design (e.g., weight adjustments and sta'ndard error computation)

are peltented in Appendix B.

I. OVERVIEW OF SAMPLING PROCEDURES

A. General"

The basic objective of the National Survey of IEPs was to develop a

profile of the properties and contents of IEPs t of an overall effort

to assess the adequacy of current regulat ons for fulfilling the Confiessional

Mandate of P.L. 94-142. To accomplish this, a valid probability sample of

37243 eligible handicapped students was selected in January-April of 1979.

Data were collected, analyzed, and reported foe 3,207 of these students. The

36 nonresp ondents were primarily. .associated with the nonreceipt of letters of

permission from parents (as required by several school districts) and/or the

inabiliey of the field staff to locate an IEP thit was said to exist for a

given sample student, In recognition of differences in funding sources and

thlomechanism for defivery pf services, the IEP study sample was dvided among
A

the three components indicated in Table 4.1.

4,y



Table 4.1

ALLOCATION WIEP STbDY SAMPLE TO POPULATION DOMAINS
. .

p-

Component'

.

Population Domain
Eligible
Sample Respondents

Regular School

Special School

*

Facility

.

HandiEapped students sbrved in
regular-elementary and secondary
public schools

. .

, Handicapped students served
in public special education
schools for the handicapped

Handicapped students served
in non-LEA administered schools
and facilities. .

2,150

537

`556

2,126'

531
.

550
. ,

In arriving-at this allocation, consideration was given to a design that

would minimize the variance of proposed estimators (e.g., the percept of IEPs

with a particular charActeristic or property), while being feasible to imple-

ment within the level of funding that was available for conducting the survey.

Since the major focus of.the survey was on handicappAd students served in

LEA-administered schools, the highest priority in study design,was given to

the School Component (i.4.0 the combination of regular school and special

scHool componen0). In thit regard, the School Component is referred to as

the Basic Survey, whereas the Facility Competent was viewed as an option and

was termed th, Facility Substudy. Further, provision was made to subsample

828 of the2,687 eligible students in the saiple selected to support the Basic

Survey in order to retrospectively obtain IEPs for successive years and thus

measure change and, for 61 of these latter subsample students, to obtain

detailed information on the services actually provided over the two-year

Seriod. These activities, which were to be implemented leconjunction with.

both the Basic Survey .and the Facility Substudy, were labeled as Level 1 and

Level 2, respectively, of a Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy. Of the 828

students selected for the Level 1 Substudy, 817 were el4gible and data were

collected fog96. Data were gathered'for all of the 61 students selected for

the Level 23.7gstudy.

4.2 f
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The sampling strategy proposed for the Basic Survey and Retrospective

Longitudinal Spbstudy involved a single, consa14ated multistage cluster

-design. This design approach was dictated by the-lack of a national frame of

handicapped students, and was supported by the need for a cost-effective and

operationally manageableaflocation of the ultimate student sample. Specific-
.

ally, the School Component was supported by a stratified three-stage cluster

design; public school districts were sampled at the first stage, schools at

the second, and handicapped students at the third: Such an approach lad the

further advantage of capturing the multidimensional'adminnliktive controls

that. are imposed on the content of the ultimate IEP.
A

The FacilityComponent (i.e., the Facility Substudy) was supported'by a

separate stratified two-stage cluster design; facilities were sampled at the

first stage, and handicapped students were sampled at the second stage.

Facilities were not nested into the second -stage school component frame because

of the small number of such facilities and the fact that a suitable sampling'

frame of state/special facilities was not available during the design phase,

thus precluding the prior inItestigation of,the distribution of facilities in

var s of school districts.

The procedures usedrto select the School Component samples are presented

in S bsection B; the selection of the Facility Component samples is discussed

in Su, ectio' Within each subsection, the discussion of, samples is organized

in accordance with the desigaltierarchy (Lel, districts, foltbwed by schools

and students for the Sckool Component; facilities followed by students for the

Facility Component). Th proposed sampling procedures, as detailed in the

final report for the desi phase of this project, were altered slightly

during the implementation phase of the study.' A listing of these modifica-

tions is presented in Subsection D. A summary table of sample sizes and

response rates is presented by basic analysis units in Subsection E.

B. School Component

As stated above, the School Component was supported through a single

consolidated three-stage cluster design having public school districts at the

4. °

Pyecha, J. N*, et al. Design of a National Survey of Individualized Edu-
cation Programs (IEPs) for Handicapped Children. Research Triangle Park, NC:
Research Ttiangle Institute, November 1978. (Chapter 4 and Appendix L)
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first stag, schools at the second stage, and handicapped students at the

third stage.

1. District Sampling Procedures

Three general activities were involved in selecting the district

sample for the Basic Survey: (a) construction of the sampling frame; (b) con-

, Oruction of strata on the frame; and (c) selection of Basic Survey sample and

Level 2 subsample.

a. Sampling Frame

RTI obtained from the Curriculum Information Center (CIC)2 a

machine-readable data file containing school and school district enrollment

'information for the 1978-79 school year. Using these CIC data /and information

obtained from other sources (e.g., BEH publications and Bureau of Census data

'tapes), a sampling frame containing all public school districts within the

geographic confines of the study was constructed (i.e., districts in Alaska,

Hawaii, New Mexico, and all territorial properties were excluded). Included

on this frame fpr each district were: (1) the number of schools in the dis-

trict (by type; i.e., special education, vocational, adult, and other);

(2) the district enrollment; (3) sum of enrollments of all schools in district

(by type); (4) an indicator as to whether or not the district is located in

the inner portion of a Standard'Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), in the

remainder of an SMSA, or in a non-SMSA; (5) state and district identifiers

(including names and addresses of superintendents and school principals);

(6) a count of the number of subdistricts administered at least in part by

each district; (7) the census region in which the district is located; (8) the

estimated number of handicapped students enrolled, by school type (regular

versus special); and (9) a measure of the level of special education service

provided (see Table A.3 in Appendix A for definitions of service levels).

b. Stratification

Stratification was used in selecting the district sample to

better ensure: (1) adequate student sample sizes from both regular and special

schools and (2) distribution of the sample to reflect dispersion with respect
it)

to geographic location, district size, special education services offered, and

urbanicity.

2 Curriculum Information Center, ancorporayd, 600 Ross Building, 1726

Champa Street, Denver, Colorado, 80202.

4.4
J



The ;tudy design called for the seleCtion of two regular and one special

school (when present) in each sample district subsequentlyito select five

, handicapped students at each regular school and eight hap capped students at
At

each special school. (Selection of a-fixed number of - students was highly

desirable from an operational viewpoint, since student samples would be selected

at sample schools by RTI field .staff scattered throughout the nation.) To

better ensure. these sample' sizes, :districts were sttatified on the presence/
.

absence of special schools in the district. Is°, a special "small stratum".

of distriCts (i.e., districts [laming fewer'than two regular schools and/or

"fewer than 300 students) was established to control the selection of districts

that might not have at least two regular schools enrolling at least five

handicapped students.

Indirect stratification was used to ensure dispersion of the district

sample with respect to geogfiiphic location, urbanicity, presence of varying

amounts of special education services in theldistrict, and magnitude of student

enrollment. To accomplish this, a device known as zoning was used on each of

the partial frames (strata) discussed above. First, each partial frame was

sorted by the four census ;egioni. Second, within.each census region and

partial frame, districts were sorted by nine district size categories. To

minimize changes across census region-district size boundaries,. ordering was

alternated &sliest to.largest, largest to smallest, etc. Third, within each
9

census region-district size category on a partial frame, districts were ordered

by the.four service levels (again in alternating fashion). Fourth, within

each category (census region-district size-service level) on a partial frame,

districts were ordered (alternately) by the three SMSA levels. Finally, each

of these categories on a partial frame .as ordered by a special composite size

measure that was developed to permit the selection of a self-weighting student

sample by type (e.g., each student has an equal prObability of selection) by

school type (see Section II.A.4 of Appendix A for a description of this measure).

Four large school districts, which were to be selected with certainty (i.ee,a

probability of one),,were each placed in a separate 'strata. In all, 110 in-

direct and 8 broad direct strata were formed on the district frame.

c, Selection

Two sample' districts were selected without replaceinent from

each of 114 of the 118 strata, using probability proportional to the estimated

district size measure. One district was selected from each of the remaining

4.5
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four strata of self-representers. Thus, a total of 232 districts were selected

for the Basic Survey.

The sample design called for the selection of 25 of the Basic Survey

districts for inclusion in the Level 2 Retroipective Longitudinal Substudy.

To better control for geograibie dispersion, district size, service level, and

urbanicity in making this selectiren, the 118 strata developed`for the Basic

Survey sampling frame were partitioned (collapsed) into 25 strata. A single-

district was then selected at random from the School Component sample districts

associated with each of these 25 strata.

Of the 232 districts selected to support the school component, 22 dis-
.

'tricts tailed to cooperate and 2 districts were ineligible (one turned out to

be a state/special facility and the other one did not serve handicapped stu0

)1." dens). ,All of the Level 2 districts were respondents.
-

District nonresponse

'wall analyzed over thelevelt of each control variable used to form eachkof the

indirect strata on tie district framefin order to detelrmine if nonresponse was

occurring in a ndom fashion. No such tendency could be supported.

2; Sch Sampling Procedures
. 0

,

Procedures for obtainibg the school sample are discussed in three
, .

parts: (a) construction of the frame; (b) stratification of the sampling
4 .

,fralbe; and (c) selection of the sample.
s .6

er
a. Sampling Frame

Each district se ected inta/the Basic Survey sample was asked

to,Complere a School Data Sheet that included the number of handicapped stu-

11116 .dents in each school in the ,4i-strict and the. identification of any special
. .

schools that employed only a pull-out program from regular schools (students

.in such programs are assigned for enrollment purioses to the regular school).

Theie data'were used with the IC data file to construc...Tht the school sampling
4 .

4

frame.

A list orthe schools in each sample district was made from the CIC file,

as updated by the information obtained from districts througkilte School Data

Sheets (i.e., schools,designated as closed or not serving handicapped students

were deleted and new schools were added). The revised frame included school

identifiers (name, school ID, district and subdistrict ID (if applicable], and

state location), -grade range, employment size, type (regular or special),

whether pr not school had current year IEPs for its handicapped studeitts, and

whether or not special schools served only handitapped students on a pull-out

basis from regular schools. 4
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b. Stratification -.

,The school.: frame'in each sample district was first stratified

(separate frdmes formed) by school type, Each of these ubframes was then

06rdered lw"lowest grade taught, by highest grade taEught, and by enrollment.
..

-Strata .(zones) were formed on eachsubfr4me so.as to contain approxiiaately'an

equal estimated number of enrolled handicapped in e4ch strati. The
.

d
numbei of zones.Per subframe was'set.equal to the district's allocltiorrof

s'ample schools of the associated ewe '(the sample-deiign called or an aweraie

' of two regular schools ay.SVe.sial school per.districi).

Selectioq
0

One.schbol was selected from each zone on each subframe Osing°

proeabiiitiei :proportional to-the estimated num* of enrolled handicapped .

. 6

. . C.
studelp. In all, 519 .school's were:seIected; 443. of these schools were rep-

.
.

14r schools and- 76 were'special schools. Data (IEPs and student and school

questionnaires) were received and analyzed from.507 (437 regplar and 70 spe0.601)

of these 519 schools.

3. Sa =lin_'Procedures for Basic Surve St gents

ProcedUres for selecting the student

of the aaar.,tb..r..e activities- as'*delineated

'trict and schggCsampling procedures:
.

a. . Sampling Frame

The principal

11-11.st- of all handica

les are discusied in term's_

the discussion of school dis-

ch school in the sample was asked to prepare

students who were enrolled in the school as of $

0.1 December 1978. This list, which, was to be prepared in advance "of the site-
. '. a

visit team's arrival in the school ciiitACt, also included for each student

Irk
-t e studentrs birthdate, whether or.nnt.a;' entl4r IEP was available, and

:4
e name of the special education teacher who was molt knbwledgeable about'the

.

1

current year. IEP. In a few isolated cases,uCh liSts had to be constructed
J. .

_ - , .

by BM field.staff using school 'records.

frame, theists were screened to remove
- ,.

-(students outside the 1:21 age range), and

had not been prepared. , Jo . 4

. %
b. Stratification

To construct the final sampling

duplicate names, age-ineligibles

students.forwhoa current year IEPs
%

6 . I.
...- I. I

No directstratifitation wasused on the student frames; hover,
.

control over the. composition of each student dample:was exercised by ordering
, .

?the. student listing by the special education .teacher associated with each
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A srudent. Systematic saing of such ordered lists tended to maXimize the

number` of disiincespecia.1 education teachers associated with sample students
,

(it was felt that IEPs miaredby the same teacher would tend to have similar

4 properties).

c. Selectiod

k The'studydesign,called.for the selection of a average of five

eligibleallandicaPied students from each iegular school and an average of eight

. eligible handicapped students at each special seho However, bkere are

cert survey econothics associated with the all od of a fixed student

sam e size to each theemploymenCo impler sampling procedures

,in4tkelield. work and the removal of the' need for'field staff to interact with
0

arrive'sampling staff at RTI in o rder to at a specific samplesize allocation

- at each school. As a result, a decision was made to select exactly five%

tudents.;t every regularschool and exactly eight students at every special

school. This decision resulted in a slight increase in the variation in the

ultimate student sipplimglweightS and, hence, in a probable' reduction in

precision levels ashciated with parameter estimates:

The student sample was selected at each school by RTI field staff using a

circular systematic'selectitn strategy with a random start point. A total of
MW

4,705^, udenlp were selected, 2,162 of whom we're enrolled in regular schools

and 5 of whom were enrolled in special schools. .Basic Survey data were

collecte for 2,657 of these students. The remaining 48 stuaents included 18

ineligib1410(identifiid at RTI after the student sampling lists had been

received frOm field staff) and 30 students for whom 'letters of permission.

could not be obtained tom parents and/or field staff could not locate an IEP

16, thitsWas said to. exist.

4. Sampling Proceduies for Level 1 Students

,For,each-tasic Survey sample student, a deterdination was made by

RTI field staff as :to the resence or absvce of an IEP for the previous year, -

The teacher most knowledgeable about eacprevious year TEP(when such an IEP

was available) was also recorded, If more than two Levpl 1 eligible studenti

- were identified a school, two students were seleted.it random and without

replacemene The order ii which these students were selected was noted for

.use in selecting students for the Level 2 sample. If two or less students

were so iilentifiedl they were automatically selected intothe sample.

*14,4 .

5t1.
, 4.8.
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In all, 828 of the Basic St.trvey students at 436 of the schools were

selected into the Level I Substudy. To qualify as a respondent, the student

had to be eligible and both the previous year IBP and Student Characteristics

Questionnaire (in addition to those documents for the current year) had to be

available. A total of 796 students' qualified as respondents; 675 .of these
. 4

students' were enrolled ,in regular schools and ur were enrolled in special

schobls.

5. Sampling Procedures.for Level 2 Students

Since only unweighted analyses were to be colleted with Level 2

data, this sample was selected more informally from the Basic Survey sample:

schools included in'the 25 school districts selected for the Level 2 Substudy

(see subsection 1.c abo4e). 4 total vmple of 53 regular and 8 special

schools were included in these districts. One Level 2 student was selected

from each of these schools as follows:

0) If the school had two Level 1 students, the student selected first

into the Level 1 sample was selected.

b) If the school had only one Level 1 student, this student was selected.

c) the school did not have a Level 1 student; one of the school's

lrBasic Survey sample students was selected at random.

In all, 61 students were selected: all of whom were respondents.

C. 'Facility Component
, -

The'Facility Substudy was supported through a separate two-stage cluster

*' design having facilities at the first stage of sampling and handicapped

students at the second stage.

. 1. ' Facility Sampling Procedures

For discussion purposes, thiS task consisted of five activities:

.(a) construction of sampling frame; (b) stratification -for selection of

initial sample; (c) selection of initial sample; (d) stratification for selec-

tion of final samplei and (e) selection of. final sample.

a. Construction of.Sampling Frame

frame:

"the following steps were involved in constructing the sampling

1) Lists of special education faeilities were obtained separately'from

CIC and the, Office of Civil Rights (OCR). av -

4.9
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.2i The se frames were hand-matched based an facility name, address,

city,andzW ioode.to.obtan.acombined frame in4which each facility-...

was identified
,

avbeing on ,hOth files (CIC-OCR matched), on.the CIC
ob.

file only','or on the OCR file only. 0
3) e. The combined frame was then handmatched with the USOE 1977 "437

file" filf institutions receiving P.L. 89-313 monies (i.e., institu-.
.

tions with a program code 2 and, an agency type 2Y to create a re-

vised combined frathe with each listed facility idgntilied as,being

in one of four subframes. These four subframes are-defined-ts the

fpllowing'four files: :(a) the 437 file, (b) both the CIC and OCR

files only (CIC4ICRAlatch-only), (c) the. CIC file only

and (d) the OCRtfile only (OCR-only).

4) This revised combined'frat was then purgedif
n \,

facilities in Alaska, Hawaii, New Mexico, and Nevada;3.facilities

li'sted on CIC files ,that axe administered by LEAs'and were thus

eligible for the School Component sample; and 52 facilitieethat

were participating in an ongoing HER study).
. .

The end product of these efforts was the Facility Component sampling frame.J.
.

b. Stratification for Selection of Initial Sample

There was a concern that many of thd facilities listed on the

sampling frame, might no longer be in existence co4id not be located with

the information available on the frame., fence, a .two-stage selection procedure
. .

was employed. At the first stage, 155 facilities were'sqlected and screened

to verify that they were currently in operation, These screleping'contacts.
1

''

were made at the state'level in the states in which the facility was located' 4
1 ..

..

based on addresses listed in the frame). fiNksecond.stage involved selecting

a subsample of 79 of the 123 facilities that survived the Stage l'screen0g.,. ': ,,

To select:the Stage 14 sample, each'of the four subframes was-stratified.'

The 437 subframe. was separated into four census regions and then ordered

within region by tkOramount of grant received (low-to-high ordering was enf-

ployed in the firit region, high-to-low in the second, low-to-high in.the

third, and high-to-low in the fourth). fifty-one strata of approximately"

3 Nevada decided to not participate in the State/Special Facility Substudt*

ti
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equal total grant amounts were sequentially formed on the ordered frame. The

" number of strata was set equal to the desiied sample size for "the subframe.

Each of the other three subframes was separated into four census regions

and then ordered alphabetically by state within each region (grant amounts

N., were not available for these facilities). On each subframe, strata containing'

an approximately equal number of facilities were then formed. The number of

strata, foi,eadi subframe,/which were also based on desired sample sizes, were

as follows: 22 forCIC-OCR match only; 24 for CIC only; and 58 for OCR only.

. r 4

c. Selection of Initial (Stage'l) Sample

. One
A

facilip was selected at random from each o,/ithe 155 strata

on the coibined,frame.
4

d. SCritification.for Selection of Final (Stage 2)"Sample

S' Ocithe 155 facilities selected for initial screening, 32 were

deemed ineligible (2 from the'437 file ant 30 from the other three files).

Most'of the ineligible facilities were so classified because they either no

longer existedor.they did not serve, students in the 3-21 age range.

The 155eligiblefacilities initially selected for screening were strati-
.

fied by file location, i.e., 437 subframe versus the non-431 subframes (the

other three subframes combined). Each of the three non-437 strata were further

stratified by three time periods.4 Within each of the time time-period

Strata, additional strata were formed to control for the selection of fecal- .

ties,by t4eie residential /nonresidential status and by the types of handicaps

associated with theik students (e.g., schools for blind or deaf),. Indirect

'9C , stratification was applied to thefaellities its the . second time-period strata

by ordering, tpeitacili4es by tlei4geprollpent size and sequentially forming

substrata, that had Approiimately equal size meadure'(the'number of such sub,-

Atrata
.

for each
0
stratum was equal to the dettred sample Size frOm the,stratum).

a .

e. Selection of Final SSmOle
. .

All of the 49 eligible facilities on the 437 file were selected

with certainty. Thirtyfacilities wereitelected from the_eligible 'facilities

.4 The process of screening the 155 Stage 1 facilities required mutfi ,more
time than anticipated; i.e:, a period :of two to three months- During this
period RTI field staff were a4railabll for collecdfig 'data from the selected
facilities: To keep the fiel4 operationin.motion sampling of facilities was
done in three time Stagesaccordineto established_cutoff times. Fot example,
the first stage sample was'selected on or about l'February from those facili-
ties that had, by that time been screened. and detejmined to be eligible. .The

second and third stages were conducta4 one-and two months later, respectively.
4

t .

%4.11
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on the non-437 files. (See Table A.26 and its related discussion in Appendix A
.

for details of selection procedure.) 'Of the selected 79 facilities,,71 were

classified as respondents (47 of the 49 "437" facilities and 2ibof the 30

"non -437" facilities), Two of the "ionresponding" facilities that agreed to

participate in the study but did not develop IEPs for their students and were

thus considered to be ineligible for the Facility Student Component.

2. . Student Sampling.Procedures

The selection of eight students at each of the facilities in the

sample was accomplished utilizithe same procedures used to select the Basic

Student sample at each special school (see subsection 8.3 above). All of the

556 students selected into thisgample were found to` be eligible,, but 6 were

viewed as nonrespondents because they did not have both a current year IEP and

a completed Student Characteristics Questioanlre,
11P

.

D. Deviations Betweed Implemented and Proposed Sample Designs

Por the most part, only minor alterations. were made to the pioposed

sample design during the implementation phase of the study. These changes

included:

1) Two states refused to participate in the study--N ew Mexic6 prior to

sample selection and Nevada after sample selection.

2) A stratum of "sullen" districts (i.e., less than 300 student enroll-

.

ment and/or no more than two regular schools) was constructed and

used to augment the district sample to preserve the ihtegrity of the

School Component sample sizes. '

A composite study size measure for districts was implemented to the

School Component to better encourage the, realization of 4 Self-
.

' weighting student sample (by school type), while.oVerrepresenting

:handicappeq, stadehis attending special schools and allowing the

final fixed number of students to be selected at each lample school

to vary by school type.

4) The allocation (and selection) of the school sample proceeded on a

flo0 basis as information on consent and revised enrollment data

were received from sampleidistricts. In all four "batches" of this
N.

information lie involved (approximately 50 districts per batch)

4.12
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5) An attempt was made to select two Basic Survey students into the

Level 1 Longitudinal Substudy subsample (instead of,one-p-ropiti-ded in

the sample design). This modification was made because of a concern

that at least one level'l eligible student might not be included in

the Basic Survey student sample at each of the sample schools', and
4served to guarantee the Integrity of tile Level 1 stient sample

size.

6)- The target 'population for the Facility Substudy was redefined to

include all non-LEA administered institutions in the 48 contiguous
e

United States serving' handicapped children aged 3-21.44his change

was necessitated by the. inability to establish the funding source of

special education institutions listed on current directories. ."

The'proppsed facility ftgge (based on PC and Office Qf Civil Rights

Directories).was augmented by the USOE 1977 "437" file to reflect

current P.L. 89-313-funded eatablishments.

8) At BEK request, the facility fraie was purged ofistate-operated or

state-supported schools for the handicapped that had been selected

for participation in another BEN survey of facilities receiving

P.L. 89-313 funding. in all 52 such facilities were deleted from

the frame.

9) The facility sample was drawn in two stages. In the first stage,

155 fcilities were selected and their associated states contacted

to secure fdditional relevant information on the nature and, status

of each initial sample member (e.g.., whether gr not the facility was

'still in operation and the number and age ranges of children

enrolled). In the second stage, a subsample of 79 facilities was

selected from among those Stage 1 sample facilities that still

appeared to be "eligible. " This screening was necessary in order to

preserve the integrity of the ultimate facility sample size (and the

associated sample of students at these facilities) in light of

recognized deficiencies in the sampling frame that was available to

RTI for the facilities component.

E. Summary of Sample Sizes

4 Varying degrees of nonresponse and ineligibility were experienced in

study samples. Table 4.2 provides specific details by analysis unit. The

4.13 61



,Table 4.2

SAMPLE SIZES StLECTED TO SUPPORT IEP SURVEY

.

Analygis Unit
Samplelize
Selected

SStatus of Sample` I:zeli

Responding
. Non-
.respOnding Ineligible

District
,. .

School
1..

Regular ,

Special
.

.

Facility

Basic Survey Student

Regular

Special

Level it Student

Regular

Special

, 1

Level 2 Student

Regular
.

Special

1

Facility Student

232
416

519

81

2705"

.._.

8213'

61

556

443

)6.

.,

2162

543

703

125

53

8

s

'

208

508a/

a/c/437
a/71

b/
73-r

,

2,657

2126

531

,

796

6754

121

50%

42

- 8

550

.

22

9

4

30

21

0

6

5

4

24

6

18

3

0

0

.

2

2

.4

18

11

11

0

1

1

12

6

10

1

,

11

0

/
Figure includes one regular school that served handicapped students but,,

did not develop any IEPs. Since the school did not have IEPs, its data were
dropped from further analyses.

Figure includes two facilities that served handicapped students but. did
not develop any.IEPs.
c/

One of the special schools was subsegently .reclassified as a regular
school based on information collected during the study. The final count of
regular and special schools in the sample was 437 and 70; respectively.

at 62
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response rates for the study are quite adequate and there is no reason to

sus pect that study findings have been systematical lased by nonresponse.

However, the potential for the realized level of nonresponse to systematically

bias. the sample.'results it disCussed.at some length in Appendixes A and 8. .

II. SAMPLING ERROR, CONSIDERATIONS

The results of any survey based, on a sample of a population (rather than

on the entire populatidn) are subject to sampling variability. ThessamplinAg

error (or standard error) provides a meksure of the range "n which 4

sample estimate can be expected to 1414 certain proportion the time. For

example, it may. be estimated that 86 percent of all IEPs contain a statement
.

of the Zident's present level of educational performance. If it is calculated

that the sampling error for this estimate,was 2 percentage points, then accord-

ing to the Central Limit Theorem, 95 percent of all possible samples of that

same size selected in the same way would yield estimates of between 82 percent

and 90 percent (that is, 86 percent t 2 standard error units) for the percent

of IEPs that contain performance level information. That is, one would be 95

peicent sure that the true population figure (percentage) ii Within the interval

4.1 82 to 90 percent. The following probability statements are associated with

some of the more commonly used standard error intervals:

a) About 68 percent of the time the true population figure will fall

within ± 1 SE of the sample figure.

b) About 90 percent of the time the true, p4ulation figure will fall

within ± 1.6 SE of the simple figure. . .

c) About 95 percent of the time,che true population figure will fall

within ± 2 SE of the sample figure.

d) About 99 percent of the .time the true population figure will fall

within ± 2.6 SE,of the sample figure.

The deci sion to obtain information from a sample rather than from the

entire population is.made in the intertst of reducing costs) both in terms, of

money and the burden on
.

the population to be surveyed. The particular samplk

design chosen is the one which is expected to yield the'most accurate descrip-

tive information regarding key properties of IEPs for the least cost. It is

important to realize that, other things being equal, estimates based on small

sample sizes are subject to larger standard errors than those based on large

4.15 63
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samples. Also, for the same sample design and sample size, the closer a

percentage is to 0 or 100, the'smaller the sampling error..

Details of the standard error computation Lot the survey are presinted in

Appendix B.

e
III. SAMPLE DESCRIPTIONS

The tibia presentid in this section provide descriptive information

about the Basic Survey and State/Special Facility Substudy samples. Similar

informatiOn about the Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy, which is a 'sub-
. .

sample of the Basic Survey sample, is presented with the results. of that

substudy in Volume IV. .These deicriptive data, which show the distribution of

various sample units (districts, schools /institutions, or students) by major

classification groups, indicate that the sampling strategy wasltxtiemely

successful in obtaining the desired sample dispersion.

A. Basic Survey Sample

Table 4.3 shows the distribution of districts, schools,, and students over

United Stites Office of Education Regions; Tables 4.4k and 4.5 presents the

distribution of school districts'over size-of-enrollment and per pupil exped-

diture categories, respectively; Tables 4.6 and 4.7 provide distributions of
A

sample schools by size and type of community in ,which they are located

(Tabli 4.6) and by their grade-level organization and 'designation as regular

or special schools (Ta le 4.7); and Tables 4.B-4.11 show the distribution of

sample students by age an chool type (Table 4.8), by grade level and sex

(Table.4.9), by race (Table 4.10), and by_ the nature and severity of handi-

capping Condition (Table 4.11).

B. State/Special Facility Substudy Sample

Table 4.12 shows the distributiop crtfacilities. in the sample by three

size-of-enrollment categories; Table 4.13 gives he distribution of facilities

by their primary purpose. Students in the facility sample are described in

Tables 4.14.-4.17 by grade level and sex (Table 4.14), age (Table 4.15), race

(Table 4.16), and nature and feverity of handicapping conditicin (Table 4.17).

41
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Table 4.3

DISTRIBUTION OF MSC SURVEY SAMPLE UNITS BY USOE REGION
,

.

_ .

Number and PercenLol Sare2le Units

Distric i__Q_ Schools Students
Unitedt .,nited suttes

ot t ice of LducatIon Ile ular SP_ECI Regular _,Special Totals
(uro 1 s,s twit ' Number Pe!4 t it Humber proe__t. Humber Pr rcesat Number Pe: cent Haber Percent Humber 4'ercent

.. --_-__ ___ ..-
j Weirton 1 14 6.1 .10 6.9 4 5.6 150, 7.l 23 4.3 173 6.5

Region 11. 19 9.1 43 9.9 1 . ,l.4 201 9.4 8 , 1.5 209 , 7.9

lo-gion 111 22 10.6 43 9.9 10 14.1 2)4 10.1 77 14.5 291 11.0
i

Region IV 42 .20.2 92 21.1 19 26 8 458 21.5 145 , 21.3 603 22.1

Regsoll V / 42 20 2 81 20.0 Ii 18.3 42S To 0 92 17,3 5)7 19.5

keg ton .V1 ; 18 8 1 .11 8.5 6, 84 182 86 '48 ^ . ,9.0 230. ' 8.7
RegiG6 VII 16 1.1 32 Li 4 5 6 141 ' 6.9 .12 6 b 170, 6.7

.. -f,..
Rawson V1,11 7 .1 4 IS J.4 i 4.2 68 3.2

4

24 4.5` 92 t 3.5
1Region IX ' 17 , 8.2 -.16 83 4 ' 5.6 116 8.3 ( 32

/

6.0 208 1.8

Regi(At X 11 5.3 21 4.8 1 9.9 105 4.9 50 9.4 155 5.8
...___, _ -

I
Toffal 208 100.01/ 436 100 0 71 100.01/ 2,126 100.0f/ S31 -.+80.0f1 2.651 100.0'

/ g..ot. ht tota110024sa . lo rousoloug CklUI

A

44

65
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Table 4.4

"'BASIC SURVEY SAMPLEPg =CETITDI4SITI:ICTSLASSIFIED

Size of Enrollment

., Districts in Simple

Number Percent

''

1-299 or less

300-599 .

..600-999

1,000-2,999

3,000-'4,999

5,000-9,999

10,000-24,999

25,000 or more

.

.

'

.

4

9

38

28

45

t
39

,

36

. .

.

,'

.

,

4

.1.9

4.3

'4.3

18.3

13.5

21.6

18:8.

17.3

.

-

, .

Total
.

s'

208
.-

,

.
100.0

V'

:
4 Tabll 4.5.

:.. ) , -,,Oa . I , - 0

BASIC%S1.TRVEY SAMPLE .SCHOOL DISTRICTS,.CLASSIFIED .
pY 'LEVEt ft ANNIUAL I:TR-PUPIL EXPENDITURE

a'

,

.

.
.

Annual R41 -Pupil
Expenditure Level

.

nsiricts in Sample
44

Numbet 4 Perckt

*./---

.

F1099 or less -

1,100-1,299

14300-1.1r

1,500-1,699
"

1,700-1,899

1,999-2;099

2,100 or more

Undetermined .

.

. 41

"-

,/

A

-

.

.

A.

.

.

-

..
:,,_..

J -29

',.)."33

43,

435

-. '24

* 20
.

. . 22
1

''2

.

-

)

.

.

-

. a

.

.

13.9

15.9

'20.7

16.8

11.5

4.6

r 10,6

1.0

.

.

Total

_

. .

1

208 100,0

i

.00

. 4.18, 66
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Table 4.6
`

BASIC SURVEY SAMPLE SCHOOLS CLASSIFIED BY SIZE AND TYPE OF COMMUNITY

. .

Size and Type of Community .

Schools in Sample

Number Percent

lipa4fruralor farming community
..,.

Small citx or town under 50,000 and not .

a suburb of a city 50,000 or mores

,City of 50,000 - 200,000 and not a stiburb
of a city 200,000 or more

Suburb of a city 50,000 - 200,000

City of 200,000 - 500,000 and not a suburb
of a city 500,000 or more

SUburb of a city 206,000 - 500,000

City of over 500,000
, -,

"Suburb of a city over 500,000

.

104

146

79

40

22

16

44

56

.

20.5

r

28.8

_..-
15.6

7.9

4.3

3.2

8.7

1

11.0

Totl
. .

507 7-100.0

. 4 . Table 4.1

BASIC SURVEY SAMPLE SCHOOLS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE
OF.SCHOOL AND GRADE/AGE-LEVEL ORGANIZATION

. ,

Grade Level Organization

Regular Schopls Special Schools Total

Number Percent -Number Percent Number Percent

Elementary

Secondary /-
N

Elementary/Secondary

1

.

326

'100

10

64.3

19.7

2.0

13

,,7

'51

.'2.6

1.4

10.1

339

167

61

.66.9

21.1

12.0

1

Total 436 86.0 71 14.0-
a/

507 100.0 1

.

a/
- Detail doei not add to total because of rounding.

-1/
-67
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Table 4,8

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF BASIC SURVEY SAMPLE STUDENTS, BY SCHOOL TYPE

,

,

*

Student Age

.
Schoollype

.

TotalRegular Special

Number Percint12/

r

Number Pe:Scirnt12/ Number Percentk/

3 year olds '3 0.1 5 059 8 0.3

4 yeai olds 6 0.3 -11 2.1 17 0.6

5 year olds 33 1.6 ii. 20 3.8 53 2.0 .

6 year olds 106 5.0 19 3.6 125 4.7

7 year olds. 152 7.2 26 4.9 178 6.7.

8 year olds 4 9.f 39 7:3 233 8.8 1

9 year olds 155 '7.3 34 6.4 189. 7.1

10 ear olds
...

168 ,7.9
:'

25 4.7 19 7.3

44 *ear olds 161 7.6 32 6.0 %-4493 7.3

12' year olds '151 7.1 28 5.3 179 6.7

0 year olds_ i'l64 7.7 32 6.0 196 7.4

JWear olds 175 8.2 31 5.8 206 7.8

15 year olds", 211 i 9.9 40 7.5 251 9.4

16 year olds , 191 I 9.Q i 44 8.3 235 8.8

17* year of s 128 =
.

!
6.06 45 8.5 173 6.5

18 year of . 89i 4.2 38 7.2 12/, 4.8

19 year' old 3Y- 1.5 23 4.3 '55 2.1

20 year olds
1

IS 0.2 15 2,8 20 0.8

21 year olds \ /2 0.1 ,....t 4.5 26 1.0

T0t4l 2,126 100.0 531 100.0-
/

2,657 ' 100.0S/

a/

b/

c/

New Mexico iclined to "participate priOrto study deiign_implementatian.

Allpercents are based on column totals.

Percents do not total 100 due to rounding error.
,

4.20
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..0". .. Table..4:9
... .

0

GRADE LEVEL AND SEX6DITRIBU'fIQN 'Of BASIC SURVEY SAMPLESTUDENTS.

-
..

1., I ."
.. ' '

- :

trade Level

.1/4.0

Sex
i.

.

tot
$.8.

Total
.

Nile, Female
b

Number Percent -' Numbe ,
Percent - -.

";

Number Percent-
f.

..-

Pre -K'
.

. .

. -

.1.

. ,

2-
...

3 .

" 4

-5 7

6

.
7 .

.8

9

10
A..

4....
1,1 .. ;1.J..

12

Ungraded/
Undetermined

.

I

4

-I,. :.

.35 X1'.6 -.4. 18
4 t

' 49. .1.8 7 '31
.

4115 *44.3 . 56

13;,, 5.0 ., 69

.110 64-.1.. - 55
.1. sr. .
08 4 .1... 58

A it
. 96 3.6 53

.ii.

81 3.0 . 46 '

. 113 4..2. 069.

`118 4.4' 48
. - .

-1, 6

,149 '5.6 64

120 4.5. , 65

1,0 1 i'S.13 45
*

68 2.6 , 29
--k,. .

f
359 13.5 frl

- :I .4

., .

0.7.
..

1..2 'III

,
. .

2.1

2.6

2-1

2.2

... f20, _

40-$
1.7

2..4

1..8

2.4
' A.4/213

'2.4 .."-

* 1.7

,

1.1 '. . . .

P3,.
.

33

-

8C)

.. -
17

. 20

165

.. 166

149

127

78

166

185

146

97

580
..?

- .

' 1.,2 ..

a

.3.0
.

6.4
..

7.6

6.2
ke.

6.2 ,

. 5.i

4.g1
.

6.7°

. 6.2 di '
8.0 1.
7, . 0

5.5 6"
- 3%,6 .i

.

21-.8

.
,

... .

'fetal

fi
D

5..3!/ 9Z3
.

34 , 7
.

s

2 , 657, "
.
100.0-:

a/

1/ Detail floes not
r.

0
' thl bgcause ot.round,fng

121
$ ,

All perfentslare based on.. tbe total of 2,657 students.. ..,.- -/..- . % . ... .1/4 - - ---
f- ... 6

4.21

'69

.4*

4

0

. fP



Table 4.10

.
_ .

:

. %

.

4
-

Race
4

, i

.V Students .

Number Percent
. .

.

American Indian or Alaskan,Native
, .

Asian or Pacific Islander
.

Black, Not Hispanic

Hispanic

White, Not Bispanic

. °

38

20

.

526

103

1,970

1

.

1

1.4

0.8

.

'19.8

3.9

74.1

,

. ..

..

.

.

.

Total . 2,65711
.

100.0

_
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Table 4.11
so

DISTRIBUTION OF BASIC SWIM SAMPLE STUDENTS, BY NATURE AND SEVERITY OF RANDKAPPING CONDITION-

-L-

__-___---- Severity of Condition /

. b/

Nature of:Condstion

Mild Total-°Moderate Severe

Humber Percent- number Percent-CI number Percent
c/

Humber Percent

114koily Retarded 640 65.1 1 271 ,27.6 70 7.1t . 981 28.5

Learneni.DAhled 442 41.1 415 42.4 149 14.5

Emotionakly Disturbed 18.5 '. 121
iti .

55

Speech Impaired 134 46.3 . 266 16.8 . 122 16.9 7%2

Deof or narJlef nearing. 21 21.2 16
. .

tuthopediralli impaired 34** 18.2 12 40.0 21. .2S 8 89 2.6
. .

Vitnallyflandmapped 18' )0.5 21 ' '44..1 14. 25.4 59 1:7
. .. t

. ,..
Other Ileeth Impaired 74 42.1 '54 '30.9. 47 26.9 175 5.11

total 1,671 49.3 1,244 16.4 S22 /4.1 s, 1,417.'1100.0
- - --- ---- --------7------

a/
The uotuir and severity of Lath student's condition was determinedLaspl speLsfied or each student by Ors /her

o

..

*petal edulation teacher. , 0 .

.

h/ .4
lheo tole. provides the total nombe.

ors

and perents of reppru'A disabilities for the sample students. Tilt' total
.

.

oumhv1 01 111100o exceeds the oesm.leielLe heiuse some students. have multiple 'desabipties af 1

4/ Pri4his $$.4the.e columns ore based /at raw totals, o.e:, the,number of stqcsts shown so the correspondtng row o:
the lab ( l Ilimos o $

r

Vs

$

O

.

t.
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Table 4.12
. 0 *

'DISTRIBUTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACI TY SAMPLE
CLASSIFIED BY. SIZE OF STUDENT ENR MENT

Size of Enrollment Number Percent

1-49

.50-200,

.201, or,

22 30.1

c 30 41.1

21 28.8

Total
s

73 100.0

Table 4.13

DISTR1BUTION'OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SAMPLE
CLASSIFIED BY PRIMARY PURPOSE OF FACILITY

Primary Purpose Number 'Percent

Res4dehtiB1:tieatment that .includes
'educational services 18 24.7

',Day care treatment that includes educe-
..

, tional services , 10 13.7

Day care am:I.-residential treltment.that
includes edudationaL service 10 4 : 13:7

,

Educational services only 21
. .

281 8
. .

,

Other
.

' ' 11 15.1

.Updetermined 3 4.1
. . .

.

t
.4

.11.)

a/
73 100.0

#k

1.

Percehts do not total 100 due to rounding.4

f
72
...

-S
4.24



-Table 4.14

GRADE LEVEL AND SEX DISTRIBUTTON OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SAMPLE STUDENTS

Grade Level

Sex-

Total

4
:1

. Male Female

Number Percent Number
.

Percent Number Percent
.

.

Pre-K '

K

1

2

3

4

5

6
.

7
r ,

8

9

10.

11

12' '

'Ungraded/

Undetermined

..

.

22

12

7

1

7

1

?

4

9

9

12

5

4

,5

239

I
i

.

6.5

3.5

2.1

0.3

2.1

0.3

0.6

1.2

2.7

2.7

3.5

1.5

1.2

1.5

70.5

,

15

8

2

3

1

2

3

1

5

3

3

5

2

2

156
..

,

.

7.1

3.8

1.0

1.4

0.5

1.0

'1.4

0,5

2.4

1.4

1.4

2.4 .
1.0 .

.

1..0

ate
73.9

.

37

20

9

4

8

3

5

5

-14

12

15

' 10

6

7

1'395

.

.

-

6.7

3.6

1.6

0.7

1.5

0.6

0.?

0.9

2.6

2.2

2.7

1.8

1.1

1.3

71.8

'Total 339
e

100.0-
b/

211

,

100.0-
b/

,

.

. 550
.\

100.0

a/ All- percents are based on a total sample of students for whom sex
information was available.

.1)/

.

;I:Percents do not total 100 due torounding error.

tt

t
4.25

a

r;

73
e:. :4



Table 4.15

AE DISTRIBUTIDW'OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SAMPLE STUDENTS

Io

Student Age Number
a/

Percent-

4

3 year olds 12

4 year olds 28

5 year olds 41.32

6 year olds 12

7 year olds 27

8 year olds 17
St

9 year olds 24

10 year olds 28

11 year olds 27

12-'ytar olds 33

13 year olds 44

14 year olds 64

15 year olds 38

16 year olds 35

17 year old 33

18 year olds 28

19 year olds '28

20 year olds 21

21 year olds 19

-

2.2

5.1

5.8

2.2

4.9

3.1

4.4

4.9

, 6.0..
.-.

8.0 :

11.6

6.4.

6.0

5.1
s

5.,1

30

3.5'

.

.

or

J

Total 550 6, 106.0
b

a/

b/

.

All.percents are based on column totals,
"6 )

Percents do not total 100 due tct roundidg erior.)

..
;

.

.

.

r
. ., .i ..i.

.. .4. t .

t

).

f d t
':.. tt 0.4 '4

..= ..
.*:-.fi .' lb: A ..!.

6.

.. , . 4i .(., ;
, 4 *, it

'.1. . A 1* et T.
%

4'.26

I t .. ;4 ,

, le. .
1 IR . , : . 2 -, . .. .

.. .

' !; I17, !. ''
. e.. it:. : - - , .., t -_' :!'

. -) V . - 7 .. .,,,--. ti ,.. 7 : _4 :t



. Table 4.16

RACE DISYRIBUTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SAMPLE STUOE$TS

r
Race Number

a/
Percent

American Indian'or Alaskan Native 1 0.2

Asian or Pacific Islander
,

2 0.4

Black; Not Hispanic / 104 18.-9

Hispanic 19 3.5

White, Not Hispanic 424 . 17.1,

Total 550 100.0
b/

%

a/

b/

All percents are based on column totals.

Percents do not total 100 'due to rounding error.

$

0

.

' -4.27, /1)
7

14

4

a

J
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AW Table 4.17

DISTRIBUTION OF FACILIWiSTUDENTS, BY NATURE AND SEVERITY OF CONDITION!'

Nature df Condition Number

Mentally Retarded

Learning Disabled

Emotionally Disturbed

Speech Impaired

' Deaf and Hard of Hearing

'Orthopeditally Impaired

Visually Handicapped

Other Health Impaired

Multiple ConditiorA

13

6

10

6

1

2

0
5

20-

Total I I- 63

Severity of Conditions

Mild Moderate Severe
c

Percent- Number Percent
/

Number Percent-
/

11.5- 157- 28.5-
d/

330 60.0 550 - 100.0-

. ii_._ - 1

2.4
$26

4.7 32 5.8

1.1 S 0.9 0.0 1.8

1.9 19 3.5 11 2.0

1.1 4 0.7 3 0.6

0.2 4 0
1

.7 .34 6.2

0.44 6 1.1 6 1.1

0.0 3 0.6 10 1.8

0. 20 3.6 9 . 1.6

3.6 70 12.7 21S 39.1

Number Percent

71 12.9

21 3.8

40 7.3

13 2.4

39 7.1

14 2.6

13 2.-4

'34 6.2

305 55.4

. Total'

a/ . ,
The nature and severity of each student's condition was determined and specified for each student by._

his /her special education teacher.

-1)

/
This column' provides the total numbeh and percents of reported disabilities by severity level for

the sample students. The total number of conditions exceeds the sample size because somektudents hive
multiple disabilities.

76 q/
,

.
.

Percents in. these columns are based on row totals, i.e., the number of students shown in the
- corresponding row of the last column.

----... x t
N d /

of rounding.Detail does not add to total because

0

4.

. ...le 441ftl...,

77



Chapter 5

Instrumentation

4

Seven instruments were developed and field tested for collecting the data

for the Basic Survey and its related substudies: IEP Evaluation Checklist,

Student Characteristics Questionnaire, School Characteristics Questionnaire,

School District Characteristics Questionnaire, State/Special Facility Charac-

teristics Questionnaire, Sampling Information Protocol, and Level 2 Substudy

Protocol. These instruments are described in this chapter. The justification

for each item of each of these instruments is presented in the design report

(see footnote 1 in Chapter 1).
y"

Four additional Data-of-Recpfd Forms also were prepared for recording

information obtained in informal discussions with school, school district, and

state/special facility personnel.. Each of these forms is. described along with

the description of the questionnaire to which it most.tlosely relates. Several

other data record forms (e.g., Sampling Information Record, Student Listing

Form, and Multiple ReportingSheet) were developed to assist field per-

.sonnel in selecting the student sample at each sample'school and facility.

While these in-house forms were referenced earlier in Table 3.1, they are not

described hero.

I. IEP EVALUATION CHECKLIST

The IEP Evaluation Checklist (see Appendix C) was deve oped to compile

data'regarding the properties and contents of IEPsmEach Ito. collected in the

national survey was carefully reviewed at RTI ov trained evaluators who then
4 f

entered or checked the appropriate information in the IEP Checklist. The

Checklist was designed so that, once completed by the ev luator, the entered

data could be keyed directly onto machine- readable files f,r subsequent analy-

sis. .

.

The IEP Evaluation Checklist was specifically intended to provide answers
. . ,

to the first six Basic Survey questiont (see Table 3.1). To provide answers

to,these questions, the Checklist includes 492 response options grouped under

16 general information headings. These general information headings request

.descriptive data regarding to what extent and in what format mandated -,

s
...' ,

781



.4.

4%.

..

., information is included in IEPsd-and to What'extent and in what format acIdi-
. 1.

.

W. ; tiOnisl information is intluded to improve the viability of these documents.as

instructional plans. The procedures used to entet data in the-Checklist is
;

.

i..desciilled in Section III of Chapteral. v

.

.. .
...

A° *. 1 i
. ' .. o %. \ 4

11. ruilAFcilARAdTEpisTtcs QUESTIONNAIRE (AND BATA:OF-,R CORD)FORH 4)
'. . ..4.. 1 F .

- - -1 i . . . t

'.. The.Student4Characteristics Questionnaire (see Appendix D)
\
is attwo-page

. .

. .

questions ire,that was completed for each studedt%in the survey sample by the

)
.

teacher js st knowledgeable about ,the student's.IER. ..(TwO Student Character-
.

4istict Questionnaiies were.cpmpleted for each student in the Retrospective

Dingitudinat Sastudy; i.e,,' Loi'those students for whom IEPs were collected

for two:consecutive years.) This qUestionnaire'prbvided information regarding

the characteristics of. students receiving special educational services in

public schools and state/special facilities, the participants in the .develop-
.

ment and approval of,IEPs, the service pettings in which student's received the

special educational services specified in IEPs, and the proportion of the
4.

academic week that students spent receiving these special services.

A The Data-of-Record Form 4: Public School Student Information (see Appen-

dix D) is a one-page form used to record information obtained in informal

discussion with
,
the teacher most knowledgeable about each sample student's

. s

IER. The information is in regard to whether the student's special education

. placement is in the sample school, in some other school, or in both.

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE (AND DATA-OF-RECORD FORM 2)

The one-page School Characteristics Questionnaire (see AppAdix E) was

completed by the principal (or designee) of each school in the sample, during

. t

t i Section *602 of the Education fdr All Handicapped Children Act of 1975
(P.L. 94-142Ystates that an IEP shall i ,clude "(A) a statement of the present
levels of educational performance of suh child, (B) a statement of annual
goals, including short-teri instruction objectives, (c) a statement of the

. specific educational services to be provided to such,child, and the extent to
which such child will be able to participate, id regular educational programs,
(D) tha, projected data for initiation and anticipated duratitm of such services,
and(E)'appropriate objective criteria and evaluation procedures and schedules
for determining, on at least an annual basis, whether instructional objectives
are being achieved." ,

.

0
5.2
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,

;

the time that IEPs were being collected in his/her school by the RTI survey
.

4 specialist. This instrument was used to provide basic descp0.ptive information
);

.about the type of school, type of community, and available special education

resources. These data were used to describe the schools in which students in

tie sample were being served, and to determine the existence of significant

relationships between school 'characteristics on one hand, and the properties

and content t of the IEPs and the type of special services being provided on

the'other hand,

The Data-of-Record Form 2: Public School Information (see Appendix E) is

a two-page form used to record information obtained in informal discussion.

with the school principal or other school personnel. The information is in
. ,

regard to school grade range, total school enrollment, number of handicapped

students receiving special education, status of handicapped students who do

not yet have IEPs, special education funding sources, and approximate number

of handicapped students who receives special education at another schoolon a

pull-out basis.

IV. SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE

(ANn DATA-OF-RECORD FORM 1)

The one-page School District Characteristics Questionnaire (see Appendix F)

was completed by the school district superintendent or his/her designee. This

instrument provided descriptive information about the resources available for

handicapped students in the districts in which the sampled.schools were loated.

In addition to describing the districts, the data was used to determine the

existence of significant relationships between district characteristics and

the properties and content of the IEPs and the type of special services being

provided.
t#11

The Data-of-Record Form 1: School District Information (see Appendix F;

is a one-page form used to record information obtained in informal discussion

with school district personnel. The information is in regard to the number of
.

intermediate districts or cooperative arrangements through which handicapped

students are served, and the approximate number, by handikapliing condition, of
111p.

students so served. -

6u
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V. STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY:CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE

(AND DATA-OF-RECORD FORN.3)

The three -page Slate/Special Facility Characteristics Questionnaire (see

Appendik G).was completed by the director or other appropriate personnel at

each of the facilities in a sample of state/special facilities. The data from

this questionnaire were.used for basically the same two purpres as the School

Characteristics Questionnaire and the School District Characteristics Ques-

tionnaire; i.e., the data were used to describe the facilities in the sample,

and to determine the existence of significant relationships between state/

,special facilities and the properties and contents of IEPs and the types of

.special services being provided.

The Data -of- Record Form 3: . State/Special Facility Information (se&

Appendix G) is a one-page form used to record information obtained in informal

discussion with State/Special Facility personnel. The information is in

regard to the handicapped student enrollment and the status of handicapped

students who dcnot yet have IEPs.

VI. -LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY PROTOCOL

. The ten-page Level 2 Substudy Protocol (see Appendix H) outlined the

field procedures to be billowed in collecting data for a small subsample of

students. This-data collection activity was carried out by RTI professional

staff members or consultants and consisted of, interviewing relevant staff

(e.g., the student's teachers, parents, school principal, special education

coordinator), of classroom observations, and of a study of each sample stu-

dent's school records. The data collected during these unstructured data

collection activities consisted of entries on data record forms (see Appen-
.

dix H) and of narrative summaries. Thes data were used to describe the

special education and related.services actu lly received by handicapped stu-

dents,, to compare this'special education program as actually implemented with

the special' education program as documented in the IEB; and to determine the

nature of, and reasons for, any discrepancies between the two. In addition, the

data were used to estimate the degree of familiarity of parents with the

contents of their children's IEPs.

5.4
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VII. SAMPLING INFORMATION PROTOCOL

The Sampling Information-Protocol (see Appendix I) outlined the proce

dures to be followed by RTI survey specialists in collecting certain school
441Isseasa.,

and school district_ related information (including enrollment.(izes) via

contact with the school district superintendent. :These data were intended.to

meet two needs. First, the data were used, along with other Arailiple data,

as a basis lot-selecting sample schools within each sample district? And
,

second, the data were used to describe schools and school distrits in which

students receiving special education services were enrolled.

0KarcDt-7

40
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Data Collectton, Receipt Control, IEP C44ing., and Data Processing

.Pw-,.

w
w-

Chapter 6'

Thii 'chapyefl3r0 s an overview of the proc dares usedto -collect and

process th4 largeomount of data required 't4 meet the objectives of the national
,

survey. these protedures are descril4ed . in five se'ution#454, follows: data

collection (gectaokI); receipt control'(Section II);10 coding (Section III);

data procgss.iaw (Section IV); -and confidentiality procedures -(Section V).'

°
0 4

V

*N.

49
#

.

A. Basic
.

I, DATA COLLECTION

d

f'
1. Gainin'g Cooperitton ,

,

.
... -Standard Iscbool,survgy .prOtocol as folloWed in an effort to gain

t . 4.

&operation from 1232 selectfcschkO1' districts. (LEAs) in 43 states. -Contacts

began in early December, 1978 with a letter from BEllito,the Chief Ste SchOol .

, .-Officer (CSSO) of each state- incluhd 'in they survey.sampli (see Apteendix
.

3)..
-- .

The letter was Ailned:ko' inform' the qSO_Of the 'survey, to advise that
. . -. - ! , - : . - n .

school districts- it'd the state -had been selected for participation, an4 td
. . - ..I-

'.4.

0 ,

requestcdoperation frog, the State Acatation Agency (SEA). . A list of selected
% % . . -

.

.

_LEAs within the state, acco41 anied the let/ter. Tic re-C§SO 'was qUeste4 to .nam,
(

4
. ..,

.
. - 4

9 4

the Director of S p vial Education for 4the SEA, -as ,$tate coordirak.or for the .

d . 4 .
%. y

sut:vey . 4 cop4wof each CSSO letter also was sent iothe apirlpriate stere
. ..

.

epresent 4* of the COmmittee-on Evaluation and Information Systems OCEIS)

o the C nail of 'Chief St le School Officers.
,

. . Approximately 40111p w'. k alter he' ietters were mailed, a .4arOject
, ''.

..
. . -siff, member telephoned the 'Dire tor Iff'Special Ed4cation of each state in

A'
' . 0 A

11
Ncloded in "the sappld. .During these. eills$ SEA cooperation w.as solick4ted,

. . . . -
:

' 1 4 .
requests for 'addit4onal vniarmation4i4ere 'handled, and procedures. for contacts

4

with same Al LEAs within' each state Wte logrelbc10441° 4:4, nuffibeo'of options were ,
. .

, 4!

of felfed: fof, Vie. cAfidurt 4f LEA ,mailing4,,'tele1koris fol141.T7-4, and data cellec-

tiop scheddting. to mitre that SEA-preferred ' p ri t Ix o 1 would )e followed-
. - 'A A _.,- 6 . ' ..:

.

These options ranged from' all arrangements ;nth- LEAs Ueling:,completed by the '
' .... ',Iw /'

-state doct-dinttoro. all arrangeiaents'.8einfthadd diTrectly with LEAs from
t 0 .4 .6

4%
. .' .

0 SEIWITI. '.
#4 .

44

, 4
. . q oee

4 I t
..0.` iti - . w, -44 .--

S .1"

O

:,

.

O.
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0

10

. After completion of the teleph9ne contact With each SEA, a- letter was

sent from R71 confirming arrangemehts agreed upon

contapted.staees agreed to cooperate..

/

(see Appendix, K). All 43 tOr

Contacts with saiple LEAs were initiated in January, 1979', with informa-"

tioa packagesrepared at ITI and mailed from BEH. The package contained a,

cover letter from BEN .(see AppendiX L), a summary description of the survey
0

(see Appendix H), apd a copy of the appropriate CSSO letter. The coverletter,

addressed p3 the LEA superintendent, explained the survey,indkc4ed that4e.
f

.

district. had been selected for particOipation, invited the superintendent to

deSignate the district'speciaeeducition director' or another staff meiber.as
. ,

coordinator; and advised that the LEA .would be dontacted within" a few day4s

*

. . -.0

regarding participation. These .mailings were made directly to,sample LEAs
. . .

. 0.

with copies to the designated state coordinator and the CEII,representative '
. . .

.. . .4 . .

4 for the state, except -in those cases where the SEA had selected,d contact,
.

.

option requiring maili from he state' level, in these latter cases packagei

re

--. ,. ..

for each sample., LEA w tailed frilmBEH to the designated state c6oTdidator

lot

for disIributii41 - .. . . .-

.Telephone follow-up with LEAs began approximately two weeksiafter the 1\.

mailing. These calls were made by RTI'field supervisore:'PbUring the telephone
lc

conversation with as superintendent Or designated LEA coordinatoir, effOrts were

v,

made to: 0M0 . , 'IS cc,
.

''' , - ' -..
,

. f
i \ At

V

""-a) SOlielt the distipidt's'c4dO ration in the idi4Or . . e.......
4 .... ,

' '.. .0,
. .0,

contacting' 0 ,:r,.: Determine ehe desired proCedure'S cor ontating saMplescIrls within
isor

the LEA. .4 . 4
. , .

.

c) 06*p.;current school and enrollment information required to select
: *.

.
-. sample schoolil

i '
,--

. . ,

.

.

Egch field supervisor was provided with written procedures lor, conducting the'
.... ifm .

,

.LEA Contact; and was ifiggiefed for the activity by a telephone conference call

;*

... it s

,.
. . ,

with' project survey' specialist.- Results were telephoned toATI so that' A .-
a

school samp14'selectio4 and prepaltions 6e schpol contacts could.he coMpleted.
_

Contacts were made with 232'sampfe LEAs.. Of these, 208 agreed
.
to part icipate,

P 22 declined, and 2 were,aetermined tope "In igible.
1 *

Contiocts,with principals of sample sc qls.Began with a miihng from RTI,
A

whi4 contdfied a cover,letter.from the projectdirector, a summary of school
.

Ativities for the' suMPly, and a c'onfidential'ity of d;tasstatement (see Appen-
.

.dix N). Copies of thes'e materials were sent tp the LEA superintendent,
.

r'"

' .4. 1.

:
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t
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,

LEA coordinator, SEA coordinator, and the state CEIS representative. Approxi-

matelftwO weeks after the ixhool mailing, the RTI held supervisor responsible
'

for data collection in a school telephoned the school to answer questions,

obtain Oreectent to, pa.rticipate, and schedqla daea coDiection visit. Pf the

'519 schools selected for the sample, .508 agreed to p'articipate, 9 declined, '.

and 2 'were deterisified to be ineligible.'

2. Training rield,Stalf
.

Sixteen fiel4 Supervisors were trained at RT1 inmidFebruary, 1979;

training was based on a'compirehensiveproject manupl, designedto serve as a-

training manual,si well as a procedUral manual during, field work. The manual

and the training covered procedures for school contacts, scheduling data

. collection, shipping completed work to RTI, progress reporting,and detailed .

t
.

,3. Data.Collectn 'n Sample LEAs"-_ _ . . ...... .,... ____.._ _ ___

4\specifications for stude t sample selection and data collection.
. *

At the time scheduled during the telephone contact, the field super-
V,

'visor traveled to an LEA and first met with the. LEA
,

coordinator to confirm.

arrangements for school data colleCtion and to complete a School District

CharaCteristics Questionqaire tsee Appendix F). A Data-of-Record'Form 1 (see
. ....

.,0. Appendix F1 was completed by the field suarvisOr. Followine this introductory 4.

P lib.,

meeting,1.00 field supervisor visited 'the sample schools within the LEA,. At

each schOol, the followkno.basic sprvey tasks weigocompleted:. ,
4.

a) ' Fina 'll3arra ments for data collection were made with 'the principal
* . 1 - . .

. ...
. %

Ot: or desi
A

, .
4 .

.,Y i
b) A completed School Characteristics Questionnaire (see Appdix E)

.

was obtaided.. , .0. .

c) A sample-of 'students with current year as was selected following,.
* .44' .

. .

, el
specified procedures *(see 4.ction 1.8.3 of Chapter 4).

2. k

. 01. Unique identification nuAbers were Assigned to eacsample student.
, ..

e)'Sample student'IEPs W6ere photocopied and pedi-sonally identifying

Informatren wasdeleted. ,

.,.
.

. . .
.

.

Up A 'iigAed,MetareduM'IOr the File (see App'endii,Wwas placed ineach

sample student's IEP folder. .: . ,,
'.

g). ,48 comOieted Student Charactexistid Questionnaire.(see Appendix D)
.

.. . .%.-

, .

foreach sample student was obtained from the teacher most familiar.
.,

ei.... with the student's IEP.
.

..--) , ..1:
.

. .
*

. .. e

. , 1 .. . t .a, 0

I
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:... , : 0
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*

W 1
**

.".,411)... A Data-of-Record- form.2 .(see Appendix E) was completed for
.,

. . .1. .

- . . sample school, lad a:DitanofrReeord Form 4 tsee .Appeddix'b) Was-
N . .

. completed for each studen, in tht sample.
. .

,

t *

e I.

each.

i
UpOn

LEA,

i) All collected materials
-

completion+ordatl(collucollection

the field sugervAor batched a

them io RTI. A courtesy call was m

were scgn-edited to insure completeness.

activities Wteach sample school within arc'

11 cpmplAgli,documeniS.by schodl-arid.s,hipped.

ade to' 'ate .1.,E2 office before' tie arture from-
10

4.. ;
the area. . " 4 ,

Throughout data'collection, RTI field Still complied-with a special

policiei or procedures of sample LEAs and stools obtaining parental

ct

,

. ..
1 .

consent requirementd, file access by schDokpersganel only). In addition,
.

>

every effort wasAade:t6 conduct datacollection in a manner thae6woilid result
V .

in minimal disruption of school acti7ities...Generallyt cooperation of school'

-personnel with the survey activities was outstan ing.
f

,. L 0
.

ws
Jo 4 .

e. B. Longitudinal Substudies ALdewy.-
1. Level 1

v

c

v. i . M

4 I ,, 0
V...

, Efforts were made tb collect data for the ev!el 1 Rettospecti,e
.4_ ,

,

Longitudinal 3ullstudy in each sample school involvedipthe.Basic Survey. 1

Samii4ng.proCedures were applied by the field 'supervisor to `randomly select
.

two stctIdents, for whom a.p.rfor year- IEp existed, from the Basic Surrey sample.
1

Then, follOwing procedures employed fOr Basle Surffey, data coltfiction, a copy -

of each selected student'sprior.year IE? wa's.:dge and a completedttudent
.

Ctiaracteriitics:QueStionnWe'was obtained' from ehe teacher mOst4fam4lar with I.,-
.

tge students pp.oryearprogram: I .
2. Level 2 :

. .. t
Data for the Level 2 Retrospective Longitudinal S study were col-t . . .

lected in a subsamile of 25 school districts. These' visits were made by' RTI
. .. .,4

profesdkonal st.affsand.consultants., Each visit consisted of collectiod of all
..

daia,.'ai described~ above, for the Basic gui;eyand the' LeVel 1 RArospective
- . .. , . . .

Longitudinal
.

Loneitddinil Substudy and, in addition,,of interviet, observations, and"study
.

ft
. 3. . .

of schOol recordsregardlng the *speciat educatfon program of. one handicapped
.

studedt in each sample School: These data'collection procedures are described

in deiail 6 Volume IV, Chapter 3.
, . -

.
t

C.
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.
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C. 'State/Special Facility Substudy -0

. Data

vey,, were

' ties for

4'

collection activities, similtr-tO .those described for the Basic Sur

conducted in i sampnof-hon-LEA adipiniste4ed faciii

the handicapped. -Approvalyas obtained from appropriate state-level

administrators priOr to'contacts wilhsam le faCilities. Mailings, similar to
MIPP

school mailings previously described, weie made to.the faCilities. 'Follow-up.

telephone contacts to obtain cooperation and schedule data collection were

made b'y RTI field superyisors, who then visited assigned facilities to conduct

field work, Procedures emplEyedAwere those designed for the Basic Survey,

Oitht.he exceptions 'that nochool District Charagteri4tics Questionnaire was
4

.Obtainfd, a'Stete/Special Facilities Questionnaire 'wee Append* G) replaced
. .

the School Characteristics Questionnaire, and I.Data-of-Record Fe= 3 (see

Appendix G) replaced the.Form 1 and°Form 2.

Excellent cooperation was experienced' with sampled facilities. Of,77

eligible facilities incl4ded in he sample anddetermined to be eligiblefoi
. .

the survey, 73 participated and 4 declined.-

II. 'RECEIPT CONTROL

i

'Completed documents received at RTI were, subjected to carefully sitecifiea

41receipt - control actixities. A.project survey assistant checked ineach i

, -

ship-

ment, making certain that all required documents'for each sample district. or
--.,

facility were included... Then, all dOcuments were checked to insure that '
4 t

uniquejdentifiers had been properly,assigped and accurately entered on each._
°

DOCuments were then'batched by type for processing.

Data receipt was monitored (Ise of an automated cont rol system.

Under this system, a record was maintained in a master co ntrol file for each

district, school, andstudent in th( sample. As each docUMei,passea through

the various stages of processing, "eyent" recOrds.werevcreated*(eitheir through

manual keying or autogiabic geneeation by data-eritry or editi programs) that
0

ref Vected changes' j.11 plitstatui....Using the event recor ehe.control
I;

file 1s periudi'cillys updated 'acid reports were'generated summarizing ifie. "

P
' curxent Mills of each documen and changes since. the'laip 4pdatee, In those

cases, where events violated a predetermined. sequence, Or a ipecifiechweriod
I

timegaa-sed between changes in, status, warning alessiges. were. printed And

action ,was taken to resolve the problems. .

a . .4k.
6.5
-
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.

In act:iiiqiiq monitoring the status of each document,the'controi 'We ..%;-.
.. .

. e: ...

maintaited'inlormation on each document's location. This information, peigAtted.

Arapid retrieval Of'documents-at any stage of.in-.house precessing; 4° ..

..

;^- . d k

. , The particulars 'of.thelEP Checklist coding piocedures can. be *Ind in
,,

w
'Appendix P. The purpose of this subsection is to: (a) deicribe the coder -,

raining process, (b) review the method and the intent of the quality control
46.

sctivities, and.(c) report briefly on the'system that' was formaeivelYdev loped
.

to incorporate unanricipatea variations in IEP characteristics.
4. . .

. . ill
4

A. Coder Training
.

The IEP Evaluation Checklists were completed by seven hi rqualified

III. IEP CODING

, il

s

and fully trained coders. All Seve- n coders had had:preyio academic' and work

experience in' the area of special .education A one -week, training prograb was

designed based on the known entry level of,the'seven'coders. This program'

involved both active and receptive learning deemed necesiarzjoto'meet the
. 4 .

coder7training task objectives.. The qbjectives for coder training were of two

major types; One.pertaining.to the accuracy and appropriateness of art iodividual

'coder's checlhist selettions, and the'second'pertaintng to the uniformity of

the problem-solving process exercised by the seven member's of the coding team.
,

- -

A comprehensive coding manual was divised based on anticipated characteristi

of IEPs (andon characteristics of IE'Ps coded during the field trial) Coder

training began with a thorough reViewof this manual, and included practice

.eodin.ofsix IEPs representing a variety af*IEP types'and a sampling Of

anticipated coding problems. By means of training conferences that followed.

each of the :six practi,celEP codingt, the seven cod rs were instructed in the

consistent ipplicatron of the develppedodirig prof cols and wetre leA through

several examples of deductive resolution of nonspandard data placements.
. w

Wbenever.codwrs experlenced difficulty in applyingthe guidelines provided in

the coding manual, thecoiginal c manual aas expandeOto clarify these
.

problem areas.. ,
.

i : , %
4 e

)(

.

.
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B. Quality Con rol Procedures'

The major portion

.

bf the'quitaycontrol procedures' were assigned to a
.

.

single person to' maximize coder accuracy, to assia.t coders in handling non-
.

mi
u. a

standard data, and to maxize intercoder reliability. This ildividual Vas
0

all times for' consultations with cbdep

in handling nonstandard IEP data. This
,

IEP per district (averaging one I,EP out

available at

difficulties

at least One

when 'they' encountered

individual also recoded

of a batch of eight),

compared this IEP checklist with the checklist prepared by the coder, recorded

any differences.in a standardlog form, and conferred individually with coders

to explain' any probledis found in their coding., The 'aim bfthese problem-
. ,

fotused-codferences with' coders. was to increase coder understanding of the

rationale behind the known coding protocols in such a way that all coders

would follow a similar system of logic (leading to similar I-Sults) in their

iodi4*dual resatuii4ns of codic.gH:xceptiOnalities-. After consensus. had been

reached (thorough discussion of preferred placement and the rationale for that

placement). between the individual coders and the quality control monitor, the

'Code °ceded to correct the errors in the 'EP that had been checked and.to

review and correct all IEPsrin the same batch (or, district) likely to exhibit

f64
_sam difficulties. When necessary, coders also went back"to past batches

y recurrent error that later had been identified through the
14

ol procedure's. Any difficulties encountered by the quality

Or ihatsoemed likely to affect other coders, were relayed to all'

to corree
Auality /ma

control ?Ion

seved me6e'4 of the Coding team. Far each error found, the responsible coder
.t

recorde , in the,qd'ality control monitor's error vg, the n ber of other Il.tPs

that a needeetb be 'checked for the possibirity.of contai ing the error, and-
the ber'of 1Eps that had fequired correction of that error. 'The oiliginal

c .-4,madual cnders was revisedond sOppfemenid where necessitated by

curfent difficulties in the cqding of particular items.

e
'(

.
/

Incorporation of Unanticipa-ted Variation

ExceptionilA ata;oinTEPs was an occurrence

merits brief comment hire. It became clew early
0 Na. 6' 4

were wider's, diverse in both.quality and characteristit

.toritinuum of ding classifications and a process-orien
. . ,s.

. .

-,' tin Of ccApMonalities, f.ebt judgments.of coding pla

it(CAJik121:-

4.i. .

:!4tr4.44go-pard 01 . . nost7coding placements requ

I%)

oesufficient. frequenty to
. ,

in the coding task thit 'Os

requiring a full

od system for resolu-

ments were entirely

that coders

:
:*."; 1.

I I
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*generate logical'extensionslof existing coding regulations in order to make

placements in the most appropriate categoeies. This element of extreme diver,-

,sit` irr field-collected material was de It through a continuous process.

involving quality control checking, -Coder consensus discussions, and clarifi-

cation of rationale fo coding decisions. The coding regulations
.

coretained in

Appendix P reflect'tht outcome of this continuously expanding coding $rocesi.

IV. DATA PROCESSING
")

4

Prior to data entry, each batch of documentvwas thoroughly edited by
. k

trained data editors who follOwed edit specificatiqns developed by a project

survey specialist. When an error was discover?, the Pawed document was

routed to profectistaff members responsible for resolution. Such resolutions

were copplgled_hy_telephone_tbakect.wiPh thg:fiAL4 staff member_lv1290Aile_px_

..by direct 'telephone contact with thd sample district, school, or facility.

Data entry 'for the prOject was performed using an in-house Data General

mini - System. For each for, software was written that enabled operators t'o

perform simple edits, such :as checks on dati type and valid. ranges. A 190c

percesit "key-verify" 'system was used to insure quality control. Under this

system., each document was keyed twice- During 'the second keying, each key-
..

stroke was compared with that from,Ihe first keying. Where the two did not

match, the terminal "locked," forcing the operator4Io recheck the document

the rate of editbefore reentering the data. Use of this method reduced
A

failures due to keying errors to less than one percent.

stem, data WerekeyedOdirectly to' disk. At various

iles we're transferred to ta pe and sentto the Triang

ing Center (TUCC) where they were reform:atted and prepiredz
;

'Using the abosie

ineervals the disk

Universitied Compu

"4
.

" "

for Eutyie proceiiing.

Once data were converted to

was undertaien,usingjoneralized

'discrepancies Oeteceed by%the ed

iliac e-readable

so tware, driven

iting prbfrads in

orm, more extensive editing

c.odebbftS. Error or

ude: out-of.ltange d

i nvalid codes, multiple response, improper following orrdutin(Pattern
.

lack dfoconsistenry.among two.or more items. E'er purposes Ollattf4inalys ,

.

distinctions weri made ,in ;;Ret\dited file.betWeen 4rogerly skippeddea "(due
. .

. . . 1. . .$

0.

,,t o specified skip pateerns)-and missing data:

, .

'e

, ". ... 1 * 31 ' ,. r

PI 'Ai. *, sil'' 440
. , i

4 6 . 8 , 'C

$ / . -. { , .
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.'
The general edit programs made no changes to e data, except fbr the

conversion of,properly skipped data to_ die apPr priate codes. Instead, the

programs:produced:lAts of all documents failing edits,'and,a list of ill detp.

4 items involved in such failures. Each input file was split into an output"

file. containing record thit passed alf edit checks, and.ohe.containing those

ttgt failed at least one. Where necessary, hard=copy documents were retrieved

I

.to ,determine what corrections needed to be made td correct failures. In sode

cases; it was necessary to contact field "staff, schools,':or facilities to

reseive discrepancies. 0n the basis of these checks, lists 'o£ corrections

were generated, and changes made to the data files via online updating programs.

After corrections wee made, the files containing-the corrected records

were, remerged with those 'that had initially, passed edt1N.. The merged files.

were then made availabb* for analysis.

p

Several proCedures were employed to maintain confidentiality of'partici-
.

pantso"dati'.. These procednres some of which were mentioned preViously in

this chacter, are .,summarized is'section.

.
A presentation of *confident lity'.and privacy requirements was inc luded

V. CONFIDENTIALITY PROCEDURES

. 'V /
, intoeining sestions :ol . RTI supervisors, field-staff, and othel on-site staff

4' . I.
. r

members who handled' data. To aid in this activity, the Survey Specialist's
. .

1, which,WSslhevelopeAdfoyhis study, contained specific policy state-
. 1

MeritiNt n anonymity and conf entiakity as well as on the rights of respondents,
e. . .

A/ ncludi g th right of, inform', consent and the right to privacy.,
4

I riof to itkating data colleCtion activities in the schools, school
, 11.

princiva4.61. facility wer7eprosided with (a) a confidentlality--of-
...

data statement
.

(seemsAppendix 0) which was prepare jointly by RTI and a member
- , .

/el the P"r*Vacy and'infoxmatioq Rights Staff, USOE, and (b) an example letter

th the principal (direCtor) sight wish'p,mail to parents of handicapped
Tpr

.
'studentS in,his/hes schonkin order to'o btain their permisvn for RTI .personnel

.7" . t .
.. . .

tte lie ? S el
V files of acir Children. The conadtatiality-of-data statement, .40. . .

,

notes dthat clqa, c
4
AlleFtioli kocedures planned Air the survey would be in:

- - s
.

complkance w4h.1,41th the'o Prflricy Act of 1974, that" every piecaution would be
.

exercised ter rote the 4dentityof -evegy study Varticipantt and that col- .

... , .

'-lected raa wo &be used only by RTI personnel. The example letter, .-

t. .

f . .

.. , . i ,, ;..

6. V:64- ..'4;.,.. 4 ..4 '' 6.9 91 .4 ' ° 1' 4
, t,. .' J
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thout not required by the Privacy Act, the Buckley Amendment, or P.L. 94-142,

was required on occasion by local or state policies:

A confidentiality memorandum (see Appendix 0) was placed in,each student's
,

file from which data were collected. This memorandum, which was signel.....by the

per9on accessing the file, brielly explained the study-and skated that all

daeiInlected from a student's ale, would be handled in strictest confidenc

in conformity with all applicable state and Federal privacy laws. In addition,'

upon request, district confidentiality forms also were signed.

All personally identifying information on individual participants was,

removed prior to removal of data collected from a particular school or facility.

However, proper editing aftd,inalysii of the data required the capability to

link the IEPs and SCQs collected for each student, as well as to link together,

all data Collected at.each school and at each LEA. This requirement-was met, .

while still 'protecting * the anonymity and confentiality of data related-to

participatlbg LEAs and schools, through assignment of ID numbers to the names

and addresses of these schools/state/speriar facilities. This list, which was

maintained It jrn and 'treated as '.'highly confidential" was destroyed wheall

data prOcessiag and analysis ctivitiq,were completed: The linkage betwOen

student and teacher ID.numbers and names was left at the school /state /special

facility (with the principal/direCtor) with ,instructions that it be destroyed

at which time the data had beedU'at the beginning of'the 1979-80 school Kear,

edited and preliminary analyses completed\
OD

All handling of source documents (questionnaires and photocopied IEPs) at

RTI was done under the technical supervision of professional survey staff.

Storage for source documents was provided in a secure roomy access,to which

was controlled (i.e.,-entry Signed for) by the professional staff member in

charge' of receipt control, verification,, and coding operations.

Data collection instruments received daily in.the mail were dealt with oft

a flow basis.. Overnight storage was pfovided in a lbcked and secure work

space. When processing was completed, all source hard-copy documents were

secured in an ordered accessible manner until datd processing was completed.

I

a
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Chapter 7

Data Analysis

This chapter provides an overview of the analyses conducted to address

the questions posed for the study (see Table 3.1). "For.discussioa purpC.ses,

this .oVerview is presented in three subsections. The fast section covers the

Basic Survey, the State/Special Facilities Substudy, and Level lkof the Retro-

speCtive Longitudinal Substudy. The second section discusses Level 2 of the
r

Retrospective Longitudinal. Substudy. The third subsection presents a brief

discussion of the procedures used tosietermine the statistical and educitional

significance of comparative an yses of.measures for two subpopulations (e.g.,

.comparisons of the characteristics of IEPs prepared for regular and special

school students,?.

I. BASIC SURVEY, STATE/SPECIAL FACILITIES SUBSTUDY, AND LEVEL 1

- OF THE RETROSPfdIVE 14NOITUDINAL SUBSTUDY s

A. Creation of Work Files
.

IEP survey data analyses, with the exception of those for the Level 2

Substudy, involved computer analytic procedures. These procedures were managed

through the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) program package, including
.

.

software developed by RTI to interface with SAS. Accordingly, an initial step

in approaching data analysis was to create a set_of SAS data sets from the

edited raw data files. A total of six such data sets were created, cartespond-

ing _to different sampling levels. Each' data set contained information from

one or more of the survey instruments, and also contained certain sample

information.decessarYtO the analyses of the stratified, clustered des'ign.
. 4 .

This latt r information included an adjusted weight that was based on a raw
,,..

weight. he raw wei ght was derived. from the sample design and modified to
%

take Into account nonresponse by such techniques as weighting class adjustment
41, ,

procedures appropriate to the particular sample level. Details concerning the
. .

computation of the adjusted weights are presented in Appendix B.

. Of the six SAS data sets:three contained information about student .data

samples. One, the basic survey data set, contained for each strident in the

basic survey sample a data record with all information from that student's IEP'

s. ' 93



I

Evaluation Checklist and the,Student Ch racteristic Questionnaire and asso-
.

ciated Data-of-Record Form. it also contained information from the School and

School District Characteristics Questionnaires and associated" Data-of-Record

Forms for the school and district in which the particular student was enrolled.
t

Similarly, a State/Special Facility student data set contained for each student

in the State/Special Facgity sample arecord composed of information from an

IEP Evaluation Checklist, A Student Characteristic QueStiOnnaire, and the

appropriate State/Special Facility Characteristic,Questionnaire and associated

Data-of-Record Fori. A Level L Substudy data'set contained school, student,

and IEP Evaluation. Checklist information similar to that of the basic student

file and, additio011y, information from the IEP E4a1Uhtion Checklist' aid

Student Characteristic Questionnaire for the priOr year. The other three SAS

data sets contained information on the schools, facilities, and districts

involvedin the study. The school data set contained one record for each

responding school-corresponding to the Sdhool Characteristic Questionnaire and

its associated Data-of-Record Form, Similarly, the facility anddistrict_data

sets contained the Facility Characteristic Questionnaire and, the District

Characteristic Questionnaire, respectively.

B. Analytic Procedures

The majOrity of data analyses were of two ,general types. One type of

analysts provided percentages.of cases falling into various of categorieq.

The other type provided estimates of mean values. For'bdth types of analyses

percenteges or estimastes of mean values), data tere reported for an

entire,population'or were reported separately forsubgrdups of that population.'
4

For example, many of thesesults presented,in this report concerning the Basic
#
Survey students are repoted for the total Basic Survey sample, for the sample

- broken down into age Categories (3-5, 6;12, 13-15, 16-21) and by-type of

school (regular school or special school).

Most of the;readily available software packages would have treated the

.ample as independent, random observations, ignoring the sample design. This

approach, thug convenient, would have been inappropriate since it would not

account for unequal' probabilities, offselection. The application of sampling

weights is possible through some software packages, allowing correct: estimates
/

of'Aa'rameters:' but appropriate error variance estimates typically are nobt
,

.

pl.* 11.%.. In fact, it is not possible to obtain explicit expressions for
.

?I
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varianie estimates of some' complex test statistics within complex survey

sample designs; howeier, there are various approximation procedures available.

.To produce statistics appropriately taking into account the sampleddesign and

weights and td produce standard errors for the ,estimates based ehereon, RTI's

SESUDAAN program was%sed.' This program has been imbedded as a procedure

step in RTI's SAS Procedures Library. 'It provides weighted estimates of

proportions or deani, their associated standard errors,2 and the estimate of.

the total population (e.g., the sum of weights on which the estimates were

*based):

In most cases, SAS program steps were executed before the.running of

SESUDAAN to create composite variables, to exclude missing value 'codes from
. .

the computation of means, etc. For example, one simple reciae involved the

definition of categories for the pumber of pages in ,IEPs.'

Co uter-assisted data analysis was accomplished OQ a flow'basis as

decisiofis were made-toncerning the tabu r presentations necessary to answer

various study questions. The estima s needed for the tables werespecified

by key project researchers,Programmer analysts then computed the necessary

estimates which were transcribed onto the final tables.

II. LEVEL '2 OF THE RETROSPECTIVE LONGITUDINAL SUBSTUDY

\1

4

Because of the nature of the data and the small sample. size, data collect -\.

ed for the, Level 2 Rbtrospective Longitudinal Substudy were hand-tabulated.

4,

Shah, B. V., SE.SUDAAN: Standard Errors Program for Computing 34 Stan-,
dardized Rates from'y5ample Survey Data. Research Triangle Park, North Catolina:
Researth Tfidngle.Institute, 1979. An earlier developed program by Shah,
SIDERR, which provides similar statistics, was used in the early phases of
analysis.

2 Because one is measuring only a sample of elements rather than all
eltments in a population, one, can only estimate popdlation values. If, for
example, one wished. to kno the number of IEPs with a certain characteristic
for the Opulation of handicapped children with IEPs, one could estimate thli
from sample data. When probability sampling is used, -it is posble to compute
'estimates thae.artrunbiased. The statisitcal meaning of the tarp "unbiased"
isithait die expected value of the estimate has the same value as the population.,
value one is estimating. That is, the average valub of the estimates for all
pessible samples would be equal to the population value. The'actual value of
the estimate would vary from sample to sample, and the standard deviation of
the estimate,is to ed the sampling error (or standard error) of the estimate.
The magnitude of 'tire samplln4 error is related to two factors over which th
sampler.can exert some control,,i.e., the' site of-the.sample and the poced
used in selecting the, sample. " ,
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While data regarding th, content of the actual special education pr6grami for

the sample students were collected in unstructured interviews. with school

personnel, much of these data were summarized on data record formi. This

permitted comparisons to be.made between the actual program (as outlined in

the data record forms) and the program as specfrie in the IEP (as represented

by the actual and the IEP Evaluation cklist prepired for -the ISP).

Additional dat o support these comparisons then jvere.gleaned from the narra-

tive summaries of site-visit activities and findi gs.

III. DETERMINATION. OF STATISTICAL AND .EDUCATI,ONAL

SIGNIFICANCE. FOR COMPARATIVE ANALYS

Most of the comparative analyses for the survey data involved.sompdting

and 'contrasting coupts and )ibioportions for %two subpopUlations ; e comparing

the proportion of regular. school IEPs that contain 4Valitation prOcdures to

the' proportion-of special school IEPs" that contain, this .14orri4tion. Theie

statistics and their standard errors we ?e estimated` tattling Into 'consideration

the sample design parameters. The reader is reminded that survey findings

a'

dther than those of the Level 2 tonglitudinal Substudr..are estimates of popu-
,

lation parameters and stioald be interpreted accorgatgly. .,

When repbrting and comparing the 'results ot these an* alyiei tor different

subpopulations, two 'factors were taken into conikideation: (a) the probabil-
%.

ity that observed differences were due to chance samplia errors (statistical

significanCe) and (b) the practical importance (education, significance) of
)

i observed differences.

Because tdff the large hdloor of comp arisons anvolved, it was not feasible

to compute the realized 'level of isignificance for each comparison. Rather,

i' ph'e i o 1 Foy ing guidelines were used to aid in ruling, out "chance" differences:
. , ..

a) Differences which have' a magnitude of less than 1.5 times the starid7
.. , _____. . .,

, . and error of the difference assdciated with the measureq; werdo eon-
4.:',. . . . . %

. . --

sideredt0 be "defillitely nonsignificgat."%, 4
' i

.
. . )

I I . i "" (

b) Differences Of(the magnitude of 1.5 to' 2 standai4)61:rorP were inter-
,

.

e p r e ie0 as 'being 'suggestive of significant difierenks.'4

) Differences of. 2 or more

'stati4tically significant.
r .

t w

Lb-%

..s ', .: . -

44. ; . ... .
. - ...2"

. k .O.
1 i

w . 'r.. ,
. s" t - -r 1... ..te .- e

standard .errors were consideied to be

'.. .. 7.4
,

.

"..1. .. *. :
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The second category, "suggested differences," was included.because of the

exploratory n ature of these 'comparative analyses and the conservative approach

used to determine if observed differences between measures are statistically

significant. Suggestive differences, though they are too small to be consid-

ered.statAtically significant at the level suggested for this study, are

large enough to use for generating potential hypotheses for testing in future.

)
studies.- ?

. The differenlOs presented in this report are those which are statistically

significant at or beyond about the .05 level. This means that a sample Of-

ferenCe of this magnitude can be expected to occur in repeated.samplings only

five times in a hunciredif, the actual difference is zero. While these rel-ts

very likely reflect actual performnce differenpes between groups, they provide

1.5

no information about he causes of these differences.

. In making compar ons between two means/proportionsfor the Basic Survey

and for the State/Special Facility Substudy, the standard error of the dif-
.

ference between the two measures was computed as follows:

SED = 4!(SEm1)
2 (S%2) 2

-

SI .#
where SEMI and SEm2 are the standard errors, of the two measures. The reader

can easily apply this formula since it uses directly the standard errors

computed ,and reported'. in the appendixesor each of the means/proportions.

This formula assumes that tIle measures being compared were based on two inde- .

pendent samples, i.e., that ements in one of the samples were independent of

elements in the other samples This assumption is quite valid for the compari-

sons made between Bas,ic Survey and State/Special Facility students. Hbwevee,

the student samples being compared within each of these studies are not,inde-
.....

pendent samples since they were selected under a

and share a common hierarchy of sample units;

students, whose IEPs are being compared to those

may share (attend) the same school/facility, or the same school district as

some of the13-15 year olds to whom they are being compared. A more compli-

cated formula that includes a covariance-tIrm is required for making tests of

significance between grouPi of data that are correlated; i.e.,

consolida40 sample design

., some of the 6-12 year old

of 13-15 year old students,

SED = .4SEm1)2 + (SBm2)
2

- 2*COV (111, M2) .

7.5
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However, computation of the covariance term is a complicated procedure for the

complex sample sign of this study:

Tcsts made o a small, representative sample of comparisons indicate that

the correlation between these groups was small and the4standard error of the

difference computed by the formula for independent samples tends to yield .'
4

results that are slightly conservative (i.e., the probability of makj.ng a

Type Cerror is lower). That is, a differenCe of tIdo standard errors actually

r

represents a true significance level slightly less than .05. However, this

rahre.conservilpive estimate is countered by the fact that mulpiplevmeasures are.

being compared for each sample'unit (e.g., number of objectives, goals, pages,

etc., in the: IEP), thus increasing the probability that differences between, .

tone or more of these multiple measures will be "statistically significant."

For example, when 20 comparisons aremade between the 1EPs of two groups of

students, one wouliexpect to reach the .05 level of significance by. chance

alone for one comparison.

Given these considerations, the more simplistic formula was used to test

for statistically significant differences in the Basic Survey and Facilities

Substudy. However, the formula for testis); correlated data was used in resting

comparisons for tkeLevel 1 Longitudinal Stibstudy. Change liataforthii

substudy were highly correlated since repeated measures were bated on,the same

students at two points in time (prior year and current year).
AP

The reader is also further cautioned not to equate statistical signifi-

cance and practical or educational impirtance. Unlike the technical issue of

statistical significance, the importance or educationil significance of find

ings is a matter of judgement. In making this judgement, both the magnitude

of the difference and the iisportince of the area in which the difference

occurred should be.. considered. That is, a small ,diffverice in `a broad 9r

educationally important area, such as the extent to which annual objectives

are' specified in IEPs, is more apt to be considered educationally significadt

,than a large difference in a narrow or less important area,.such as the extent

to whichJEPs are typewritten. Although statistical significance does not

imply educational significance, the above guidelines for determining statistical

sigaificanqe are important in judging the magnitude of\educli6nal effects in .

that one should be reasonahly confident that differences which appear to be

educationally significant do no in fact, have a high probability of occurring

by chance. The descriptive atistics and associated.standard errors that are

".

9(9 bb
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presented in the appendixes edable readers to apply tests of statistical

significance in oder to make their own independent *judgements about the

statistical and/or educational iignificance o,f specific fidings For the

Level 1 longitudinal study, Volume IV providei the reader with some guidelines

for estimating the effect that the correlation between student groups has.on

the standard error of the difference as computed by theformula for indepen-

dent samples.

II.

I
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Appendix A ,

Specific Details on Im$lementation of Sample Design

OVERVIEW'AND ORGANIZATION OPAPPENDIX

.

The intent of this appendix is to provide specific details on the actual

implementation of the sampling plan. For some audiences, the level of detail

will be unwarranted, possibly even to the*point of causiniiconfusion; however,

it is difficul to avoid this feature in a rigorous technical appendix.of this

nature. For expedience, it till be assumed that the reader is intimately

familiar with.the details of the proposed sample design. The discussiOns only

focus on_ the operationalization of design concepts (i.e., strata, size measures,

reallocation of sample size, etc.), with little attention given to describing

the transition between stages of sampling. ,

The material is ofganized into two parts. Specifically, Section II deals

with the School Component samples, leaving the Facility Component samples to

be treated in Section III. Within each section, the discussion of samples is

organized in accordance with the design hiearthy (i.e., districts, followed

by schools and students in Section Ii; facilities followed by students' in

Sectioh III ._ Finally,

SOlimpIIL materials,

component (i.e., School
. ,

in discussions surrounding the School Component (i.e

supporting a given stage of sampling are organized by

, Leve1:1, and Level. 2).

,I/. ,DOCUMENTATICIOF SCHOOL COMPONENT SAMPLING PROCEDURES

)

The School Component was supported through a single consolidated three-

stage cluster design having public school districts 4t the first stage, schools

at the second, and handicapped students at the third stage of sampling.

Discussions will emphasize procedures used at the first stage of sampling

. (i.e., districts) in order to fully establish the credibility of the realized

level. Each' stage of sampling will be discussed insaipie at the national

turn.

I. 101 .



A. Dis trict Sampling iroCedures

SeIectioit of the district sample entailed:

a.) Abstraction of district frame from CIC .files. . .

.. 2i Resolution of frame amtliguities, 4

:,.3) Formation of stritification.and size variables on the. district file.
.

- 4) Selection of district size measure. ,. 1

4 N

5) Conktructiop of strata on district frame.
.

-c.

6) Selection of distriettimfle for Basic Survey.
.

7) .Selection of Level 2 subsample of_dtstricts.

8Y Summardistrict samples.

9) Responding status of district sample.
.

Each. Nbtaskbwill'be addresiedin .

1. -Abitraction of District Frame From Cie Files
,. . <.-.

1

A machine-readable date file containing school and school distr4ct

earollment information `for the academic year 1978-79 wai received frosrthe
...

,
1.. .

Curried.= LnformatiOn.Center (CIC) in mid-October 1978. Upon receipt of.the
.

$ file,, a frame -containing all public school district; within the geographic

confines ofthe study was constructed. For each district, information was

retained on (a) khe nuiberOf schools in the district (by special education,

vocational., adult, and ot4er)i (b) the district enrollment,(as reported by

districi); te:.sum.of enrollments of pall schools within 'the district (by

type); (a).an indicato\r'difining whether or not the district is contained in a

Standard'Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMS1q; (e) state and district identi-

figFs; an4 (f)
.

a count of.* number of subdistricts administered at, least in
P . v.

part by each district. Itiall, the frame contained 14,325 districts, includ-

ing 158 districts perfordi4 administrative functions for 715 subdistricts.
'.::.. 1

DiscrOan4ies with.pull/ishet National Ceacr for Education Statistics (NCES)
. .

data on di trict.counts, (Ira Imp our stu excluding Alaska, Hawaii, New
li .

Mexico, a4d all territOrial,Rroperties) lie pri rily in the CIC treatment of
.

small districts (i.e., districts having fewer than 300 students), in the chaos
.

-surrounding administrative anits in Nebraska, and in the organihtion of 4-

administrative .levels in New.Bngiand.
.

.
. .., . vs ,

2. Resttution of Trace Ambiguities .

0 In constructing the.tiistrict frame, large discrepancies occasionally.../

. 1 .1
occurred between the, districtsenrollment appearing on the file, and- the sum

. ..,,

of enrollments of schode withilitthe district. Such discrepancies were

/ . . p . .

. .f. A

.

.

.

... .

Asi: t: .:
4. O.
." we

1
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investigated further,' and corrected,where possible. A list of districts

exhibiting large (that is, greater than 10 percent) discrepancies was provided
. .

to CIC upon request. For the most part, discrepancies were found to arise dud
. - ..

to pull-oit'prograiss in vocational schools (with subsequent double counting of

student4),-to the decision not to include adult education schools in arriving

at the district figure, and to tffe defining of a pseudo district in each state

to account for the State EducatOn Agency. Unequivocably, CIC personnel felt
. .

that the district enrollment figure was,most reflective of the school popula-

tion being served and this judgement was reflected in any and all future

estimates That were made.

3. Formation of Stratification and Size Variables

In order -to construct first-stage strata, each district record was

augmented with variables designating census region, district size, and service

level*(see TablesiA.1-A.3 for definition of levels associated with each viri-

able). In addition, the ipdicator for Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area

(SMSA)i on the CIC file is defined in Table A.4. Finally, the family of

candidate district size measures for the.IEP Survey all involve tge number of

handicapped students in each school district by School type (i.e., regular

versus special school Anrollment):. This variable (by schciol type) was esti-

mated and added to .each district record using the methodolOgy,outlined in

Attachment 1. ,

4: Selection of District Size Measure

The intent of the School Component/study design was to produce a .

self-weighting sappld of handicapped students at Special schools having, rate

. r5, and a self-Iighting sample of handicapped students at non-special scbnols .

"(termed regular) at rate rR. In addition: . -
4

a) 'Special and RegulactScllool components were to be supported by-"!a ',A
.... 0..

tiof dilefirstrst stag sample ostrcs. %

b) Student sample sizes varied by school type (i.e.,.five at regular

school and eight at special school). . ,

- 4... ...# ,, '

''In combination, these requirements make it advantageous to employ an adjusted., - ilS
-.

. .

.

composite size measure in selectitg the district sample. In defining such. .a
.

.;.h .

.4.$1,.. ..
f 4' '. 0 :

f , P
ro .: ., t .

The Census Bureau defines an SMSA (as of 1970) as a geographic4T/Ard :

taining at leasleofte cite with a population exceeding 50,000. - -.. '", r.

la

0

,; *
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Table A.1

Listing of States and Their AiSociated Censusillpion

State Name State Abbrev. State No. Census Region,

Alabama AL 01 3

Arizona AZ 04 4

Arkansas, AR 05 3

California CA 06 4

Colorado. CO 08 4

Connecticut CT 09 1

Delaware DE 10 . 3

District of Columbia DC 11 3

Florida FL 12 3 .

Georgia GA 13 3 -

Idaho ID 16 4

Illinois IL 17 2'

Indiana IN 18 2

Iowa IA 19 2

Kansas . KS 20 2

Kentucky KY V 1 3

Louisiana. LA 22 3

Maine ME 23

Maryland MD 24 3

Massachusetts , MA 25 I

Michigan MI 26 2'

'Minnesota , MN 27 2'

Mississippi MS 28 3

Missouri MO 29 2
Montana MT 30 4

Nebraska NE 31 2

Nevada ' 'NV 32 4

New Hampshire NH 33 1

New Jersey NJ
4 34 1

New York NY 36
North Carolina NC 37 3

North Dakdta ND 3g

Ohio OH 39 2

Oklahoma OK 40 3

Oregon OR 41 , 4
Pennsylvania PA 42 1

Rhode Island RI 44

South Carolina SC 45 3

South Dakota SD 46 2

Tennessee TN 47 3

Texas TX 48 3

Utah UT 49 4

Vermont VT 50 11,

Virginia 51 3

Washington WA 53 4

West ViKginia WV 54 3

WistOnsin WI 55

Wyoming WY 56 4

a . A.4 4
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Table A.2

SPECIFICATION OF DISTRICT SIZE VARIABLE

District Size Enrollment Range -

(

1

2

3

4"
.5

6
7

8

9

[0,88)

[100,299]
[300,599)
[600,9991

[1000,2999]

[3000,4999J
[5000,9999]
[W000,24901
[25000,0]

Table.A.3

SPECIFICATION OF SERVICE LEVEL VARIABLE
I

Service Level UescriptiOn of Services

1

2

3

4

District has special educatioffschool and
at least one non-special sehool having
class(es) organized for the particular
purp,sse-'of providing instruction'to

exceptional children*

District has special education schoo).(s)
but no non- specidi school with any class(es)/
organized for the particular purpose of
providing instruction to exceptional children.

Same as service level 1 except district has
no special school(s),

,Same as service level 2 except district has
no,lpecial education school(s).

.

Table A.4

SPECIFICATION OF SMSA VARIABLE

SMSA Level' Description

1

2

Inner portion of Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area (SMSA)

Remainder of SMSA

3 Non-SMSA.

A.5 .
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measure, 2250 (i.e., 5 x 450) handicapped students were to be selected to

support the Regular School Component so that

2250
r
R

=
XR(1-) "' ig

where I

XR( +) = number of handicapped students enrolled'in regular (i.e.,
non-special) schools on frame.

I Similarly, 520 (i.e.', 8'x 65) handicapped students were to be selected to

support the Special School Component so that

where

520
is X (4.)

S

X (-0 = number of handicapped sbqdents enrolled in special.
education schools on frame.

Finally, the handikappea populatiotkserved in regular schools can be pattitioned

//
, as

where

NIsm + Nom

number of handicapped
XRIS( +) = that are Administered

education school.

. number of handicapped
XR0(1-) = that are administered

education _school.

With this notation in hand, set,

t

f
S

65

XS ( +) '

130

XRIS(+).

320'

R 8 X111§(+)
4

Ip

students served in regular schools
in an LEA contai4ng a special

students served in,regular schools
in an LEA not containing a special

A.6
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and define the size measure for district i as
.

X.
1

.=
fSXS(i) + /RISXRIS(i) .

if district i,Ills special schoors)

( fRIiXR(g(i) .

'otherwise

NOTE: The selected size measure can he viewed as the proportional allocations
of the appropriate school sample'after stratifying districts as S
versus S and allocating 65 districts (or equivalently, 65 special and
130 regular schools) to strata S, and 160 districts (or equivalently,
320 regular schools) to strata S, C.e

XS(i) XRIS(i)

X.
1

1

65 + 130

XR I SI+) :

.

320
__RI

S( +) .

.

As such, after stratifying districts on S versus §, tbe-inclpsion probability

for a district would be

Notice that I

and

X.
1 4
X.

if izS

iCS 1

65

Xi

160 Ty if iz& .

id 1

I X, = 195

izS

.IX. 320
ieS

and hence that

Xi

1

.1

X.

2

r

if izS

A.7 107,
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This representation will prove useful=in quantifying self-.representers and in

discUtiing the allocation of the intended tchool.tample size1across components.

Finarly, using the methodology of the previous section, frame estimates were

' determined to be:
-

Xs (+)

4,
XRI (+)
"A

XR1§(+)

9-
f1

fRIS

=

=

=

=-.

" 170,795.

1,152,92t

1,933;849

00036573

,000112756

,000165473

X
R
(*) = 3t084,777

ler

p

I

.

At. the outset, it was recognized%that the estimated, district si;elmeasure

was extremely crude.

5., Stratification on District Frame

Stratification on the district frame was intended to:

a) Better guarantee integrity, of School Component sample sizes.

b) Distribute sample over

(1) geographic confines of study (see Table Al)

(2) 'complete rang& ofservices (see Ta1 ble A.3)

(2) district enrollment categories (see. Table A.2)

(4) urbanicity (see Table A.4)

c. Serve:as base for realizing the required self-weighting sample

of students. '

Construction of strata will bediscussed'in relation to the first'two themes
.

in turn.

a. Stratification and sample allocation schemes t eperve

integrity of.School Component sample sizes. The study design s for 225
4.

sample-districts including 65 districti that are in common for,thelpeciai and

Regular School Components. Direct stratification ,on Ipresence/absence of.
speciareducation.sehools in district" (dedoted by S/§ respectively) resulted'

in 835 $-districts and 13,40 §-districts being identified on the district

frame. The district sample was then ealfocaiid as 65 S-districts and 160

3-districts. ',stem.; it will be shown ttiat.this distribution of the sample

size reflects a proportkonk allocation of the Regular.School.Component sample

/ .08
A.8
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with respect to the estimated number of handicapped students served in this

setting. This condition will be shown to be sufficient to produce an overall

self-weighting Regular SchOol Component sample of students when coupled with

the imposed school and student selection strategies.

The study designicalled for the selection of two regular and one special
. .

schoolin each sample district(whealpresqnt), and subsequently o select five

handicapped students at each regular Vchoo; and eight handicapped students at
y ..

each special school. By definitiOn, eaehS-sample district contains a.special
:, ,

. -or
educatioi School, and without t exception (according to CIC file) enroll more

. . ,

than eightkstudents (S11 presumed to be handicapped).. As such, guaranteeing
e

the S-district sample size serves to guaraateeall sample sizes for the Special

School Component. Mere care was,neededto make the same claimtfor the Regular
.

School Component.

To "support" the Regular SchoolComponent, a sample district must allow
A

(if scheme were""perfect"): .
.

.
-

.
. . .

4 I

1)
-

Two regular schools to be selected,(possiblyeven greater numbe r of
/ . . .

./.%

.., schools under revised school Sample size allocation' using district

level ;data collected duringfield operations).-
4 ,

2) Five handicapped students to be selected at each sample regular,

school.

1.Infortunately, not all school districts. can "support" the Regular School

Component. To accomodate this, a Smill Stratum (SS wasestablished on the

disttict frame with membership being defined as "districts having fewer than
4

two regular. schools and/or fewer than 300 students."2

1-6 41, SS contained-3,734 districts (26S, 37085), which were partitioned in

Table A.5 into five categories on the basis of the number of regular schOols

in the district and the. size of the district's student enrollment. SS

districts were then cross - classified by category and.presence/absence of

spe cial education school(s). Table A.6 provides the details. *

2 Noti that:
.:

.

,...

1

0 '
a) 'Less than two tegular schools violates intended school allocation.

. b) Fewer'than.300.students may cause districts to not bother serving
' handicapped students, or, if they do, to have fewer than five. per
school, e.g., 3.52 percent of the school-aged population in Vermont

.

, is handicapped (BEH Date Notes, September .1977. Hence; a school
must have 142 students on average tb reflect five handicapped Stu-
dents there (and district would require a 'minimum of .284 students
,atd two such regular schools). , .

.

A.9 109



Table'A.5

PARTITIONING OF SMALL STRATUM DIStRICTS'INTO ITS COMPONENT PARTS et.

. f .

4 . Category ,Description

. Category Number 11 Regular Schools District Enrollment
,

1 0 . < 300

2 . 4 0 > 300

3
\

1 < 300,

4 1 > 300

5 - > 2 < 300

t

Table A.6

DECOMPOSITION OF 4ALL STRATUM DISTRICTS INTO CATEGORY
BY PRESENCE/ABSENCE OF SPECIAL SCHOOLS

. , *
..

... 4

Service
1 Category .

Number S S Total

14 69 83

2 8 . 35 . 43

3 1 1756 1756

. 4 I 1--. 2 798 800

5 1 - '1050 1051

i

Total 26 3708 3734

All S-districts in SS were formed as one stratum, whereas to reflect.our

uncertainty over school sample size'in the SS -S districts:four regular school

strata were formedTable A.7 provides the details.

Next; districts were to be selected withoutrePlacement (which guarantees

all selections a're distinct), and hence, theinclusion probability. must be no

larger than 1.0. it achieve this, four s-stratum districts were each placed

in a separate strata and selected with certainty (i.e., with probability

1.0)--Table A.8, contains the details. .

A.10 10
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Table A.7

STRATIFICATION OF SMALL STRATUM DISTRICTS
THAT DONOT HAVE SPECIAL. SCHOOLS

s. ,

Expected School Workload-
a/

Stratum Category(ies) U Districts (Relative to Full Support)

1 1 , 2 104 0

2 3 1756 .5

3 4 .798 :5

4 5 100 1Jr
a/ 'Table 8.5 gives number of rdguIar schools present, nR, in
district according to CIC file and information allows this index
to be formed (i.e., min(nm 2)/2).

"'

Table A.8

IDENTIFICATION OF SELF-REPRESENTING DISTRICTS

Stratum

ilr Identification

a/
Size Measure-State County District City

.

5

6.

7

8

..

NY

IL

CA

PA

.

4?

31

37

101

''

370000

585000

161500

174000

New York

Chicago

Los Angeles

Philadelphia

10.30

5.6,4

5.7e

4.02
.

25%67

a/ In Section II.A.4 it was shown that any S-district hating Xi > 3
constitutes a self-representer.

In all then, 11 broad strata were formed on the district frame. To preserve

the intended school sample sizes, allocation of the. district sample size

should be proportional to the size measure - -Table A.9 provides the details.

Now in order to guarantee thatall districts are distinct, without re-

placement sampling was employed. As such, each disttict in the self-repreent-

lag strata constituted a separate' stratum and was selected with certainty.

The lisproportionality so induced (i.e., 8.6 4) was reallocated to the

A.11
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Table A:9 .'
. , m.

.

.4DENTIFICATION-OF DIRECT-STRATA

.
' % 6

..

S
u

S

SR ... ,

, ..

, ,4. 2(25!..7, 4,.6)-1/ .

.

0 (-)

Normal- 805067.7, 55.9') 9,782.4309.1, 154.5)

'''. SS

.

. -

.

.16 (144, .6) -,

- .

LO. .

a

.

.

.

11

104 (.3, .2)

1,756 (2.4, 1.2)

798 (6.1, 3.1)

1,050 (2.2, 1.1)

. Total - 835 C195, 65) 134,490 (320, 160)

/
a, b) represent:.

a - sum of size measure foE stratum.
b.- proportional allocation of 65'S-districts or 160 A-districts

.
44, (as applicable).

ci

4w

.

normal S stratum (i.e., 60.5 how) in- corder that the district sample will be. .

I
preserved (the school sample -size *1i; have taken care of itself without.

.
.

reallocation).. Finally, to realize the correct number of "full support"
.0

jistrictein the small stratum, it4wat decided to over - .represent this broad

stratum. .Specifically, proAtional allocations were rounded .o the nearest,,
.11,

. '

integer (minimum of ode) and then doubled (Partial justification can be seen
.

from Table-A.7 in that sucha scheme ,generates the correct number of "equival-

ents" of full suppoit districts). _Table. A,10 summarizes the final allocation.

. b. Indirect Stratification of Dist ict Frame The study design

called for stratification to.reflect.dispersion with respect to geographic
. .

-location (via census regions), district size (via enrollment), special educa-

tion services offered (via service level), and urbanicity (via SHSA indicator).

To"introduce,these,,a device known as ",zoning" partial frames was used (sepa-
.

rately in normal-S frames,'normil-§ frame, .aid stratum 3 of SS -3

other broad strata are unable to support fuither st ratiiication.and still

satisfy the desisnirequirement of supportipg a proportional allocation of two

I
-112
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'Table A.10 .

.
ALLOCATION OF DISTRICT SAMPLE

. . . . -
1 -

.

.

" ..
,

S '
.

§ Total '

9 .
,

'SR Iv
, 4

liordel. ,, 60
.
. ,

A54
.

, .214

.

.

SS

.

0 y.

- - 2

".

*

.

,.".?

' 2

6

2

: 14

. .
-

Total
.

'66 166 232
.

. -

o

distritts per ultimate stratum). -Specifically, each partial frame was, first

sorted bylifensus region. Secondly, within each census. region and partial

frame, districts were then sorted by district size. To minimize changes

across census regiondistrict size boundaries, -ordering. was alternatO

smallest to largest, Largest to smallest,' etc. Thirdlyithin each census

regionviistrict siz category on a partiallftame, districts were ordered by,

service revel (again:in alternating fashida). Fourthly, within each census

region-district size- service level categosy.on a partial frame, districts were

ordeied (alternately) by-SMSA. Finally; in each urtimate category of etch

partial frame, districts, were ordered by/the estimated distritt size measure.

Eackpartial frame was then partitioned into equal-lized zones (based on ther,
district size measure) that woad su port a propprtional allocation of two

sample districts. In lieu of "split ing" diAtricts at the boundary, heuristic
.

rules were developed, for adjusting stratum bohndhries so as to,rflect strata

having only complete districts. In all,,110 indirect strata (and 8 original

direct (broad) strata) were formed on the district frame- -Table A.11 provides

A

Abe details.

6. Selection of District Sample for Basic Study

Two sample districts, were. selected without replacement in each

ultimate strata (except for self-regfesinters where, of course, only one

districemesyselectdd) using pralbirity.proportional to the estimated

*

A.13 1 I-3
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Table A.11

STRATIFICATION ON DISTRICT FRAME

p
o

o '

District Type
.

Direct Strata Indirect Strata
,.

,Total Strata

- . r ..

. ,

SR .

.

4 r(one per self-..rep-

resenter) w

?
.

- , 4
.

. Normal

, .

0 (normal7S)
0 (normal-g)

30
, 77

.

.
30

77

Nimi

-SS
,

.

.

'1

1 (88-S) . .

1 (SS-g cat. 1)
(SS-g cat. 2)

0 ,(SS-g cat. 3)
1 (SS-g cat. 4)

.,

:

.

. -

-

-
,

3
. - .

,

.1

11

1

3
we

..

.

v,

,

.

8 I ,

. ,

.
1 ft 118 P

.

district size measurei The distribution:Of the sample of districts over the

levels of control varlablds is given in Table A.12. The slight deviatify..
. .

.

from .proportional allocations observed in Table A.12 can be kccounted for by:

a) Randomization used-in selecting sample within zones.

b) Causing zones to contain only entire districts.

c) Rounding errOr in using direct stratification for self -representers,

small districts (including 4 substrata within).

7. Selection of Level 2 Subsample of Districts

o

.
4

..

The study design calls forSeven S-districts and 17 S- districts to

be selected into thLevel Two oubsample. As such, under proportionaCalloca

'tion, S-strata 'should reflect a cumulative size measureof approximately 27.9

(i.e., 195/7104hereas §-strata ehauld reflect a cumulative size' measure of

approxintately 18.8 (.11 320/17). Embedding this into the.original broad strata

produced the allocation of Table A..13.

The SS was further partitioned into:

Level 2 Stratum': 1

Level 2 Stratum,2

ss -s

SS-g (strata 1,2,3)

SS-g (sti-aturn 4)

. 14 114
4

(see Table A.7)

IND
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V
r

Such a partitioning `reflects the reality that stratum

fail to proOde a full complement of.schZols for the s

two agula5rschools) whereas stratum,two districts do

support (but may suffer in their student support).
Pt' .

As in'the School Component, zoning (i.e., indirea

used to supplement the five.direct strata on the Level

one sample districts

Ludy (i.e, fewer than

provide full school

t stratification) was

2 frame and thereby

provide greater control over geographic dispersion, district size, service

level, nd'urbanicity. ,specifically, the ordered normal-S frame was parti-

tioned
into sii:zones (or equivalently, every five zones for the School Com-.

ponint Were collapsed) and the normal -S frame was partitioned into sixteen
.

zones (or equivalently, every 5 of the firs ,65 zones were collapsed and every

4 of the remaining 12 were collapsed). In all, then, 25 strata were formed on

the entire frame. A single district was; then selected at random from the

School Component Sample districts associated with each ultimate Level 2 stratum.

The realized distribution of Level 2 sample districts over the levels of

contfbl:variables is given in Table A.14.;

8. Summary of.District Samples

The district sample supporting the School component consiAs of 232

LEAs--Table A.15 provides the details for specific substudy involvement. For

completeness, Table-A.16 provides the distribution of sample distrkats.by

state and activity. Furthermore, Figure A.1 provides a county-level depiction

Ag the overa11 sample sites withih the geographic confines of'the study.

.9., Responding Status of District Sample,
.

Of.the232 districts selected to support the School Component,

districts failed- to .cooperate, and 2 districts were ineli4ble(one was

state/s0e1' facility and one did not serve handicapped students). Table

A.17 provides the marginal distribution of nonresponding districts olor the
.

levels of each control variable,used in forming indirect strata (zones) on the

district frame. During the implementation phaseof the study*, district non-

22

a

response was

probability)

occurring in

analyzed (raw ap well as weighted by the inverse of the selection

on a flow basis in order to assess. whether nonresponse was

a aonrandot fashion. No such tendency could be supported.

4
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, . .. Table A.127 '..

.
.

I.-. .
140 ...- a/.. :,. it DisTRIfirIQN OF SA4pLE DISTRICTS ACROSS LEVELS OF CONTROL VARIABEES -

I ." '' 4
.:. . ..

k

,

.Level

ics.

Censys
t'

.Region District' Size Service Level SMSA

1

2

3
4

4 4.

5

6

7

8

9

5i,
, .66,

.7e
..'- 39

-

-

-
-

-

(54.82)
'(65.81)

(73.54)
(37.83)

0
4

11'

42
44
31

49

42

39

(.76)
(4.80)

(7.72)
(931)
(44.965

(33.88)
(45.19)
(43.04)

(42.14)

62

4

155

11

-

-
-

-

v(62.69)
(3.31)

(157.9 )

(8.10)

v

37(40.B8)
112(113.18)
83( 7794)
-
-

-
.,

-

-

Total 232 232 232 232

a/
Figures in parentheses represent the exact proportional allocation of the

assigned pample size to frame strata (based on estimated district size measure),
and are intended to illustrate the control that tffe study design would be
expected to realize over a large nymber of repeated selections of the sample.

1

Table A:13

ALLOCATION OF LEVEL 2 SUBSAMPLE TO BROAD SCHOOL COMPONENT STRATA

Broad Strata- ProporilonaikAllocation Actual Allocation-

. SR .92., , 1

Normal-S 6.02 6

r

Norinai-§ 16.41 16

SS
.

jAtit .64 (= .06 + .58) 2
, s.R

A.16
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Table A.14 1:t '

DISTRIBUTION OF LONGITUDINAL LEVEL 2 DISKRICTS,
ACROSS LEVELS OP CONTROL VARIPALES.4.;

1.-...

a&

Level Census Region District .Size Service Level SMSA

,

1

2

3

4

t
6

7

.8

9

?
7

§
8

4

-
-

-

-

(6:17)

(7.12)

(7.61)
(4.10)

0

1

1

0 .

4

2'

7

5

5

(.11)

(.69)

(.95)

(1.07)

3.53)
(4.66)
(4.41)
(4.83)

-

7

1

.16

1

-

-
..*

-

-

( 6.11)
( .38)

(16.76).

( .98)

%

5(4.75)
15(11.85)
5(8.40)

4
-

-

-

-

Total 25 25 25 25

Table A.15

ALLOCATION OF SAMPLE DISTRICTS TO STUDY COMPONENTS

Activity Leyel

/

' Substudy Involvement
Number of Sample Districts

Supporting Activity

1

'2

3

4"

r

Regular School Component
Special S ool Component
Longitud' al Level 1 Component

.

Regular School Component
Special School Component
Longitud*al Level 1 Component
Longitudgnal Level-2 Component

Regular chool Component
Longitudinal Level 1 CompOrieue

Regular pool Component
Longitudi al Level 1 Component
Longitudinal level 2 Component

58

149

17

ti

4.



Table A.f6

4 SCHOOL COMPONENT SAMPLE DISTRICTS By STATE AND ACTIVITY LEVEL! /'

4 A

Activity Level
.

Total Numba46 of
State Name 1 2 3 . : 4 .."7 Sample Districts

Alabama r 0 o 2 . 3

Arizona 1 0 4(1) . 0 5

Arkansas 0 0 1 0 .. 1

California 3 0 13 17 0-

Colorado 1 0 1 0 2

Connecticut . 1 0 1 0 . . ' 2

Florida 6 0 0 0 6

Georgia 2 1 5 0'

Idaho 0 0 1 1' 2 .

Illinois 2 0 8(1) 0 10

Indiana " 4(1) 0 4(1) .1 9 '

Iowa 0 0 5 q
'

5

Kansas 0 0, 2 0 2

Kentucky' 0 0 5 - 0 5

Louiiiana, 2 0 . 1 o 3

Maine 0 0 3 0 3
Maryland. . 3 0 0 0, 3

Massachuetts 1 0 . 9 0 - 10

Michigan ' 4 0 6 2 '12
Minnesota 0 0 4' . 0 4

Mississippi 1. 0 2 0 3

Missouri 2 , 0 5 1(1) 8

Montana 0 0 2(2) 0 2

Nebraska 0 0'

j

2(1) 0' 2

New'Jersey 0 0 10(3) 3 13

New York' 2 0 6 1 9

North Carol na 2 1
,

5 0 8

North Dakota . 0 . 0 2 0 .2

Ohio 0 1 6 1 . 8

Oklahoma,
(ili

1 0 3 ' 0 4

'Oregon . 1" 0 2(1) Q 3

Pennsylvania di 2 10 t 14

Rhode Island , '1 0 1 0 . 2

Sodth Carolina
. 3 0 1 /

t0 s
Tennessee 2 ' 3 1 6

Texas 3 1(1) 8(1) 0 :12

Utah 1 0 0 0 1

Virginia . 1 1 2 Q 4'
Washington 4 1 1 1 7

_West Virginia 1 0 2 Q .3

Wisconsin 1 0 3 0 4
.

Total

Grand Total

,

58 8 149 17

23266 232 166

,

._....

#

a/ Figures'id parentheses represent the number of sample districts included
in count that were expected to 'require only 'a paitial worklOad in the field.

A.18 118



4

ft...,
1 C n

....$ -k .1 ""- l .---..-,--f..,it --^"- ,- -- I
t... i .... f &--.e J-..---......,-; 0."-./ ) ...4 . k.......----' L. t f - - -

t: 5 , .

. , !

---r....... it.... . --..-,..f....,;--t-c-: ., . . . , ,
, i ...... . ..J...........

r-,-%J., 1

. _11--r---r------------- --- L-.--r----
_--.

;.- ___-_ _"/ : 1"---1-'-'4"1

, ..

,$

i
....,1--. _ .._ .;.,.__. ------ -....--.-- - -< --- ----

.

____

. -4-'' , ... ,

7' 1"4"/ Int...-..11 ,..1,..":4:4 ; ..71::5.751-li::.: %?..-... **-.4 1.1'11

e

s "...LI...
_--#

--.
1 " -,> ig- --... -

;-1..-X. 4 ;-----t ; 4.._
-s- - ,, ,I

--...._. b,-.,, -- i .. , -..----; %-
...,.... - .

--

I I I----
.11,

r . I 41011.r.-- jet...-. .-..; 74."-, L..,t .
I.... ,_,A, r.......11 : 7.7:......,:_-_._=. r-..... tiler :.E7...::: ..4.:Zaj ,..iit1...10.^* .1114.....%../.. 4 ,...4.

I
1

1

r
.1 2: /-7 A

m.

_or -- - .
IP.? .s..

Ar .4' .

e .. i,-. ._ I --NI . j10-..t---

-. :11_1

_

. rp.a.j M... 4.41 e .%111r1r.

t.r
r \

-1 . -

4.0

#

-11 -41

4.'-" - . /*ft
-*

g -

.111

-,,--- ..--..-....t...-..e---..._7!:-..-.,_ri'".....-07,45.6_--:--"4-._.....:7;:j.

. - _ _
7* r_.: --..,.. t 1..-.---1: -"--:--_,-r n...,.

li. I. ,., ,....-% .,:,......
.'''"...7...7*1

.. 1 - - -, r,.. .-0 2 ... ! .L.- .

.?-,--... i .-d 'tL '-'" ' '''.4 -*-t t .--it ... i -1--,_-_:...1. _.,.. 4.------&--..--r..- -- , ..__.. ... -.... ... r -.^. y---
- - -1 i " ....-14.; '- 1 _ * . :.4.... .e.:-

....

. %%% I

ei:47%N

atfl-e

Y1.

0- ' -- , .

_ "

5%

lac.".'... .1
IIIY

tlf

CL'EARTYPE
coi ri41% 11.11£

UNITED STATES

x\t
1...

%.

ilotatti/IIMPC0..P1 04.

r:r - __ . .



ek

Table A.17

A DISTRIBUTION OF NONRESPONDING DISTRICTS OVER LEVELS OF

CONTROL VARIABLES USED FOR STRATIFICATION1/

-- :

Level

, .
Control Variable

Census Region District Size ServiCe Level SMSA

1

2

3

4

5
6

7

,8
.9

r

,

. .

6,
6'
6

6'
-

"

-

-

-

.

s.
.

1

'

0

0

2

3

6

3

4

3

3

.

.

5

0

. 16

3

-

-

-

-

.

4.

.

4

12

8

-

1.

-

-

-

-
.

24 24 24
.

24

V See Table A.12 for the intended district sample size for each cell.

B. School Sampling_ Procedures
e.

Selection of the school sample in a"given district entailed:

1) Receipt of summary information on District Data Sheet (including

agreement to participate) from district.

2) Determination of sample size allocation for district (by school

type). c

3) Construction of school ftame (by school.-type) for district..,

t Stratification' of each school' frame in district.

5) Selection of sample schools.

6) Recording ofresponding status of sample schools.
,

Each su btask will be addressed in turn.

1. Receipt of Summary Information

Sample districts were asked to complete a School Data Sheet that

included information oni
5

a) .Npmber of handicapped students served in district art school type).

b) rdentificatioh of regular schools not having any handicapped students.

A.20
121
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1,

I

c) IdentificatiOn of special schools employing only a pull-out, program

from regular. schools.

d). Addition (deletion) of anynew (closed) regular or,special schOols,

considered to be under some administrative control of.the sample

= district.

To aid these activities, sample districts were provided,with a list of

schools (by type) that are associated with the district according 'to thecIC

file; data on the number of schools (by type), enrollment in district schools

(by type), anamthe estimlited 'ember 9f handicapped students (by type).

2. School Sample Size Allocation

The study design 'called for selettion of an average of two rAgakr___,/

schools per sample district (both S and Sand one special school per S-sample
,

".district. In addition, a 'constant workload of three schools/S-district and

two schools/§..-districras considered optimal. To achieve this, denote

ys(i) =. allocation of special schools'to district.'10

yR(i) = allocation of regular §ehools to district i,'

then

YS
(i) =

fR sNIS(i)
n,

YR(i) =s
fro00(i)

n.
, . 1

Such an allocation has the propetties:

.
a) Meets'constant workload

1. ys(i)

2. y -(i)
RIS

i° an S-district (= yRis(01

i an §-district (= yRis(i)) .

fsXs(i) + froAls(i)

TC i .

RigNi§(i)
.2 0.

ni

= 3-

*IA

A" 21-1 22
P'
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b. Under perfect size measures, total seChool,sampleAfize for Special and

Regular School Compdnent areguaxanteed. fd'r e*ample,

Similarly;

- o

YS (t)

f
$
X
S
(i)

= z
its

n

=
65

Xs(+) XS(4.)

O

= 65 (if sample estimates-population total exactly)

YRIS(+) .4'130 and y
RIS

= 32 so0,, that

R(+) = 450 .

%

c) The condition of "perfect size measures" can be adj90ted for using

the School Data Sheet information so that school sample sizes are
"

exactly. met in theory.

To "adjust" the school sample size 'allocation (by type) to district i, we have

size measures estimated from the district frame, and hopefully imp'roved esti-

mated based on.he School Data Sheet--Table A.18 summarizes this position.

Table A.18

SCHEMATIC OF DATA ELEMLITS UNDER PROPOSED UPDATE OF STUDY SIZE MEASURES .

.

Parameters
of Interest

Initial
t Estimates

(frame)

Revised
Estimates

(school data sheet)

yi) 4s(9r -
. Es(i)

/ ( " -

Ems-4)
xl,,sw

41....Fisci)

gR,§(0: ,NA(i)' . 11 E
RIS

-(i)
* r

With'this'ia mind, let

E (+3

ob.

232 Es(i)
1 ,

n
i

A.22 -423,
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and

44

232 E
RIS

(i)

-
E
RI S

(+) =
i=1

n.
.

23Z %lei).

ERI1§(+) = n.

65

ES.(49

* 130f
RIS

ERIS -(+)

320
fRI§ =

Then set the revised allocatiOns to be

* ES(i)
= -

Ys ni

I.

*
fRiS ERIS(i)

YR S n.

*

YR § =
4I§ ER1§..")

n.
1.

up.,s-

.
,

which guarante the total sample sizes by component,(i.e., are hot dependent on

, perfect size easures).2Notice, however, that although

ys(+) = 65,01,s(+) = 130, y,,§09 = 320 .,

, RI

that a given district may bI allocated more (or less) thai three schools

(few Vdistricts),and two schools (fir §-districts). ,Specifically, districts .

get a larger allocation where, for special schools

.
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E (0 X (0
a > 1

E (+) X (÷)

* a

and for regular schools, whenERISv(i) XRIS(i) V
-T------. :> . , for 8- district

Eli s(4). :4 XR s(+)
F-77

'Tau? xRi§(i)

ER0(+) xRii(+)
for S- district .

. .

.
-

. , .

One'i ability io adjust at the. second stage for inadequacies-at the first
4 4.stage of Sampling are therefore, constrained by; it

.;..$) Presence of (ys(i), hus(i), yo(i)) schools (as the case may be)
th

in the i sample drsirict.
4( t i

b) The trade-off 1:etween attaining desired sample sizes and the reali-
..

zation that school characteristics are secondary to those of .the

district in assessing IEP content (Ad hence that the marginal

0

4

a

utility of "extra" school data may be minimal),
* *

For the sake of completeness, it should be notedosftat
11((i)' YRISM' YRI§M/

are not constrained to be.integers. Apart from heuristiccroundEng'rules to

9chieve integer allocations, consideration was given to imp14,menting coAtrolled

selection.to avoid rounding ,errors while preserving total sample sizes. Time

pressures and cost implications, however, precluded this approach and heuristic

* ounding rules weee applied. Despite this shortcomi.ag,. it will later-be shown
.

that re-allocation of the student sample size would further encourage the

realiz&4on of a self-weighting sample of students.

Unfortunately, all returns on the school data sheet were not on hand

prior to making the school alloCations. As such, and in iight of the late OMB

approval received for this study, the school sample was selected in essentially

four batches of approximately 50 districts each (late districts were cle/ned

.'sup in a fifth batch) - ;Table A.19 contains the details.

In makink these °cations, initial estimates of underlying parameters

(i.e., Xs(i), X111§(0) were used for a give de whenever
. .
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,Table A.I9

. ALLOCATION OF scvoca, SAMPLE SIZE BY BATCH AND SCHOOL TYPE

/
.. , J.

Number of Schools Allocated
Number of , -

Batch Districts TtAllocaed To Regular Special

1 36
.

, 72 . 10
.

2 77 . ° 154 28
.

3 .
58 119 18

4
-

76 11

5 . 6 . .
23 8 t

.

Totkl , 208 4 444 75

11,

A A

revised estimates were riot assilable (i.e., 'Es(i), ERIS(i), gm §(0). IB

,addition, district nonresponse wag adjusted for on a flow basis, in order to

realize desired.sample sizes:

3. Cdnstructiodbf School Sampling Frames

.11*
'

o . elhsample diVrict, a ,list of schools was made from the CIC

Ille: .8choblsdesignated as closed or not serving handicapped students were

purged from these frames., and new schools schools under at least partial

.administritive control of the-districts that. were missing on the CIC files)

-were added. The revised ffaMe Ocluded information on school name, grades

taught (low grade, high gradel, enrollment, school type', and a CIC identifies-
.

tion number (state, districtID,'sUbdistrict ID (if applicable), school ID)).

In addition, regular'" schools -known to enroll only handicapped students not
.

having current year IEPs; and special *schools Only serving handicapped children

frbm regular schools on tpull out basis, were so identified. Finally, the.

revised number of handicapped studenti enrolled in the district (by school

type) IT allocated to schools (by type) in proportion to the CIC enrollment
._

to serve as the estimated school siAAMeasure (by type): Exceptions to this

latter practice occured whenever districts provided the number of handicapped

students enrolled in.each school midair their jurisdiction, or when certain
.

schools were designated by the district as serving a disproportional (based on

enrollment) number of'handirapped students.
v,

.
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. ... i. f . ,

4. Stratification of School Frame 'in Each Sample District

The schbOl'frame in each sample district was first stratified by

school type (ictuaity, sepakite'irames formed). Each subframe was then ordered
.

by low grade taught, by high grade taught, and enrollment (in that order).

Strata (zones) were then sequentialy.formed on each subframe so as 0 contain

approximately an equal estimated number of enrolled handicapped students (by

subframe), The, dumber of zones per subframe was set equal to the revised

district allocatidd-of sample schools of,the associated type.
, 1

5. Selectioniof'Sample Schools'
.

One school was selected from each zone on each subframe using prob-

e abilities proportiqnal to the estimated number of enrolled handicapped students.

Inall, 519 schools. were selected, including 444 regular and 75 special schools.

As was previdusly discussed, to accomodate late OMB clearance and facilitate

data collection efforts, the school sample was dynamically allocated and

selected' for transmittal tq the field over a seven week period (see Table
4

A.19). 4.1

6. Responding Status of Sample Schools

The responding status of 'the 519 schools sele d,to support the %)

School Component is summarized inJable A.20. In all airness, additional

school (and student), data were received in July 1979 fter commencement of

preliminary data ,analyses tasks. To facilitate the meeting of. tight dead-

linef, such dpta were treated as nonresponse an8 excluded from further analyses.

4

Table A.20

RESPONDING STATUS OF SCHOOL COMPONENT SAMPLE SCHOOLS BY TYPE

School Type

. '

Number Selected

i

ij

Responding Status

Responding Nonresponding Ineligible

Regular -

Special

444 t
ge,

. ..

75

438
.

70

5 %

4

a/I
1

a/
- 'An additional sample school enrolled Handicapped students but did not
presently complete Ms. for their students, As suchrelative to the multi-
stage student sample,this school was classified as ineligible rather than
as a sespondent as was done in this table.

.1
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4

C. StudeptAampling Procedures
4

The School Component is supported by three nested-student samples:

1) Basic Survey studeit sample,
. .

'2) Level 1 Longitudinal Substu4y Student sample. 4

3) Leve1.2 Longitudinal Substudy stude9t.samile:

at

Each will be discussed in turn.

1. ,Basic Survey StudentIample.
P

Selection of the student sample entailed:

a) Listing of Iandicapped Students enrolled in a sample school:.

'b) Purging of Ineligibles from frame.

c) Ordering of frame.

4.

d) Student sample 'size alloAtion for each school.

e) Selection of student sample.

f) Recording responding status of student sample:

Each subtask will be addressed in turn. 4

a) Listing of Handicapped Students.' Pror to the site,visit to

each s the principal (or desigiate) was asked',to prepare a list of all

handicapped .students enrolled in the school as of. 1 December, 1978. Informa-

tion concerning age, presence of current year IEP, and identification of,the

special education teacher most nowledgeable about the current year IEP, were

also required for each listed handicapped student In isolated cases, such a

list had to be constructed by the.RII field staff using central records held

at the school.

b) Purging of Ineligibles from Handicapped Lists. To reflect the

intended target population, students for whom no current year IEP had been

prepared, mid-age-ineligible students (i.e., students older than 21 and younger

than Tyears old) were'deleted'from the list of otherwise,Oligible handicapped

students at the school. Finally; student duplicates .(if any) were removed,at

this time. In most cases, school personnel performed these activities prior

to the arr ival of the RTI data collictors.

c) Ordering of Student Frame. No direct stratification was used on

student frames. Control over t he composition of each student simple was

exercised by ordering the student ,frame by the special edufation teacher

associated with each student. In the absence: of teacher information, every

"effort was made to order the student frame using a surrogate variable (e.g.,

handicapping condition). Selection of asystematic sample from such an ordered

1 A.27 128



frame will then tend to maximize the nufabec of distinct special education

teachers associate with sample students.

d) Student Sample Size Allocation. The study design called for the

selection.of an average of five eligible handicapped students at each regular

school, and fan average of eight eligible handicapped students at each special

school. Consideration was given to allocating these student sample sizes

basedon school-level data collected in the field. To explain the underlying

jmedian-IS , let

n.
1

selection probability for district i

.
.

n. .

_ conditional selection probability for school j in district i''
3'1 given district already selected.

"_../

H..' = number of handicapped students on frame at school j in
IJ

district1i ,

m. = number of sample schools In district'i,

and form

232 mi

H (+) = 1
s

i=1 j=1

. . 232
mi

HR{ ) = 1 1
i=1 1j=4

where 1

(j)

H..

I

S

(j)

ipi

H,.

'3 I 0)
g.n. 1, R
1 j .1

1 if-bcpool j is a special school

0 otherwise

1 if school j is a regulat school

0 otherwise

A.28
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Self-weighting of the ultimate student'sample (by school type) could have been

furtherencouragedbythenallocatingniistudents to school j in district i

according to

n..

520

2250

if school j is a special school

if school j is a regular school,

where '520 and 2250 are the overall desired student sample sizes for their

School type. In theory, such an approach'would'have equired interaction

between RTI and the field staff collecting data at each school concerning

first.themagnitudeofil.,and,.once all sample schools had been contacted,

to assign the desired student sample size ailocation. As previously noted,

however, 1#te receipt of OMB clearance for the study required that the school

sample be dynamically allocated and selected, and that field collection pro-

cedurEs atthese sample schools be carried out on a flow basis. In light of

theisurvey economics associated with the allocation of a fixed student sample

size td each school (specifically, simipler field procedures and removal of the

need for field staff to interact, with sampling, staff at RTI in arriving at

student sample-size allocations), the decision was made to select five students

at every regular school, and eight students at every special school. The

price paid for this simplicity came in the form of increased variation in the

ultimate student sampling weights and hence, in the Probable deterieration of

precision levels associated.with iarameter estimates.

e) Selection of the Basic Survey Student Sample. The student

sample at each school was selected using a circular systematic selection

strategy with a random start-point.3 Specifically, if /*students were to be%

3 Field procedures allowed for using a random quota sample in cases where
the existence of a current year IEP could not be determined. This option was
exercised at only one sample school and therefore does-not warrant elaborate
documentation.

A,29 ,30



4 .s
selected .from an ordered frame of N students, the sample would consist of -r

frame members having sequential numbers

Where

r kc . (mod N) if N # r kc

f
k

= k = 0,1,2,,n-1
111 otherwise

c = ( (i.e., int eger peg< of N divided by n)

r = random integer number selicted to be no larger than .N and.
no smaller than 1.

.Proceeding in such a fashion guaranteed that exactly n sample students were

realized at each sample school (provided N > n) in contrast to the usual

systematic selection rule'which produces a random sample size (whenever

N-nc > 0). The added wrihkle of a circular systematic selection mechanism was

deemed' appropriate in light of the high data processing costs associated with

each sample member (i.e., did not want to leave to chance the realization of a

larger than int ended student sample size at any school).,

f) Responding Status of Basic'Sstrvey StVdent'Sample. Field pro-

cedures resulted in the selection of 2705 sample students, including 2162

students enrolled in regdlar schools, and 543 students enrolled in special

Schools. Table A.21 contains the responding status of this, student sample.

By way of explanation, ineligibles reflec.t inefficiency in the student

frame constructed at each school (usual.y due to the determination that the

list of handicapped students was not completely purged of ineligibles) whereas

nonrdspondents are primarily associated with the non-receipt of letters of ."

permissiod (required in several districts) and/or the inability of the field

staff to locate an IEP that was said to exist for a given sample student.

Finally, only students having both an IEP Checklist and a Student Characteris-

tic Questionnaire (SCQ) for the current year were designated as respondents.

2. Level One Longitudinal Student Sample

Selection of yhe Level 1 student sample entailed:

a) Identification of Basic Study sample students having retrospec-,

;ive year IEP present at the school.

4.30



Table A.21"

RESPONDING STATUS OF STUDENTS SELECTED TO SUPPORT THE BASIC SURVEY

. :

School Type Sample Size Selected

Responding Status

Reponding Nonresponding Ineligible
.

Regular
Speciil

2163
. . 542

/

. 2126 .

. 531

,
\

25

5

1.2

6

,

'Total 2705 2657
..-

30 18

.... , .

b)

c)

Selection of Level 1 student subsample.

Recording the responding status of Level 1 student subsample.

Each subtask`Will be discussed in turn.

a) Identification of Level 1 Eligibles. For'each Basic Survey

sample student, a determination was made as to the presence (or absence) of an

IEP for the previous school year: The teacher most knowledgeable about each

previous year LEP (when present) was also recorded.

b) Selection of Level 1 Student Subsample% An attempt was made to

select two Level 1 eligibles at

school. To facilitate possible

selection into the component was

c) Responding Status

random and without replacement at each sample

subsampling at a later time, the order of

also recorded.
-

of Level 1.Student Subsample. In all, 828

Basic Surveistudents at 436 tchoo,ls were selected to support the Level 1

Longitudinal 'Component. Table A.22 provides the responding status of this

student sample by school type. .

In ,order to qualify as a respondent for the Ikvel 1 Longitudinal Sub-
,

study, both the previous 'year IEP and SCQ (in addition to these documents for

the current year) had to be available)n time for analysis.

3: Level Two Longitudinal Student Sample

The

consist of

eve12 Longitudinal student sample was formally intended to

first-selected Leve

Level 2 sample district. For the

collected to support this component

1 1 sample student at each school in a

most part, however, student level data

was not to be analyzed in accordance with

A. 31
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Table A.22.

RESPONDING STATUS or STUDENTS SELECTED IN FIELD TO SUPPORT

THE LEVEL 1 LONGITUDINAL COMPONtej

e

J

School Type
Number of Students

Selected .

Responding Status .
'

Responding Nodresponding Ineligible
.

Regular
Special''

e

703

125

.. 4

. 675. 18
..-

10 ,

-121 3 1

Overall 828 ,

/
796 , 21 11

a/
- Field. staff colle6ted at least one eligible Level 1 student at 436 schools
(372 regular, 64' special).

its underlying probability structure. Ratherr, it was planned that only un-

weighted analyses would be carried out. With this in mind,%the Level 2 student

sample was informally supplemented by selectidg.ofne Basic Survey sample ,

(student at random at those schools having no Leve1,1 eligibles. Furthermore,

no Level 2 q9nresponse was experienced at any levels (1.e., districts, schools,

_land students} and, by not necessarily requiring certaid documents tb be present;

no ineli gibility .was incurred.,i0 the ultimate .student sample. In all,, 61

students (53 regulayr:, 8 special} were selected to support_Level 2 activities,

III. DOCUMEW ION OF FACILITY COMPONENT SAMPLING PROCEDURES

The Facility Copponent was supported through a separa_tft two-stage cluster

design having facilities at the first stage, and handicapped students at the
,

second (final) stage of sampling. Discussions W 11 emphasize procedures used

at the first stage of samplinc(i.e%, facilities) in order to fully establish

the validity of the realized sample at the national level. /Student s'ampling'.

.' procedures coincide with those employed at special education schools in the

School Component except for one minor deviation.that.will briefly be described:.

Each stage ofaimpling wil'be discussed in turn.

0
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A. 'Facility Sampling Procedures -

Selection of the facility sample hntailed:

1) Construction of an acceptable facility

2) Allocation of facility sample.

3) Stratification of facility sample.

4) Selection of initial facility sample.

5) Post-qtratifiCation of initial.facility sample.

6) Allocation of final facility sample to post-strata.

7) Selection of final facility sample.

8) Respon4Oing status of,,,final4facility sample.

-EiCh subtask will be discussed in-turn.

1. Construction of an Acceptable Facility Frame

The matter of constructing an.adequate frame of non-LEA administered
t

institutions providing special education and related services to handicapped

students Was discussed at length in the figal report op the design of the IEP

Survey.4 Work proceeded in the following order:
/ . .

'a) Lists of special education facilities were obtained from CIC and the
'

Office of Ci,il Rights (OCR).
,

. b) Candidate frames were hand-matched based'on facility name, address,

city, and zip code.

c) A combined frame was formed (matched,' CIC-only, and OCR-only),

d) Combined file was hand - matched with 19.77 "437 file" of institutions

receiving P.L. 89-313 monies (i..'e., program code 2and agency type 2)

using.name (and handicapping' conditions, when available) to furnish

some confidence that t large part of the Monies/participants were

441116
bei (mated for by our multiple list frame construction efforts.

e) A revised combined file was formed (437, CIC -OCR matched-only,.

J. Cie-only OCR-only). .

f) Revised combined file was, purged of ineligibles (i.e., facilities in

Alaska and Hawaii were purged since they are outside geographic

confinesof the study; New Mexico and Nerada facilities were removed

since these states refused to participate; all facilities listed on

CIC files, that' are administered by LEAs were removedsince these

4 Pyecha, J. N., Drunimond,D. J., et al. Design of a National Survey.of
Education Programs for Handicapped Children. Research Triangle

Park, N.C.: Research Triangle Institute, November 1978.
oi
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,

were eligible for the School domponentl facilities in an ongoing BEM,

study of facilities weredeleted at the request f the project

officer.

The end product of these efforts is then the Facility Component frame--details

are pr ovided in Table A.23. Resirvations were repeatedly expresserto BEH

concerning the quality of this realized frame, .especially With regard to

intended population coverage (i.e., inclusiOn of all population members'on.
-.,

frame), and frame inefficiency (i.e., inclusion of only population members'on

frame; freedom from multiple listings of same unit on frame; ability to iden-

tify frame members in field).

Table A.23

NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS BY SOURCE ON THE FACILITY FRAME
2

Source File"'
Number of

Facilities on File

437 656

Matched but not on X37 251.

CIC only and not on 437 1,223

OCR only and not on 437 2,947

Total 5,077

2. Allocation of Initial Facility Sample

Previous studies indicated that facilities not listed on tii4.-437

file exhibited a high rate of ineligibility (insofar as facilities nojoilger

being in existence or field staff not being able to locate the facility-based

on the frame information). Furthermore), 437 facilities, by definition,Aaere

recipients of P.L. 89-313. monies in 1977 and-were therefore known to have been

in existence at that time (as opposed to OCR-only facilities that were included

perhaps on pre-1976 Diets). For these reasons, a two - stage, selection procedure

was decided on:

Stage I: Selection of Spproxim4.ely 150 facilities

for pre - screening fcetIA state level.
.

40
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Stage 2: .Subsampling of approximately 75 f4Wities

to formally support the FacilityComponent.

The stage 1 sample size was allocated to'the subfiames defined by the columns

of Table A.23 so as to approximately equalize.the average sampling rate of 437

and matched (but-not 437) facilities, and to equalize the_sameing Ate of
.

OCR-only and CIC-only facilities (but at about one quarter of the previous
4

rate)--Table A.24 provides the details.

e

Table X1.24

ALLOCATION OF INITIAL FACILITY SAMPLE BY FRAME SOURCE/

Number of Facilities Allocated to

437 CIC-OCR Matched CIC-only OCR-only

5f 23 ° 24 '58

(.0777) (.0876) (.0196) . (.0197)

a/
( ) denotes the average sampling rate on given subframe.

3. Stratification of Initial Facility Sample

Stratification was carried out independently on each subframe.' For

ease of, exposition, stratification'on each subframe will be discussed in turn.

a) 437 Subframe: In preparation for specifying strata on this

subframe, facilities were separated into the four census regions

(see Table A.1), and ordered by the amount of the grant. This

latter ordering was from low to high in the first region, high

414Pillf

to low in the second, low to high in the third, and high to w

in the fourth. Th1 method produces a more continuous listin

(i.e., contiguous fa-cilities are more similar in size of grant)

;pan would otherwise be offered under a strict numerical order-

ing based on the same variables. Strata of equal total'grant
.

'amount were then sequentially formed on the order frame. Thee

total number of suck; strata was set equal to the desired sample

size.

A.35
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.
b) Non-437 Stibframes: In preparation for defining strata o each C

suct subframe, facilities were separated into the. sus

regions and ordered alphabetically by state
411'

within On

each subframe, itrata.containing an approximately equal number

of facilities were then sequentially, formed, with the number of

such strata being set equal to the desired sample size for that

subframe.

4. Selection'ot4the In1tial Facility Sample

One facility was selected at random from each stratum defined on the

overall 'frame. For the 437'- nbframe, this approximated selection of a prob-

abilitY-proportional-to-graut amount sample of facilities.
.

5.' PostIStratification oInitial Facility Sample

Of the,155 facilities initially selected to support the Facility:

Component, 32 faci ities were dee

"
% ,

.

11

med to be ineligible (2 from the 437 file,

and 30 from the no -437 file), primarily because the facility did not serve

handicapped students An the 3-:21 age range or the agency no longer existed.

Eligible facilities were stratified by source (i.e., 437 versus non-437), and

within the non-437 post-stratum into thiee further. post - strata representing.

time of selection. As such, non-437 eligibles werl'post-stratified by 0.6e

period (St 63, 3 in'time periodi 1, 2, and 3; respectively). In time period

1,.three further strata were formed: two ofthee corresponded to new states5
. . .

(i.e., states not represented in the School Component sample), whereas the
. .

remaining.stratum had.six facilities from states already represented in the

School Component sample. For a most part, time period 1 %presented tie

'start-up of field activities on the Facility Component. Similarly, time

period 3- represented the clean -up of fieln activities, which included three
. '

facilities as a single post,stratr. Finally, time period 2

bore the brunt of the'subsajapling.of non -437' eligibles. In all, four further,

strata were formed fop these'latqr groups based on residential /nonresidential

status and listing of a-specific handicapping Xndj.tionshiot listing a specific

1

' handicapping condition for each gligible facility--Table A.25contains the.
. 41, 4r.

.details.

!

5 v 4

Rational he was that expense of soliciting cooperation could only be
.justified if we'were going tk retain units in Ultimate subiample.

O .4% 1370
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. Table A.25

POST-STRATIFICATION OF TIME PERIOD 2 ELIGIBLE NOy-437ACILITIES

Residential, R NOnresidential, R Total
.

Specific HandicapH
AP' -.-.

Nonspecific Handicap, i

7

10
-

18

I8 :

AO

38

Total 17 46 63.

6. Allocation of Final Facility Sample

All eligible 437 initial sample members were to be selected with

certainty into the final facility sample. Remaining sample facilities would

be selected from non- -437 eligibles, where, to allow for the possibility of

further facility ineligibility, a total of 30 facilities would besampled at

three sepirate time points over the course of the data collection period.

Table A.26 summarizes the final facility sample allocation.

Table A.26

ALLOCATION OF THE'FINAL FACILITY SAMPLE TO POST-STRATA

Number of: eligible initial sample
Post-Stratum members in post-stratum

437

Time ,Period 1

41

8

- SRl 1

02 1

Other 6

TimePeriod 63 I

7

10

R,H 28

1 R,H 18

Time Period 3 3 A

4

Total. '123

/Sample
ill cation

Subsample'
number

/ 49

4

1 0

1 2

-1 - '3

2 4

25

5
6

7

8
I

1 9
4

79.
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For the most part, sample.allocations.tO time periods 1 and 3 were some-
.

what arbitrary. For time period 2, an attempt was made to realize a final

facility sample having probabilities proportional to the. 4stimated number of,

handicapped student enrolled. To achieve this, and in light of the fact that

the sampling rate for CIC-only and OCR-only files was about one quarter that

of the matched file, the size measure was defined to be'.

2H.
1

hHi

.th
If 1 facility on CIC-only,or OCR-only files

.th
if 1 . facility on matched file' .

The time period 2 sample allocation was then distributed'to post - strati in

proportion to this conttived size measure. Equivalently, the time. peFiod.2.

sample size was allocated to substrata in proportion to the weighted number of

enrolled handicapped students..
4

7.. Selection of the Final Facility_ Sample
4 -

The final facility'sample is comprised of thi,subsample selected in

each post-stratum of Table A.26. The first three subsamples identified4in

Table A.26 involVes censusing all eligibles associated with their respective

post-strata. Samples.4 and 9*.were selected independently using simple random
c

sampling without replacement in each case. Only in,samples 5-8 was further

control imposed on the selection of facilities. Specifically, facilities were

,ordered by the adjusted facility size measure; substrata were then sequen.tially

formed having approximately equal total adjusal,size measures and tqual in

number to thefdesired samplik size for the post-stratum. One facility was then

independently selected in each stratum (zone)'using probabilities proportional

to the adjusted size measure, Equivalently,, the weighted number of,enr011ed

handicapped students could have been used in lieu of.the adjusted size:measure.
1

8. Responding Status of Final Facility Sample

The responding status. of the 79 facilities selected to support the

Facility Component is summarized in Table'A.27: For the most part then,

double sampling proved highly successful in achieving the desired facility

sample size, especially in light of the nature of the underlying frame.'

B.. Facility, Student Sampling Procedures

At facility in the sample, an attempt was made to "elect eight

studs n accordSnce with the same procedures ised to identify the Basic

130
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Table A.27

O

'RESPONDING STATUS _OF FACTLITYCWONENT'SAMPLE FACII4TIES BY SOURCE

. i

4
v.

Source

,

. 4

: Number facilities
selected s4

.-.

- ' Responding Status
,

.Responding -°Nonresponding Ineligible
a /

447f

°
.

Non-437

49

..
6 30

1
..

.,

.

.

47

t i412/.

.

42
.

2

0(2)

4(30)

Total 79 . : 71 " 4 4(32)

-. g
.

a/
, I 0

Ineligible here is inketerence to members ih the final facility sample.
Prfor to this, 32 initial facili.ty-ample members were denied to be ineligible
(2 from the 437 file, and 39,from the non-437 file). The latter figures are
noted in parentheses.

b/
- Based on sample fivilitlis thought to have at least one enrolled handi-'

capped student having adjqrent year IEP. T'wo facilities (classified here
as ineligibles) completed questioAnaires but do not develop Ms' for their ,

handicapped students. /

r

Survey student sample at each,spicial schoOl... No retrospective year subsample

as selected, nor was any Level 2 data Collectiontlntendkd., In all, 556

students were selected tc0suppOrt,the Facility Component. Uliimately,.all

sample .students were found to be elligible but 4:0 members had to be viewed as
.

-nonrespondents. As in the lchoolcomyonenti to, be classified as a respondent

have bothA.IETaAd completed Student Characterieitits
k

of these items were not available
16L

74c«.

the student must

tionnaire. One or both

I

A.39

Ques-

for these six students.
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Estimating Siz of Handicapped Population by Schoollype
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Attachment 1

Estimating, Site of-Handicapped Population by School Type

The IEP study-was hampered from the outset by the virtual complete, lack

of district level information on the'handicapped population. To serve our

needs, the following information was available:

1. Number of handicipped%students, by state, served under P.L. 94-142

2. Percent of school-aged population, by state., that are handi-

capped (pk)

3-DistrictenrolimentinsPecialeducationschoolsWr
4. District enrollment (Di)

*.
.

(BEH Data Notes September 7977 for 1. & 2. and .the CIc file for 3. & 4.)

To get estimates for district i in state k,'we defined S

Di(R) = Di - Si
...

H
k

= 1 (Si pkDi(R))
iek

and finally, 4

Hk - Hk

Pk = D.(R) 4 Pk

ieR

Then

D.(R)

was used as' the est4.mate of the number of handicapped students in the district.

Moreover., the estimated number of handicapped students by school type in a

given district was taken as Si (for special ghool) and-hi - Si (for regular

142
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schools), respectively. The rationale for adjusting the handNapped propor---* . -

Lions (i.e., p
k
to

.

p
k
) can be seen as follows:

((

1

1 hi 1 (S.
1

+ p
*
k
D.t (R))

iek.
1

iek .

Hk Hk p
k

= Si Di(R)]
1 D,(R)

iek iek
.iek

= + + p D.(R)]
k k

(Si
k t

iek

H
k

That' is, i;te estimates i la BEH are preserved while e'ssuming the special

schopl enrollment is correctly specified in every instance.

NOTE: There are other logical ways for distributing Hk to districts--varying

practices/for administering special schools and for accepting enrollment

make It almost impossible to define -a "best" guestimate.

C

4

1.
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Appendix B

Computation of Sampling Weights, Adj tment for

Noniesponse, and Standard Et.rors

11.

I'. OVERVIEW

A

The analyses planned for the IEP Survey span four compdnents:

1) School Component

2) Level 1 Longitudinal Component

3) Level 2 Longitudinal Component

4) Facility Component.

Appendix A earlier described both the consolidated 3-stage design supporting

the first three components and the separate 2-stage design supporting the last

component. In all, statistical inferences will be made to seventarget popula-

tions. In addition, the multistage structure of the supporting deSign will

require that three further target populations be addressed. Discussions will

be distributed over six topic areas:

1) General form of study parameters/estidates.
dor

2) Underlying target populations.

3), Computation of raw sampling weights.

4) Treatment of nonresponse.

0

5) Adjustments for large sampling weights.

6) Computation of/approximate standard errors.

Throughout this appendix it will be assumed that the reader is familiar with

the concepts underlying classical statist- jer4nce.

II. GENERAL FORM OF PARAMETER'S/ESTIMATES

A. General Form of Parameters

of

Analyses planned for the IEP Survey data will attempt to provide descrip-
,

tive .information as to the characteristics of various populations and/or

information as to differences between subpdpulations of interest. For the

most part, population totals {flans, proportions) and differences betweeh
s4

population toffs (mans, proportions) for a given reporting category on a

characteristic of interest will be the focus of our attention. To express

145
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`
these estimators in the case ofa stratified multistage (multiphase) sample,

it is notationalAy convenient to view the conceptual target population frame

of N units in terms, of H strata uniquely associated. with actual first-stage

units. Specificlii, if a total for a characteristic is ,the population

parameter of interest, then this parameter,
g
Y
-14

takes on the form'

where,

4.

yhj

H
Nh

Y = Z Y . X..
8 +

12=1 j=1 1111

. .

)

value of characteristic measured on unit

conceptual frame member in stratum h),

1 if unit hj belongs to.reporting group

1 0 otherwise,

th
hj (i.e., j

8

N
h

number of frame members in stratum h (h = 1,2,-04) .

Similarly, the associated population mean for characteristic Y in reporting

group g,
g Y
p', can be.represented as

gpY

where

gY

X
g

Nh

.X= Z Xh' .

g +4.
h=I j=1 g

.

Comparisons of totals (means) betWeen two reporting groups (g1 and g2, say)

for the .characteristic take on the form

Y Y
g1 jr+ g2 ++

. (or p - p )

gl Y g2 Y

116
8.2
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B. General Form of Estimates

In every analytic component, the entire grpulation under consideration

was not observed. Rather, a probability sample from,, the population of inter,

est was selected. To account for this, sample estimates for population

parameters of interest.(i.e., totals, means, contrasts in same) will require

responses ,recorded for each analysis unit to be weighted' inversely to its

probability of selection. Specifically, the general flOrmstf an estimator for

a population total in rep;rting,group g, can be written as

44410

where

H ah Y.. hh
Y++' = 'I I

.

=I ZW.
jh

Yh
g hj

probability

g
h=1 j=1 hj h=1 j=1

j

probability that jth unit in stratum h gets selected

7%j into the study,

Whj kb;

hh

7

number of observations selected from stratum h

For convenience, Whj referred tp)as the weight associ ted with the

response obtained ok unit hj. In the absence of errors attribut ble to measure-
.

ment or frame constr ction, such an estimator is unbiased for
-HP

(i.e., the

expected value of
g
Y.14 r' repeated samples is

g
Y++). Similarly,N,e estimate

for a reporting group wean would take on the form

where,

I

X

H

g +I-
h=1 j=1 hj

B.3 147
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In gen al, this estimator is biased for the intended population parameter

(since it is the ratio of two means).* Specifically, the bias term, denoted by

B(), can be expressed as

so that

A A A A

B(spy) = E(spy) - spy = CoV( p
Y'

X )

g
X*+ g s

A A

8(gP11) I

a( X )

a( X
gs-Y) g

c.v.( X )
g ++.

where Cov(,), a(), and c.v.() are standard noatton for covariance, stan-

dard deviation, and coefficient of variation respectively. For large samples

then, the resulting bias will 'become negligible for most sample designs.

Similar expressions could be formalized for contrasts between means of

two reporting groups.

C. Role of Stratification

Once the sample has beeit selected and the sampling weight determined, no

further information is required concerning the sample design in general, and

the delineation of strata in specific, for making point estimates of totals

and means. The rationale for introducing the notion of first-stage strata at

this time comes in the anticipation of the methodology that will be desctibed

for approximating the precision of these'point estimates. As such, apart from

the discussion included in Appendix A, the treatment of first-stage stratifi-

cation will be deferred until Section VII. At that time, an attempt will be

made to provide a clearer understanding of the role that stratification vari-
4

ables played in constructing data files.

III. UNDERLYING TARGET POPULATIONS

Statistical inferences will be made to seven target populations. In

addition, the multistage structure of the supporting design introduces three

further indirect populations - -Table 1.1 pr1vides the details. Each target

population will be formally defined in turn.

B.4 .48



.Columbia (except New Mexico whi h refused to participate before samples were
-

Table 8.1

POPULATIONS OF INTERikIN THE I pSURVEY

,,

.

Unit.

-

ComponenTt,

.
*

Instruments

.

Status

----"-----
Population

% Number

-,..-

EC,SCQ,DRF4
School (furrent Year) Direct 1

Level 1 Longitudinal (Current & previous
Student Year) ' Direct 2

k

Level 2 Longitudinal . -

.

Direct 3

Facility EC,SCQ,DRF5 Direct.

District
Schoot' Component
School Component

SDCQ,DRF1 Direct
Indirect

5

6

School
School Component
School Component

SCHQ,DRF2 DireCt _

Indirect
7

8

Facility
Facility Component
Facility Component

.SFCQ,DRF3 Direct
Indirect

9

10

S

A. School Component Studej/Target Population (Population 1)

All children in the 48 contiguous United States and the District of

drawn) who were, as of 1.December 197A:

1) Between ages 3-21.
dr-

2) Enrolled in a public elementary school administered by a local

education' agency.,

3) Classified by their paci.of enrollment as handicapped.

4) Current year IEP for child. held at place of enrollment.

Relative to the ,feurth condition., two points should be made:

1) Information was - collected on the total number of children meeting

the remaihing conditions,

2) Some flexibility was allowed in the field to accomodate situations

where all tEks were held' at a central office in the district. For

the most part, 4ttoyever, the IEP document iadvto be readily acces-

sible to the school staff.

4 %

11.5
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B. ''Level 1 Longitudinal Student Target Population (Population 2)

All School Component student target popUlation members who also had,a

previous year IEP at the place of enrollment.

Some flexibility'was allowed in the field to allow for situations where

the IEP for the previous, year was held at another school in the district.

Here again tire key- was whether the special education ttqf could/did have

access to the previous /ear IEP.
1...414

C. Level 2 Longitudinal Student Target Population (Population 3)

Same as Population 2. In isolated cases, no Level 1 eligibles existed at

a given school (at least within the School Component student sample) and for

evaluation purposes, population 1 members were substituted (well documented
w .

when used). ..

0 4

. FaCIlity Student Target P9pulation (Population..4)

All chi dren in the 48contighous United States and the DistAceOf .

Columb. a (except New Mexico which refused to participate before"%amples were

drawn) who were, as of 1 December 1978:

Between ages 3-21.

Enrolled in a facility on the facility frame (see Section III of
I

Appendix A).
.

3) Classified by their place 4 enrollment as, handicapped.

0. 4) 'Current year IEP for child held at place of enrollment.
' t

In,many cases, the notion of an "IEP" was far less well-defined at facilities
.

in comparison.to schoots and was given a libelal interpretation.

1.

E. .Direct School Component District Target Popurition _(Population 5)

All Local Education Agencies in the geographic confines of the study that

enroll at least one student who as of 1 December 1978, was between the ages
. -

of 3 and 21 and classified as handicapped by the school of enrollment.
.

Notice that this population excludes districts WA having any handicapped
*

students enrolled as of December 1978% Districts enrolling handicapped

'students remain eligible even if they do not complete an IEP on an3z,,,of their
;

students.

B.6
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.10

.

. ,

.
. . ..

F. Indirect School Component District Target Populition .(Population 6)

iAll LEAs in the. geographic confinesof the study that enroll at least one

population 1 member.° t

or

'4, e
Aq such, population 6 is a proper subset 'of population 5, and provides an

. .. .

(efficient first-stage conceptual frame.` for 'support of the overall School

Component.
4 s

0 0 I

.1
0

t 1 .

G. , Direct School Component-School Target Population (Population 1) k*

All schools admillitteced by a district belonging to population 5 that
. .,

4

e,
°''. enroll at least one child' who,- as gf 1 December 1978, was:. .

s i ..

: .1) Between ages 3 -21. .
.

. - 0
i ''- .,2) Classified by the schgol as being jianclicapped..

.( ..
. .

'P. Indirect School Component School Target Population (Population 8) . .

...

All schools administered by a district belonging, population 6 :.that.
.

enroll at least one population 1 member. .''. - ,.
. .

."'N,
..,

.

As such,.population 8 is a proper subse of popuIation 7, and provides an. .

effiCient second -stage frame for support o j he School Component.

I. Dirt'Facilit Com onent Faci et Population (P 9)

Al]. facilities listed on

child who, as of 1 Decem

as handicapped.

facility ffame that` -enroll at least one .

was aged 3-21 a nd classified ty the facility

1.1 I

J. Indirect Ficility'Component Fa-tmlity Taigei Population (Population 10)

. . All facilities listed on' i'he'''.V_a4.ty t e that enroll at least'one
, -

population 4'isember, . .

; MP,
4

As such, population 10 is a subset of population 9, and provides an
...

efficient first; stage 'conceptual frame for support of the Facilay'Component.
. .

.

17

0

IV. COMPUTATION OF RAW SAMPLING WEIGHTS

In theory, ,translation of the' general farm for population parameters!. 0

1.-' estimators requires the spegifieation of fobr entities:

1) Target population. .
d -:

.
. !.. °.

2) '' Characteristic of interest. ).
-

B.7 151
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-

00 '1

3) Reporting of interest.r
. .

.

'- 4)- Sampling weight associated with eich analysis unit%

The first concern,, involving a tatement of intended, target populations, was
4

addressed in the previous section. he.sedond entity, nelated to defining.

,characteristics of, interest, was discussed at some length in Chapter 7 of the lip

Final Reporel on theddsign of the IEP Survey. qimilarly, reporting groups,

imtlicitly defined in the format of proposed analytic tableshells (i.'e.; each

cell of every table defines a reporting-grCTU were discusses at that time.

,The remainder oT Section IV will thus addre

of computing sampling'weights for,each analy
I I

Weighting Procedures
... .

e remaining issue, namely that

twit.

1

In order to estimate the parameters discussed in Section II, data collected
. .4.

On a given analysis unit will b* weighted by the.recipiocal the probability
-......._

.

o'of selecting that'unit into the supporting sample. After virviewing the

general then for computing probabilities in'thi multistage design

risupppiting th IEP Study, this 'theory will be adapted to the pcobability

' *sample supporting inferences to each individual target population listed in

Table 81. a. 4.- g

..... . .. .

.

Jr 14 Inclusion Probabilities fox Multistage Designs
.

.

4 In general; the computation of inclusion probabilitie4for-each
-....

4 member of a sample selected over multiple stagei of a design'proceeds in two

stet
4

that..a) Identification of all possible sequences of selections that would

.'have resulted in unit ,ik being selected at stage k, (say mi in

k
number).

.4

b) Computation of the probability that none of the sequences are realized

in-a given application of the sampling methodology.-

:
The inclusion probability for unitlik is the complement"of.the probability in

b (iJe., 1-b). In a strict multistage design, sample members enter the sample
.

inatuliquesequegice(i.e.:m.=1 Vik). For example, every student selected
.

i
k

to snort the IEP Survey is consideted..to be uniquely associated either with
.

Pyecha, 3. N., et al. Design of a
Education Prqgiams (IEPs) for Handicapped

National Survey of Indivfdualized
Children. -Research TrianglePark,

444 1%78.N.C.:, Research Triangle Institute, Nove

' B.$
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a given school (which itself is uniquOy associated with a'given district), or
.. A

a given facility. ,.

11

.-
.... .

Inclusioh probabilities in this case riiduce to the product of the condi-

tional probabilities.lor the associated units at each stage of sampling, and
,

..

are expressed in general terit'as
... .

where

P

.

k
selected

into sample

t.

k

r,

(.4

1"i 2/
notation that i

k
-th member on the final stage

.frame is uniquely associated with unit ik.1 at

the (k-1)-st stage of sampling, which in turn
is uniquely associated with unit ii on the

(k-2)-nd stage of sampling, etc.)

n(id) i )1 2" J-1

and

0.

Eir

probability that unit i. is selected into the

sample given that units

.selected at the previous stages,

n(i
1

I i
0

) = n(i1)

4

. ,,Handling of Frame Multiplicities

School distil9ts choose to serve their handicapped students in

diverse ways 14 doing so, some analysis units are associated with multiple 411

higher stage sampling units (i.e., m. > 1 for some i
k

Specifically
ik

aY Schools (especially special, schools) are not always entirely admin-

isteredby a single.school district.

b) Students can receive special education and/or related services from'

multiple schools crossing 'district lines..

c) Students may be listed on school fracqes more than once (e.g:, a

school may keep their records by handicapping condition so that any

child,havingeltiple handicaps is listed on the student frame at

this school more than once).

In general; these situations are collectively referred to as frame multi-

plicities. In theory, one should compute true inclusion probabilities (i.e.,

B.9
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(c: .

, .

Ail .

. "4. , '
.4 4 .

..

#cCoUntiig for any frame multiplicites associated with a given sample member).
, f, ,

For studeni"multiplicities on the,student frame (i.e., (c.) above) this was
, .

accommodated by recording the. frar4 numbers associated with each sample Member

(i.e.-:,,an a8terait was first made.to purge eachoOltudent frame of duplicates,
,

but oafter the main student sample was selected, the frame was ipin scruti-'

.nized ii'orirr to,make the` requfred determination for sample-members)% Given
,

the sampling inttrval used in selecting the circular systematic simple of

students the true inclusion probability was easily deterMined* . In.the.sedond"-
'foim of frame multiplicity.,(i.e., '00 above) true inclusiOn probabilities are

. .

Cmuch more m.re difficult to ompute (since multiplicities may cross districts lines

and no additiqnal infOrbation is available on, districts outside tHesampie).'

To accommodate this, the ability to produce unbiased estimates of population

totals wag" preserved by merely determining the multiplicity of each analysis
- i

?by
.,.'II ', .k

unit (i.e. m. ) and multiplying the, realized sequence prbbability 'this
,. ..

value, ' 0.. '

Operationally, information was -'collected on all schdOls known to
.

provide special education and/or relater( services to each sample student. In
,

, .

addition, a judgementvas made as to Otther each so-listed school would be

expected to hold an IEP for that student, .The current sampling weight was
. ,

then divided by the number of these schools -that were deterMined to be LEA-

administered according to the CIC file: Fin4Lly0',forAhe first form of multi-

plicity (i.e.,' (a.)), multiplicities' were resolWd by defining uniqueness
. .

consistent with the CIC file. Operationally sample districts were asked to

revise the CIC school frame provided tp thesi.duking ini.tinsContact to reflect

any additional schdols administered. (at'least in .13ri) by"the district. 'Any,

school so identified was later deletedlk it was found to be associated with

another public school district on the CIC file:

It shluld be noted that these Multiplicities collectively occuree,in'iesS'

than 3 percent of the possible cases and produced only minor deviationspoM

the weight asspipited with the realized ,sequence.
. .

3. CompAing Conditional Probabilities at Each Stage of Sampling
. .

.

The previous 'subsections outlined how inclusion probabilities for

the IEP Study are expressible in terms of products ofscomponent conditional

probabilities. These conditional probabilities account for sample size,

stratification, usage of size measures, method of randomization, etc. within a

given stage of sampling using methodology 00 is well known, Furthermore,'

B.10

154



only the student samples were selected insthe field--districts, schools, and

facilities were allselected.on-site atIATI,
4

More importantly, student sam-
.

pling procedures were mechanized using standardized forms and individualized

random number tables, for each school or facility. As such, the student samples

were deterministic given the

bility status of basic Study

quality control procedures),
y

conditional student weights

order of the student frame and.the Level 1 eligi-

sample members (facilitating the implementation of

and,information required for the computation,of

was easily placed in cpmputer readable format,
. ,

'hence minimizihg transcription and interpretation errors, etc. Sample design
1

specifiCations in Appendix A were intended to be sufficiendly,detailed so as
,

to permit the reader. to. identify how standard statistical4methodology should

have been used tv compute these raw sampling weights. No attempt will be made

' spelt out formulae fOr the component conditional weights.

,
OverYiew

V. ADJUSTMENTS FOR NONRESPONSE

Major efforts have, and will b0 made to obtain a usablte response for each

nit selected into the sample. Indeed, various aspects of the sample design

out fined in Appendix A (specifically, clustering, use of a consolidated design,

use of subiampling, eic.)- were imposed to minimize the need for such efforts.

Despite. these efforts, indeterminable uncertainties in data (i.e., nonresponse,

inconsistencies) will inevitably remain, Specifically,' total, analysis unit

nonresponse will, .exist in elieryjnal3itiC category .(i.e.,

sch0o1-3evel,"fiCility:leye1 , and. atudentrlevel),.as-Will item nonresponse on
,.p

the individual instruft ents used to record information on a given analysis unit.

NonrespopseJessociated with this latter so6rce includes' that Which is attribut-

able
.

to respondent refusal, neglett, or inability to complete.one or more
,

,*...

questionnaire items (even though they do complete some of:the'i:tems),.as'well
. .

as inadmissible or inconsistent responses ,flagged during data editing.' When
.

.
- .- ",.

efforts in obtaining data from nonrespondints (or subsamples of nonrespondents) \

have, been exhausted, the remaining data indeterminancies lAustbelandled .

analytically.
,

b' . ,..-

.

Having establibhed the *need for analytic treatment ofdataindeterminacies,
-

,

it should be emphasized at
.

the outset that there are no known unbiased or even

consistent methollds

s

(

available for adjusting.for noaresponse.
A

11.1j
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hOever, utilize impmtation.techniques and weight adjustment techniques in an

attempt to reduce the effect of nonreseondent bias on study estimates. With

this in mind, nonresponse for the IEP Study was handled in` the folloOing

fashion:

1) , Weighting class adjustments for complete analysis unit nonresponse.

2) Reporting of an indeterminate category for item nonresponse.

Such a position would appear to represent a reasonable compromise among.a lter-

natives, in light of the' cost of 'making adjustments, the ieaLkzed quality of

. study data, and the role intended for parameter estimates, Haiiing said this,.

it remains only to indicate how weighting class methodology might be applied

to data supporting the IEP Study._ Before doing so, the underlying mechanism

will be briefly overviewed.

B. Basic 'Notation Underlying Discussion of Nonresponse

.Consider a target pOpuldtion of N units i/hichlunbeknown to the analyst,

-,consists of Nit members that would respond if selected into a.,probability

sample, and ?V= N-5) members that would not respond. If a population total
.

for 'characteristic Y on reporting, group g was of interest, o4r earlier notation

could be re-written as

wliere

H
' N

h

g
Y = 'I E

Yhi. g
X.

h=1 i=1 a
H

N
h

N
h

= z E Y . X. X. + E
h=1 i=1 hi g. R

h=1 i=1

Y +
gR gR

Y X
i

XhigRi

R
X.
i

=
1 ,if member i would be a respondent

0 ,otherwise
A

R
-X

,if member i amid be a non-respondent

0 ,otherwise

411
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A

For notational simplicity, dppose that no stratification was used at the
,

first-stage (i.e., H =,.1) and that the entire frame is taken as the reporting

group of interest (i.e., X. 1 Vi): Without loss of generality one can then
g

express the abo'Ve as

NR N

Y.I.=1Y.+' Y.

i=1
1 .

Similarly

Y + -Y
R + R +

.

Y + -T.
. A + R + .-p
Y
, = .

N
.,...---

.

. . ,

V

NR RPY NA APY
N N-
R

A probability sample of n mtmber would be selected, and a- respondents realized

(equivalently, nR nonrespondents). The parameters of, interest should be

estimated by

or

where

= N

Yi nnit

( -I
iT

1 i=1 ni

NR RrIll (4" NR iirlY)

N
R 1

X,
N

.
i=1 .

n1

N
R

X

N- = I n.i=1

B.13



Unfortunately, the measurement of the characteristic of interest is not avail-

able on nonrespondents. If nothing is done to adjust,for this (i.e., non-.

respondents merely ignored)", estimates will be biased.' Specifically, denoting.,

such an estimator by a subscript 1,

and

41, ^

'y
4

B(111) = E
Nrt RP

= E(
R(RYA,)

= -y
. +

NB
RpY .

N,

N- p
R Y

p

Ignoring nonrespondents is mathematically equivalent tn.assuming that the

46aracteristic of interest is z#ro.for all nonrespondents. Such a tact is

unacceptable to most (if not all) analysts who collectively prefer t9 at least

attempt to make some Om of, adjustment. The simplest and most naive adjust:

ment is to assume that nonrespondents are l'similar"to respondents and to

assign the respondent mean as the mis sing nonrespondent value in each case

(i.e., overall mean adjustmentI. Proceeding in this fashion, and identifying
..

such an estimater by,a subscript causes
4

B(g) = E(
R
Y
+ + Na RAY) -

N
R

Ni (RPY RPY)

Y

B.14
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Similarly

P ) =
2
Y

E p

N
R

(RPY PY)

IN*

'That is, the bias is a fhnction ofithe size of the nonrespondIng stratum and

the difference between the means responding andnon ding individuals.

Hence, if there are do nonvespdadents, 41r these latter means are equal, there

will be no bias . .

.Improvements in substituting the overall mean of respondents for the

missing data can be achieved in several ways. Weighting class adjustments,

the method decided upon for the Id survey, is discussed in the next section.
v

C. Weighting Class Adjustments

1. General.W.scussion

The weighting class adjustment procedure assigns sample members to

weighting classes based upon information available for both respondents and

notrespondents. Within these weighting classes, an individual is assigned an

adjusted sampling weight, W. iSpecifically, for the Ith weighting class,

(2 =

. W.
1

where,

WS (1<) =

WR(1) =

VS(2)

Wi WR(2)

0

if i-th individual is a
weighting class 2,

if i-th individual is a
weighting class 2,

respondent in

nonrespondent in

Sum of sampling weights for all analysis units in weighting
class ,g, t.

Sum of sampling weights for all responding analysis units in

weighting class 2 .

B.15 153
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-, Sample estimates are then obtained using these nonresponse adjusted weights.

SpecificaIll, for'a population total, this third form.of'adjubtment could be

written as lit

1",

n

3
Y = W. Y.

'. 1
1=,1

r

' 4 L.
NM'

= I w----
R
Y
2+

1=1 N
R
CO'

where

n

NR(2) e R
W.
1

X.' 2X.11
i=1

fak

1 if unit belongs to weighting class i
X. =

i

2 1
0 otherWise

4.

a

N(2),= Wi 2X
i=1

and the weighting classes are allqwed to play the role of strata in the earlier .

notation. As such,4the overall adjustment scheme is merely applied separately

in each weighting class. Notice that
4k

B( 3Y +) E(.Y)
3
Y

4-

L
N(2)

= N (2) 11 .1+ Y2+
2=1 R 1=1

= NR-(2)i(RtyN ki(2))
1=1

. It

;

Inspection of this bias term (a similar expression holds or means under the

weighting class adjustment) suggests that weighting classes should be formed

to maximize the within crass hoMogeneity of responses. In addition, siMplis-

tic-modelling atEempts mandate that the weighting closes exhibit differential ,

O
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response
(
rates. Furthermore empirical evidence suggests that a minidum of 20

ft
respondents lie used in each weighting cell and that to avoid imposing/aggravat-

ing the effects of unequal analysis unit weighting, the weight adjustment
. .

factor should not exceed 2. "To achieve these'conditions, smaller weighting
.

.cells should be combined og collapsing the variables defining the set of

weighting claws;
. 1

Finally, it should be emphasized that the characteristics used to define

weighting classes must be avarable
f`

for both respondents and nonrespondents.
. .

"
D.' Implementtng Weighting Class Adjustments

Weighting class adjustments were made in the probability sample selected

from eachjopulation identified in Table B,I. Each applicatiodof the methodo-

logy wilk be discussed *n turn.

I. Nonres onse Adjustments for School Component

Nonrespoise was experienced at the district, school, and studeili

levels of this component (see Appendix A, Tables A.I7, A.21). As.such,

.separati weighting class adjustments were made at each -stage in order .that'

information was available. for both respondents and nonrespondents (a pre-

requisite-formin; weighting clasies). Furthermore, additional. care was

taken to ensure that the weight adjustment factor for each cell at a given

level was as small as possible, since the weight adjustment factor is multi-

plicative over the sgmeges of the'esign. The adjustment at each stage will

be discussed in turn.

a. Adjustment forip.strict Nonresponse

The realized diltrict sample experienced 22 nonrespondents (see

Appendix A, Table A.17). W fighting classes were formed using CIC district

enrollment, and census regiollso that Oeighting-classes within a given region

had equal "total enrollments. The number of weighting xlasses 'within a gii7;4.../.

census region was heuristically assignedA:able B.2 cbntainr fuEtber details.

For the purposes of the School Component, raw sampling.weights were adjusted

at the district level using the population-based weighting class factor
,

term in parentheses in'last-column of Table B.2).101guch an approach has the

potential both of minimizing the bias and improving precisionof the result'ng

sarameter estimates.

4 B.17 1 6
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Table B.2

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR DISTRICT NONRESPONSE

Weighting 4

Class Number
Census
Region

Enrollmeht
Category

Number of Districts Weight Sum-
a/ b/

Nonresponse-
Adjustment

FactorResponding Nonresponding Responding Nonresponding

,

.

.

.

1

2

3

4

.

5

6

7

8

9
-

.......

'10

.

.

-

,

1

1

'2

2

2

3

3

3

4 '

..-

'4

.

.

**.

'

.

.

M

..1

'2

2

1

2

3,

1

3

If

2 ..,'

26

21

21

226

16

?9

19

29 '
,V'

21
r

13.

''
6

'.
.-

l

.-

',

:

,.:

-

..

,

5

0

4

3

' 0

.
4

3

2

!

, to. 2

2

,,,22
, %.

.

6

.

-,

_,

1695:3
(2222)

280.2
(312)

3361.1
(4539)

761.1
(866)

166
(155)

3526.9
(3043)

120
(.395)

82.7

3532.4 .. .,...
(2596). . .

107.2 ,

437.8

0.

864.2

126.6

0

34.6
.

39.6

4.9
.

83.8'
-.20.8

°

,

1.26
(1.31)

1

(1.11)
1.26

(1.35)
1.17

(1.14)
1.00
(93)
1.01
(.B6)

1.12
f 1.23)

1.06
(.'85)

1.02
(.73)
1:19

((685)

.

/

,208i

- .027)
13,838.9..

... 0.4,325)
1,616.3

<.!
a/

,Figurer,in bracket "representS,1hCactual number of- districts chntained on the CIC district frame in this
,

weighting Class. No,
;:

. Figure in beackes/represents the NR: adjusted. factor when the true parameter value is uted in the numerator
,b/ - OP

orthe weighting class adjustivnt factor 'formula. (instead of the estimate, based on the°4.7lized sample .16

. .
*,

.
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b. Adjustment for School Nonresponie

The realized school sample experieneed
f

9 aonrespondents (sere

Appendix A, Table A.20). Weighting classes were formed by school type--Table.

B.3 contains the necessary details.

c. Adjustment for` Student Nonresponse

The:realized student sample reNiked 30 nonrespondents (see

Appendix A, Table A.21). Weighting classes were formed by school type--qable
.B..4 provides the details.

a. Summary of School Component Nonresponse Adjustment

For sample student loin school j of district i ,

.. . .

ni jk =
A
1
A

.1
A
k-ij

Ifoyi,j,k) is the nonresponse adjustment at stage 2 for this student, the

overall adjusted weight, nijk, can be expressed as

Truk = ni tt nk.ij A1(i,j,k) A2(i,j,k) A3(i,j,k)

.

Knowing the census reOon and district enrollment, Al(i,j,k) is specified by

Table B.2. Similarly,,' school type allows A2(i,j,k) and A3(i,j,k) to be speci-

. lied according to Tables B.3 and B.4 respectively. Clearly, the maximum.

. overall nonresponse:adjusted factor is less than 2 which is generally to be

preferre4in most applidations.

2. Nonresponse Adjustment for Level 1 Longitudinal Component

The Level 1 LongitUdinal Component was supported by a subsample of

the School Component student sample. As such, adjustment of raw Level 1 student

weights for subsampling nontesponse we out using the adjusted student

weights of the previous section.2 Specifically, respondent School Component

sample students in the Level I subsample were poststratified'by school type in
. .

forming weighting classe17-Table B.5 contains the details.

3. Nonresponse Adjustment for Level 2 Longitudinal Compolient

The Level 2 Longitudinal Component is supported by a-subsample of the

Leiel 1 student sample. Apart from nonresponsd experienced in this latter ;ample,

. . . .

2 Id actual fact, School Component stude nt weights.were also corrected for
unequal weighting (see Section B.VI).

B.19 , 1.64
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,Table 8.3
.

. .

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR sown NONRES

:

el

, . . -
.

. /V
School Weighting
Type . ,Class

. .
X .
Nwal?er 4 Schools -.

f
r .

,

,

f-- Sum of Weights _,Nonresponse

*a

Responding fitnresponding

,

AdjUsted
Factor

;, ,
:Responding NotirespondIng

2

Regular 1 ,

Special 2.'...

-4

' 437
..

Aq ,.
507

4.0

5 ,.-_
.

". ..a.

9

4

,

6a4848.5
6.

1,124.2

656.5
la

, 64.1%.

a . ,

1.0p954

.105702

.

.

ra

Table 8.4

W&HT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR ST NONRESPONSE

A
School Weighting

Clags

Nitaer &f Students..
.

' of of Weights

-4 . --
-

'Nonresponse

Adjusted
Factor

,-
.

..--,

Responding Nonresponaiitg:41tssponding

-

Ndnresitonding_Type

Regular 1

.

Special 2 '

. .

'2125
0.

25

532 5

'2657 30 .

,6 670 40,030

112,211 585 A

lit

*

1.01493,

1.0052

.

.44;

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR

,

able 8:5.

VEL 1 STUDENT §UBSAMPLING NONRESPONSE
1

O

,. ,
1

#

School Weighting
Type Cla.ss

. Numbe
allf ,

s7p
d.

of Student
$ .

Sum of Weights Nonrespphse
Adj.usted

Factor
.

- ending
43 ..

Nianretpondini Respoilding Nonresponding

Regdlar .6

*
Sp ecial

a..
.

.

.675

.1,

' 121

18

'

: ' 3 .-

21

.

1,(169,130

80,148
.

38,607

09
.

,1.0263

1.0086

"704'
.

1...

See Table A.22.
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.

no further subsampling nonresponse occurred., As such, Level 2 data could be
1 V

analyzed using the adjusted Level 1 weights corrected for subsampling (i.e.,

inflated by the conditional weight ,associated *ith subsampling of districts). .
. .

'Nonresponse Adjustment for District,QuestiOnnaires .

'''.. The respondent status of both the, direct and indirect district

samples.,were kotentical (sea Appendix A, Table A.17). As suck, the adjusted '

first-stage sampling weights for.the School Component will be used in analyzing

.data recorded on District Questionnaire for responding districts.

5. Nonresponse Adjustment for School Questionnaires

it
-

The direct schq61 sample experienced one additional respondent over.
the indirect school sample (which Was used to. support the student School

Component sample)--Table, A.20 in Appendix A contained the details: Weighting

classes' were again formed by school type (see discussions on adjusting for

school nonresponse at second stage of.School Component student sample)--Table

B":6 provides the details. I
- 6. Nonresponse Austadent-for Facility Component

Nonresponse was expeiienced at the facility and student levels of ..

\this component Isee:ables A.27 in Appendix A, and subseOrt discussion!

condetning selection of Facility students). As such, separ4.ft weighting class

adjustments, weie made at each stage, and willie discussed in turn.

4`Adjustment for Facility Nonre'sponse

The realized facility sample experienced 4 nonrespondents ,(see

Appendix A; Table A.27). Weighting - classes were formed by source--Table B.7

provides the detaili.'
.

6, Adjustment for StudentgonreAponse

The realized sample of students associated with facilities
. 4

4
-1

;
. ,-

experienced 6 nourespondents, for. which a single overall adjustment was made--

Table B.8 contains the deta' s
11

7. NOnresponse Adju meet for Facility Questionnaires- ,.

FacilitiyAlue tionnaires were received from 71$f 77 eligible mple,..

facilities (student samples re not selected at 2 of these facilities in that

IEPs were.not available for the associated handicappedshildren). As 0 the

first stage Of the Facility CompoWent, Weighting classes were formed by slurce--
, 4

11,.9 provides the details.

0

B.21 1 Gfie
0...

.0

-1



41

t
Table B.&

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE ROWE:SPONSE

School Weighting
Type Class

a

Number of Schools Sum of Weights iNonresponse
, -.,,

Responding Nonresponding

:.

Adjusted
Factor

.

Responding Nonresponding
_ _

Regular 1

Special 2

.,

- 438 . 5 i

70

,

69,369.0 656.5

1,124.2 64.1

1.00946

1:05702
.

.

508*

iable B.7"

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR FACILITY NONRESPONSE

.

School Weighting
Type Class

Number of Facilities

.

Sum of Weights

-.
4

Noninspouse
,AdjT.Isted

FactorResponding Nonresponding Responding Nonresponding'
.

437 , 1
.

Non-437 2
:4.

.
.

- :

47 2
. 0

24 - .2

.
.
.

'751 6'

.

.

2,279 159
/

.

_1.0'0799

.

1.66977
,, ,..

..f

Table B.8

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR kOR'STUDENT NOMESPO$SE AT FACILITIES

. . \.

School Weighting
Type Class

.

'Humber of Students
...

Sum of Weights NonresPdnsi
Adjusted
FactorResponding Nonresponding Respiliding

'

Nonrei'pondins

47: .

Non3-43/
1'

.

.

550 6

.

..,

185,309.2

4

,
f

': 898.5458 1'.00485

:
.

c

J 4

d B.22.
,

. .

1.
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"4. Table 13.9

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR FACIL4TY gUESTIONNAIRE NONRESPONSE

. .

School Weighting
Type Class

Number of Facilities S of Weights / Nonresponse
Adjusted
Factor

-

Responding Nonresponding Responding Nonresponding

A.

437 1

Non-437 2

47 2

/'26 2
A dm

751 .

2,508

6

159

1.00799

1.06340

.

VI. .AbJUSTHENTS FOR LARGt.SAMPLE WEIGHTS

A. OvervieV

The advantages of an equiprobable sample are well known. For the most

pit, the sample design supporting the IEP SurVey was intended to produce such

' a self - weighting structure for all student samples (i.e.,4Schoof Component,

Level / Longitudinal Component, Level 2 Longitudinal Componepi,.and Facility

-..,Component), Di'strict, 'school and facility samples were intended to be propor-
.

tienalto-size (here, essentially the number of enrolled handitapped students), .

a tart particularly advantageous far the estimation of parameters of the form
,

p?oportion of handicapped students served in administrative units of a given

type As.sUchr these latter samples were,intended to deviate from an equiprob-
-

'ablemodel. In the foriter_cases, ho%4eyer, some degree of unequal weighting

was experienced in.every component during implementation of the proposed.

design. Afteroutlining souryces of unequal weighting foreach.of phese compon-

exits, 'a simplistic model it be presented to'account for the impact that

anequarweightfqmight have on the precision,of study estimates. 'The strategy

employed-in analyzing AeRIEP Survey data to moderate the Impact of the realized

unequal Weighting in samples, will then be outlined. Finakly; this general

- siritny, will be applied; turn, to,eadi of the student samples making up
J.

'1.116;rEP Sprley

40

t r

,me
O.

1
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B. Sources ot'Unequl Weightiu ' f
1. School Component Student Sampld

4 i
.

The Component student sample was intended toisbe self-weight-

ing by school tt)e. Deviations among weights exist, however, from one or more

of the following sources:

s.

a) Lack At profile for target population at district level necessitated

use of an extremely crude estimated district size measure based on

state-level data published by BEH that was almost two years out'of
rl

date. A

b) To better preserve the integrity of the School Component district

sample size, "small" districts were over - represented.' For the most ,

part] first stage sampling weights for such sample members-were

"large" and particularly vulnerable to'irrors-in estimating the

underlying size measure.
o. . X /

c) Respondent burden at distriot.leel could not justify the collection,

of data on the actual number of handicapped students enrolled .at a

given school in a sample district. Rather, school -level profiles

had to 16 estimated using district-level revised aggregates of the

total number of handicapped students enrolled by school type.

d) Lateness in receiving OMB, clearance for the study required that

.sampling activities be carried out on a flow basis and precluded

dynamic allocation of the student Nap to a givenschool. Rather,

a fixed student sample, size, by school type, wap adopted `for the

study.
0.

e) Nonresponse at the district level farrexceeded the anticipated level

and necessitated weighting claSs.adjustmentsa that, by nature, induce

unequal weighting into the respondent sample. For the most pert,

bias reduction is the aim of these adjustments, and not the preserva-

'tion of a self - weighting structure (which isL aimediriOrly at

minimizing the variance);

f) School districts choose to serve their handicapped students in

diverse ways. As such enrollment-based.si'ze measures can be ins-

leading in-sOme casei,.1csitUation worsened by the decisioh-hdt'to

re-allocate the student,. sample to schools based
-

on the trle third-
.

.

stage frame size.

1.7
- \;\
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2. 'Level 1 LongitudinalsComsonent Student Sample

The Level 1 Longitudinal Component was originally intended to be

supportedkby an equiprobability subsample of the School Component student

sample. Ash such, self- weighting was to have been an inherited property.

Deviation among weights, beyond what was experienced in the School Component

student sample, do however exist from one or more of the following sources:

a) To better guarantee the integrity I the Level I student sample,

School Component sa41e students at each school were post-stratified

by eligibility for the Lever I component (i.e.1 presence of retro-

spective year IEP at school) and the subsample selected only from

among eligibles., As such, the conditional subsampling probability

is .a function of the proportion of elgibiles realized in the School

- Component student sameke, Vhich varies by School

b) P.L. 4 -142 is a relatively .!'new" law and as such, will require time

to implement. In some cases, two Level eligibles werE not:realized

the School Component student 'sample (and hence,.peydl Isample.

size could not tie achieved at these schools): This
N
was particularly

true of single grade schooli,,etc. .,
.,

3. Level 2 LongitudinalComponent Student Sample :\ .-.-''

The Level 2 Lodgitudinal Component was originally,intended* he an
1 . 4

equiprobability subsample orthe Level I CompOnent sathple students. .Speclfie--.

ally, an equiprobability subsample Of Scho61 Component sample_districts was to .

4 e.
be selecteCand the Level 1 sample student, first -sele4ed,"at each iample

school in the Level 2 district subsample taken into.the Level 2 studint sample.
, . . a?

...with,certainty. Only minos deviations among weights, beyond what was experi7

enced in thee Level I Donttudinil Component student sample; were experienCed

in this component. For the most pArtl these were'primarily due to rouriding,in
4- . .

the district subsample allocation to achieve the desired cpmpOsitien'of.

districts in the in-depth Level 2 Component., '
. -,.

4.. Facility Component Student Sample
, b .

The. Facility Component student sample was tended' o.0_be self-weight-

,. ..,.
. .4

.4,

ing. DeviatiOns among weights eiiit, howeve'rotro one br more dtE the folYtit-
. .,-'

ing sources: . .

,

-.. .,".i,. : '''-* .
. .._... .,.

.
, . .4. .

a) Delays in constructing an acceptaile fa y ffome,prOltiAad dynamis,
1

q. .: -

0 f.
allocation of the student sample. -1.0 an ittempthwas made.to '

.. ..! .

select a fixed-timber' of studentOat 9 eltgible gleiple.figfaity. r
A w

--..
-:- 1:: .I.,.."( (1'; 0 r ,

, . ..

B125. 15 -:'1-
v.

-,
p.444 .;"
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b) To have realized an equal probability sample under (a), facilities

would have had to have been selected in proportion to the number of

associatedlhandicapped children. UnfortunAely, this information

was not available foi the majority of members or the facility frame.

For the most,part, howeyer, 437 facilities were selected in a relited

fashion (specifically, approximately in proportion to the size of

grant).

c) Past experience suggested that any facility frame would be grossly

inefficient (i.", contiin,large numbers of ineligible facilities).'

In-keeping with the exploratory nature of this component, every

effort was made to allocate and select the first -stage sample so as

to hopefully maximize the number of eligible sample members using.

our a priori assessment of the frame efficiency in broad strata.

For theimost part, such a strategy represents a divergent path from

that of'havinesolf-weighting as the ultimate goal.

Within the initial, non-437 facility simple, efforts were made (i.e.,

proportional _allocations to post-strata based on the weighted number

of &moiled handicapped Students) to achieve a proportional-td-size

sample forithii suppopulation., As such, some approximation to

self-weighting was attempted by source (i. ., 437 versus non-437).

Unfor,tunately, selection probabilities for the initial facilitY

sample were ,sometimes so dissimilar telaiTite to proportionality that

d)

the post '-stratification prior to the final selectpion of facilities

could provide foi only partial compensation.

C. Modelin the Passible Im a t of Une

The IEP Study it.supported by a stratified

.general, the precision of study estimates will

both within and between eachostage of sampling.

ual Wei htin

Multistage sample design. In

be a function of variability

.,Optimal applications of such

designs occur when the majoriNof variability with respect to study character.-
. .

istics exists et-the final -stage of saapling. With this occurs, next to 'last

stage'sample units are treated as strata in the computation of variability

attributable to thejast stage of sampling. Furthe ?more, in almost all .of the
4 . . . _

study comPOnents,.an equiprobable sample of final stagetunits is selected

within each such conditional stratum. As such, the effect'oeuneqUal weight-
.

in. should be satisfactorily modeled by -a stratified random 'sample wheq ,

pe'rfect size measures will'be assumed. .
!

. .
,

.

B,26 17.1
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Notationally, suppose n+i final stage units are selected at random with

replacement frocelehe kl+ Units in stratum j (j = If stratum j has

'mean] variance a? on a chataceristic of interest, Y, the overall meanP

of interest is 4

k

./ N
=

y.

for which

is an unbiased estimator.

.

Moreover

k N 11-1-j

j

1
y13. .

=1 +,) 1=1

Y = N
46+

k

j=1

i(i) =;
N t.k . )3' 12

Va
(=lit N++ n.

IT domains are equally' variable (i.e.;
2
= a

2
for all

4-

Var(i)

2

) then

.

,

where n. and 8. are the population proportion and sample prpportions of stratum

4 members, respecti . This variance is minimized for
t.

= (i.e., self - weighting)

8.2i 172 .
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in which case

Var(y) =
d
2

+1-

-qr

which is the variance of the usual sample mean under simple random sampling of

nom units from an unstratified frame. DispOrtional allocation of sample sizes

to strata then results in

where

,2
Var(TO = Dn

k Tc.
2

D =
6.
J

is the design effect (i.e., premium paid) for unequal weighting. This design,

effect can be rewritten as

where

n
tt

.k ni-j
n ++

n
+j

D 2 I 1 Si =
++ w2

( 2 2 W. ', '
..

k n-i-j j=1 i=1 J
j

N
44

j=1 i=1

j=1 1=1 J

N .

W. =
n+J.

common sampling. weight for'

sample members from stratum j

j =

Note th4t-the variance is directly proportional to the sium of the

weights of sample members. The design effect is minimized when

N.4 A

=
N++'

'101
n .

+1 n++' Nt+

8. 28 '
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(i.e., a proportional allocation of the overall sample size). When this is

done, every unit contributes an equal amount, I
ij

= [n I

-1
to the overall

variance, where

1.. =

k nj
WZ

j=1 i=1

2

n +4),

j=1 i=1 n++

Observations having a large weight associated with them (or equivalently,

where I. is "large") have a disportionately large effect on the variance of

the estimated parameter., This conclusion assumes that the strata variances

are equal. When this assumption is not warranted, precision is maximized by

(Under a proportional
allocation of the over-
sample size) .

N .a.

n
+j

= n++
k

.3

N .a.
0 j=1.

Note th at under such an allocation, the sampling rate in each stratum is

directly proportional to the stratum standard deviation,"

n+4

i.e., 11-4 a U.

+j

That is, the sampling rate increases (sampling weight decreasej in direct

proportion to the stratum standard deviation. Differential magnitudes in

sampling weights should thds optimally reflect variability between strata

variances. In particular, in light of the dominance of large weights in

determining the variance of the estimate0 mean under the assumption of hopo-

scedastic strata, strong evidence' should exist that large weights ate alib-

ciated with strata in which individuals exhibit little variability with re-

spect to`this characteristic. In the absence of information to the contrary,

- B.29
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J
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. ,

the ,analyst is forced to assume that a,44trata are equally variable and that

arge weights reflect some uncontrollable event,Irsat causes amaxked aniation

from self-weighting. As, such,,some.soct of adjustment migit be considered .

.

which attempts to counteract the oveeWhelAing impact on variahce that large

weights, aretknown to 'have, 'whit retaining the. integrity of the parameter

estimate under' consideration. Strategies for accomplishing this are the
.* )

subject ,of the next section. . . .
.

*

D.- .A.61ytic Treatment of Large Sampling Weights

Weighting analysis% units, by, the inverse of, its associated inclusion
- 4,

, probability 14', ksiowh to produce u4biAsed estimates of population totals.
. ,

Unfortunately, when 'large weights are present, insistence on unbiasedness in

estimate of totals may exact a price in terms the variance of such estimates

being' inordimately.large. Clearly, disportionately large weights are asso-

ciated with some Analysis units 'in the IEP Study. ,In these instances, this
,

problem was addressed by smoothing
if

the sampling weights so that no weight

exceeded a certain magnitude and the sum of weights was preserved under the

smoothibg process. To operationalize such 4 scheme, the frequency distri-

bution of squared weights associated with analysis units for a given target

population was Computed within school type for the three School Component

student samples. Within a iiven.distributAon, weights larger than a chosen

value were s et to this value and the weight sum preserved by smoothing the

excess proportionally over the nontruncated weights. In general, the trunca-

tion, point was chosen as some high percentile (e.g., 95, 99) of the distrAns-
..

tion of squared weights. Equivalently, one could have chooson the truncation '

point ,as some multiple of the variance contribution associated with a self-

weighting design %i.e., Iii > c[n+:1
-1

). Subjectively, values of t in excessi
of .10 are rare but the final choice would ultimately depend on the dispersion

exhibited in the squared weight distribution. The,requirement to account for

the truncated portion of raw weights is associated with the stated need to

estimate population totals. Specifically, the sum of sampling weights provides
.
an unbiased estimate of the num&r of target population members associated

with a given distribution and the integrity of:this property is preserved

uhler the proposed smoothing operator. The next section documents the appli-
,

cation of this methodology to each of the.student samples in turn.

jr;V
B.30
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.w E. Application of Weight Turncition and Smoothing Methodology to Student

Samples
.

. . .

. ).:
.

Weight truncation and smoothing was applied to the School. Component

student sample (by school type) and independently toy the Facility Component
.

student sample. In addition, the unequal weighting design effect was computed

for the two remaining longitudinal student samples. Each application will be

discussed in turn.

I. School Component Student Sample

Weight truncation and smoothing were carried out, by school type,

for thiscompOnent. Each will be addressed in turn.

a. Regular School Component

The Regular School. Component was ultimately supported by

n = 2125 responding students. At the outset, the empirical distribugon of

adjusted squared weights was computed and summarized in Table B.10. Nota-
.-

tionally

and

n
c

= number of weights for which

2
w.

s2 n

c,

'n 2

.' w.

i=1 / . . .

n-n
o 2I w

(i)

D
c

n
c

w <
w(2)

< w.
(

`

i)w
(1) (Z) n)

i=1

c 2
,

= design effect that is realized by censoring the a largest
observations from "the distribution.

The decision was made to truncate the squared weight distribution at the 99.58-

percentile (equivalently, at.Cmax= 10). Specifically

w
2

max

I w.
2

C
max
n

=>
max

= 5130

(Note: The average weight was about 1275).

B.31
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Table 8.10

EMPIRICAL DISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTED SQUARED WEIGHTS
- FOR REGULAR SCHOOL COMPONENT STUDENT SAMPLE

n
c

2 a'
Upper Percentile of {wd-

/
D
c

0.0 2125 0

0.2 1408 33.74 1,1967
1.0 587 72.38 1.26417
2.0 259 87.81 1,3303
4.0 120 94.35 1.4149
6.0 55 97.41 1.48314
8.2 30 98.59 1.5282
.8.4 15 99.29 1.5581
8.6 10 99.53 1.5676
10.2 10 99.53 1.5676
10.3 5- 99.76 1.5809

19.2 5 99.76 1:5809
19.3 0", 100.00 1.6165

a/ Upper percentile of distribution of squared weights, {sq) = 100 - nc

= percentage of squared weights no larger than

B.32
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From Table B.10, 10 observations were set to this truncated value.

wi if wi < 5130
w.
1

5130 if w. > 5130
1'

Tk- is.,

I

To preserve the sum of origilal weights, nontruncated weights. were proportion-

ally inflated. Specifically, the sampling weight adjusted for both nonresponse

and unequal weighting, w
sik

, was taken as

w.
1

4
1

.00386 w. w. = w.

5130 otherwise.

b. Special School Component

The Special Siool Component was ultimately supported bw.-112

responding students. As in the case of the Regular School Component, the

first step taken was the computation of the distribution of adjusted squared

weights-Table B.11 provides the details.

Table B.11

EMPIRICAL DISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTED SQUARED WEIGHTS
FOR SPECIAL SCHOOL COMPONENT STUDENT SAMPLE

irm.

c nc Upper Percentile of (w.2 )
1

D
c

0,06

0.2
1.0

"2.0

S.8.
4.0
15.6.
15.8

0

532
337
144

88

40

16

.8

8 .

0

0

36.65
72.93

83.46
92.48
96.99

98.50
. 98.50
100.00

t-
: =

. ,

1.1815

1.257'6

1.3085
, 1.4267
1.4859

1.5014
1.5014
1.6962 /

3 These 10.stu4ents were associated with 2sample schools (5 at each) where.
district-level iriformation.grossly underestimated the number of enrolled
handicapped students qt_the realized sample schools.

B.13.
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I
A.

The decision ,was.madt to truncate thelfiquaed weight distribution
. . -. .

.
w.98.5a percentile (couivalently, at Cmax SpecifiCally

if

6idie

max
532 '

w =
max

liffa. average .weight

E'r.fe ablq B.11, obserya4
4>

0

To. pleserve

.4

,

550, ,

'V

(

was"' aboui 211):
415i$*u. 4

14
4

. .

ti.ons were set to .thisitruficated value:4
.

.
w. /

1

) 550 .
1

ft

-
.the sum of original (weights, weights

Specifielplir, the sampling weight adjusted
.*-1.

wil,ghtaing, w , was taken as
. - 0

0

.

.

'1104151. w

..{ 5504,
r

AO.

4

at the

4

That,is
Or

r

were linearly adjUstetc.
-

ifor both nonrer nse
40°

, r
..

, rt./ .
1 ) 1

otherwise.

$ 1

-
. .

9 . a 4,

.
: "4

Comments on Uktimate S.oh),.1 Comp_oneut" Sthident Weights

and unequal'

Saa!Pl design efforts for ,the, Scho.oloCo.m,?tkene,aof. the

gtied,:itrom the begifining- by the ,lack of a detailed \Profile of ..

Pulatiou at the district level. Despite 'this, design fects,
nequir w were held below 1..6 foi.,4the School -Component,

-)

le *leve fo-rc'a%national .3 rvey. Undoubtedly, liad time and
money atrared, dynamic, all,o6.4tion of the ultimate student sample based on y

,
studentdent f.rame counts 1.soul4r have dramatically improved the situation. Indeed,-.

Ahould a future sury.ey iimilare.;natle be carried out,, updating of the
4.

s

r

;

rvey were pla
the..hanciicapp,ed

associated with

b."

IEP

. a very..accep ab
A

IOW a -

gigs .meisur.e and reagotatio'n,of eft aseociaVed sample 'size af. each stage iof
sampling 'sitotilel allow a design effect. 1.2'..1:2r better 'to be realized..

_ . .
-

, .. . -

- 4 The .students were all a'ssuciated,'wq h a, single facility w ch enroll'111 .

far aort students ,than were resorted auring,:seat.e contactig. . .

-

'fr.
B.34



4P.

-
. . - - , 4......

2. Level 1 Longitudinal Student Sa
1,

Mp
.

le

1`he.Leve1 '1 Longitudinal Component was pltimately's5ipported by 7
. .

respce,ndin4 students (675 regkilar, 121 special). The effect of unequal peight, .

v/ co . . .

ing,.by school type, is siiimarized in Tables.B.J.2 and B.13 respectively, The
. ,

Level 1 adjusted weights made use of.the School Component student weights' that
. .

had been adjusted fornonresponseel,unequal weighting. With thii in mind, a'
A..

A' decision was medp not to' further adjust these weights prior to analysis.
'

... *3,. 'Levef
,O

2 Longitudinal Stuilent Sample
.

w . .

.

. The Level 2 Longitudinal' Component was ultimately; supported by 50
.. ,

. ,... " . .

,' responding studenl'S:4X4Tii regular schools .anti 8 at special school*. Tile ,

. .

effect of unequal weighting, by school type, is_suMmarkzed .;in Tables $414. and
.' Nvi

B.15, respectively. The Level 2.adjusted weights made..usetof th, Level ].q. '

.
-

. .

Longitudinal Copponent student weights (arid hence the Schwol Component .student.

. . 4,
A 4

weights). 4 such, some unequal weighting adjustment has already been niAle- to

the student weighti for this component. .4..:4ddition, analysis of Level 2 data ,

g 44 . : #0 .. .

will primakay be descriptive end- based solely. on raw- data .(i.e., sampling

weig4s septa 1). With this in mind; a decision was made not to Yurthe

adjust these weights prior to analysis. , .

. 4.4,0 . ,
....

,' 4. Fac' tty Component Student Sample ..
. . .

: . 1 ..

The Facility Component was_ ultlmptely suppqrted by 556 respondingI . v . , itse
stadedts.

iiiii
'At'the outset, the.eMPirical di4ributforkof adjuited'sqllared

.

.. , 4 .4- le
.

:'.0tei.ghtsi comwed aid summarized in-Tahle 8.16. -' : ,

itz---....--

ft
. .

'The' decision as made.to truncate the squared weight disaltution.at the
# A :

y,
.

,98.55 percentile (ovipcluivalentl at C
max

= 6). y,. Specfficall
. .

1 ,

0..

: .. ,..w C" 111.3X ., . .. ,
2 550 :: w 4.i 4

4
c5 w . 1374, : .. if ..

-

: .

max . J. .
. 4

. .. .i
. .

, (Note! 'the 'ay.erag,e, weight-witabou't 3.39) .

.
.

4.;

. 1,

From Table B.1'6, 8 studentsvere settwthis truncated value.5 That is
.

*
11.

w

-;14 -
. '

W . .
1 .

1374t..

4
if -w '< 374,

' . A

'otherwise, .

1111.11r

4.°

t

.

s These 8. students were AlLassoci'ated with a single facility where, estimated
handicapped population was conservative

a

by a %factor of 10, .
m

. ar ..,
. , .,:.' 'A o.

, M . P.
.B.3 5 Ijs -

-. a

. .
.

lob

: . .

.t
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'sable B.12

EMPIRICAL DISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTED SQUARED WEIGHTS
AFOR LEVEL 1 STUDENT SAM ,LE IN REGULAR SCHOOLS

L

.2'

1

2 .

4

6

8'

9

10

11_

it 11

14

15'

16

17

c3

nC
Upper Percentile of {W2i}

675
3614

157

76

35

23

19

15

11 -

9
1.7

5

5
; 5

1

6

4

0

41.63
76.74
8874 ,

§4.81

96.59
97.19
97.78
98.37
98.67 '

98.96
9926 .

99.26
99.26
99.85

400.00

Alt

DC

1.30421
1.39614
.1.48714

01.54331 .

1.57516

'1:61469

1.65996
1.68353

.r./68-00.
-1:74017
1;74017
1.74017

' 1.7932

1.610

p

Table . L3

25;
li

EMPIIIIAL DISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTED SQUARED WOGHTS
FOR LEVEL 1 STUDENT SAMPA IN SPECIAL SCHOOLS

Ss

0

.

4
.5

7

C Upper Percentile of {Wi}

121 ! 0

79
O.

..

34.71
42

.*
. 73 °.55

20 ' ' 83.47
'14'. 88:43
8 : 93.39

-4 ..- '96.69
2' 4 98.35 a,

, 1). 100.00

't
'"

41

)

8.36 ,1

a

Pc

1.46f
.1.449
,;.508

1,551

1580

..;
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44

O
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4 . . ,t.

' , Table B.14-,
.

4 . .

1. EMPIRICAL DISTW(BUT.IoN OF ADJpSTED SQUARED WEIGHTS
, . I "1 '''% .

, FOR LEVEL 2 STUDENT SAMPLE IN REGULAR SCHOOLS -"--

..
,

t4 Upper Petcentite.of .1
.

D
C,

0.
.2

.7
1

3.

5.39
13
14'

42

24
.12

7

9

2'

1,
:

f

.

r
4

.4.gt
,42.86

, 741,43

81.33
SIM 48

1.9 .24

'97762

100.00

4

.

'1.i54
1,318

1.380
1.532
1.699

1.699

1.954

.e,

444

c
Table 1.5

40 MI- 7
.

EMPIRICAL ISTRIBI)TION OF 1ll17.1s/tua SQUARE,p WEIGHTS,

FOR LEVEL 2 STUDENT SAHP1E IN -SPECtAlf SCHOOLS
4. "

I;
a

C tic

-
. 1 .

Upper Percentile of twr) Dc
--a

.031

.074'
1

2.

. -

2,54. 0
4 1.

i.047
.083 ':3 31:10 t 1.042
.1.60 4 ' I, 1.080.

200' '1 5 .1 02. 0 1.092

.450 6 75.00 1.545
2A06 7 '87.50

V
1.627

3.699 8 100. QO 1.652

.a

4.

9

t

..
.4

p

B.3
.

4s

'1S2.

ti

4i

. I

.

9
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Table B.16.

EMPIRICAL-DIARIBUTiON OF AD)USTED 'SQUA ED WEIGHTS
- FOR FACILITY COMPONENT STUDENT,SAMPLE

o C Upper Percentile of {W) DC
C

.0 550

.2 . 188

- 1 120
2. .138

,3 A6
24

5 16
6 '8

7 8'

22 $
23 0

r

.0.00

65.82
78.18
84.00
80.82

-05.64
97.09

98.55"

98.55
100.00

1.32561
1.64637

2.02414
2.2012
2.261.43.-

2.27859
2.30662
2.30662
2.3b662,
2-74890_

4

Tq preserve the ntegrity of the sum of original weights,nontruacated weights

were ?roportionally:inflated. Specifically,
. i

.
1

,

.= .

1.06601 wi , if w. < 1374
1 -

i374- , otherwise
.

S.

VII. COMPUTATIONs'OF 'STANDARD ERRORS

.-.,
. ,

o A. Overview .
, .

. .

The stratified multistage sample" design for the School Cqmponent of the
-K

_ 0, .

IEP Survey involves rePlication for:the purposes of computing estimates,. of
... 1

the sampling error for linehr .s.taistics. FOr the Facility Component, however,
. . . ,

a decision x made to maximize stratifIcAtion co vol for.the relatively
., . -

,

small sample facilities 4nr. selecting one,facility per first stage stratum.
. . . . , , . .,

To reflect this, samphing error estimates for totals (or more g erally,

itriears statiisties,) were developed based o n psepda-reglixatiqn proc durek, s:-
. . .. .

;-

6 Conran, W, G..
pp. 141-144, 1963.

,

Sampling' lechniques
4

'411 B.8

New. Yorkt" John" Wiley and Sons.?

.;
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i
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For both componente(i.e., School, (including the two lOSitudinAL components.Y-
. , .k, ,. .

and Facklity) samplipg error estimates of nonlinear statistics Mere based on.
. ,

Taylor series methods.? Specific detaili are presented i the 'billowing. ..
. . .., ,

subsections. .

, 41.
4B. General Theory

-

ft.
.

1. Sampling Error estimation for Estimated Totals under ReOlkcation

.)

'
It convenient to rewrite the estimated total for a particular.

characteristic of a reporting group as

H
nh

Y x'

13

Y = Z
++

- h=1 j=1 . nhj

H
= Z Y

h=1 g-h+

,

The sampling variability, is them given by

.

44),- .

. . 4
Si,

Var(
g
Y.+ ) = I, Var( Yh+)

h=1 g

'

since all co'variance terms 'vanish under independent sampling in each stratum.

The problem thus reduces. to esailatihi the variance of an estimated stratum

total. a the n
h
units'were. mtaken with replacement, it is more appropriate to

view each stratum estimate as the average of its nh independent estimate§,.of

the. stratum total, that is as '

At
. .

s

A

where

r pthi single draw inclusion ability of unit -hj = ;

"

-

Y =g

n

zY X
0 ghi.

j=1 / Ithj .

nh A

4.

4 .1 .
. , . . 4.4 . 0. .

Woodruff, R. S., :pimple Method for Approximating Variants of a Compii-

,- ,
..rated Estimate: IASA,'Vol66,Hoi 314, pp.'411-414,,June 1971,

... . .

.. IN,.. t, .

t 0 . 4 .' . (7: ff
. a: .4 S

t.- .

/ ..6 V.
. :e.39 A

a el. ...-- - - . I

4 1
0Z

, 4 ' . A f w

:kV 1. .1

,. .

is

4. ,;,. e .
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.

Having dine so, it is easily shown8 that

V Y ) =
1

1)
Xh

Y . X
ar(

8 11+

hj g hi
ah(nh - 1) Pfii

0
4-

.is an unbiased estimate of VaF(gYb+),

That ifr

liar( Y ) =' Var( Y )

g ii=1 g
.

4

is an unbiasid estimate bf V.;r(
gY +1').

Similarry,

gYh+

4

A
Y -X, -=';'1,1; COY
g h+'g h+

°

'Where
N.

4111k2.
. . nh

Y X

Cov( YW X )
,Ig g h+

1

ah(lih
1)

j=1 Phi g 6+ L 15h3 gnh +J.

providesian" unbiasecl estimate of Cov( Y X ) That is, the overall'
$ . 8 h+ 'g h+

d 14 'ariance. term is estimated without bias by
...,

- 4^ " H . - -
$'

.

.

., . "'g ++
- .

) = I Gov( Y' X 4)''

.h=1

g h+'g h+

- ,

Coy( Y X

2: Sampling Error Eslimation for EttimatedMeans under, plication

..,

.
'tin ',Section II," the general form for

as
. . -

...
.(

/

11'
,

...

Y
.

I, ,
llYg

=

x ;
,

.1

,

an, estimated

1%1

can was written

8 (Raj, Deb,, Umpting Theory. McGraw-Hill .1968, Pp. 120th1.

.
. .

.6- ..
. :

if. 4-. \
-,' :- - =z:'s / ( ,

', \ , '

. S ,
I

."
it , 0." 4

, .0 . .1

u.
, I ". 4;

14 7-

tj
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In light of the bias in
1
this estimator, it is more appropriate

6 I f

the.mean squared error (MSE) in lieu oftthe variance. That is,

.MSE(gDy) = E(gpy
2

.

to deal with

This parameter is generally estimated using the first-order Taylor linearized

form of the statistic (i.e., first-order Taylor expansion of estimator evaluated

at true paraTeteivalue),
g
p , which can be written as 1

4
0

. (gY++ gY++)

gPY = gPY 4."
g
X gPY

,

X4 c-64Y++:." gX.1.114
g

(gX4 .iX++)

g
X

4

That' is;

. .

-11sE(80 )- = E ( Py ` gPY) 2

.

.
S.

.. t
,

% Y

..= Var 471= (It.'; 1' gPY gX++)
g 14

. 1

Var( Y
4-

- p X )
(
g
x )2 g + g y g ++

j

which, on expandi g and taking the'requirekexpectetion is easily seen to,be

4

sg( flyy
g

Ar I 4, .' *
Pl.4 .1

)

.
41

..

)-k p )2.VS1( X ) =2 Cov('Ye X )

.
14 g y g -14 "

. . * .
g .1-1- 7 g *I-

o :

. .

10

Estimation procedUres for each compoWenlterm
.

leaving

"1 ,....z:4 ...

HSE4')J4).= 1-

(

Var6 1 )+( p X Va4( X )1-2 p ,Cov( Y *X )
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C
Tb compute this estimate of precision, define the characteristic

Then

(Y a) IX
z(a,4) 2,h fixed

H nh - a) gX 1;4

Z (a = fo++
'

-fg
h=1 j=1 177thi

Furthermore,

1 1Var(
gZ tta,b)) =

S.

Var(
g
Y++8 - 2S Covt g

Y ,
g
X

2

Ihas an unbiased estimator given by

S (Z+4 (2,b)) = .2
hP1 nh(nb-1)

a
n Z (a b) X

J - g hi z

. p g h+' '1g

j=1 hi

+a
2
vse( g ++

,

This expressioh,t44aldted at

a =
,

g x MP
k

H
= Z'

h=1 g 12+

4'

2

.
2

`k....H nil , nh Z
hi
.(a

'

b)
g
X

h i .

:
g
Z
h+

(.2,b)

/ -1:
) h=1 h i=1 Ihj .

/

n n;
4,

xg

POs easily shown to yield
An-

a

40

n .yar(,744.4iArsX++W=:Var(gliy)

S *'-ott..

4, 45.

.
.

a

.3This provides a4- direct w2y.of computing the .eszAal..kted varialice of a sample
Alle

peen. pearly ri.,, however, po interest es in the 'Point estimates, since
il

. 0

541

*''

with pr
.

Z4,4(11
Y , g
IkX4.4) 6 0

44

-.

(
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%. 3. Sampling Error Estimates for Contrasts under Replication.

In addition to simple totals and means, interest lies in two types

of contrasts:

a) Tile difference between two ch"arcteristics measured on'the same

analysis unit for iiiiven reporting group.' -(Type contAast)

The difference between two reporting croups of a given iopulation'on

a given characteristic. (Type II contrast)

Idreither Case, the "differeace.could be expressed in terms' of totals or

means. Specificaliy, the need exists for estimating, for type I contrasts,

or

Var( Y
-1

- M )
8 4% 8 '

msE( .-. )g Y s '-

and, for type II contrasts,

or

gl 71. 82 14'

MSE(
gir
a_ -

g2
y)

*a.

0

By redefining the characteristic of interest, these measures of precision are

'expressiblein terms of existing notation. Spicifically, for a type I contrast,

define

gzhj : (Yhj.- MhP gXhj '

and note that

H .ah

g
= z z 817*

h=1 j=1 1.11.3

b
1

S

-r 2

0

B.43 1:3el
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and

As such,

and

gljZ

gX++

= p p
8Y 01

Var( Z
11'

) = Var(
g
Y

g
)

MSE( gpZ
) = gp. - g

p ) .Yt1

C

Similarly, for type II contrasts on totals, define

Z = Y ( X
gi nj

- X .)gcg2 hj hj g2 hj

and note,that.

As such

=

H 411 g

1

-g

2

2hoj

.
81 82

Z
41' h=1 j=1

n.
tl j

Y Y
g
2

+I.

t

Var( Z

++

) = Var( x -
g2
Y++)

. gl-g2
g
1

4.4.

. )
4

For 'type If contrasts of means, however, more care is needed, In particular,
o

preciiions approximated by pie variance of the Taylor linearized statistic
..

of the difference between the mans of two reporting groups on some aarac-
4

.
i.

teristic of interest. That'is
4, ) 4

MSE( p p ) Var( p p

4pg1 Y g2 Y gl Y. g2 Y

)

9
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,(
where

Mdreover,

S

=
81 Y g2 81 Y g2

P
Y

A

1 1
= ( Y p X++) ( T p X )

X g g
1
Y.#1 . X g ++ g y g

tgl 44 1
-1g2 -1- 2 , 2 2

Var(
g

1 .

Py
82

p
Y
) = Vat(

gl
M
Y
) + Vat(

g2
P

Y
).- 2 Cov(

81
My

g2
Py) .

Approximating the variance of these Taylor linearized means has been shown

pre;dously.tl'to express the covariance in terms of variances, however, re-
t

quires much effort. Specifically, by direct expansion

A A A A

cov(g1Y++,821++) - g2my cov(i1Y++,82x++)
N

Cov( p , u...) = x
1

t

gl Y.82-Y g ++ g i-t

1 2
0

-

81

py coy(
gl 81

X++, . Y++) + py
g2

py Covco
61

X++,.
2

X.F..) .

..- 82 .. 6

',414 These covariance terms can be individually obtained in the following circuitous

fashion:

For the first covariance, define

'

y
.3

( Xhj) I4
h gi .3 82

and note that .

H
nn

zu,

Z; = .."1` 1

h=1 j=1 nhj

ar- -g 14 g Y

),Z;6-
1 2

B.45
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Then

Sck that

'

= Var.(
++

) 4,'Var( Y,,) 2 Cov( Y++, Y++)g
g2 7.r 21 g2

'COv( Y , Y++) = li[Var(Z++) Var(
g
Y
++

) Var( Y++))
21 44 g2 44 1 g2

Moreover, the form of tie unbiased estimator of each component term has

already been described, yielding phe.obvious,unbiased estimator of the re-
,

quired covariance term. Defining an appropAate characteristic on each

analysis unit will similarly yield the remaining:covariances. Specifically,

and

z
hj

zhj

Y X X.
hj g

1
hj g2

Y X. X .

hJ g2 gi

z = .X 1- Xzhj
hj g2 hj

(for the second covariance term),
4

(for the third covariance term),

(for, the last covariance term)

)1(

To compute this estimate of precision (i.e., for a type II contrast bett;Nri

two means), define the characteristic

zhi(a,b,c,d) = (11

and hence the parameter

(Yhj 4- a X ))

21 hi

H
,Ze'. (a b c d) = I 2 z .(4),c,d).
" Fh=1 j=1,

191-
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a
sr

This parameter has tobiased estimator given by

H nh zh,(a,b,c,d)
I I ie.

.... h=1 jil hi .

Moreover,
.

4 b

r

g
- a it(2 Y4-iX

4-+
) -

1
1-

lb

\ .

r
d

(

, .

(

g2'

Y
++

. A. ^ ,4

Var(Z++(a,q,c.0:1)) = Var1-1- (g1.Y++ - a X' )} + liar
,g
X'

.

4

'1.

- 2 Co{---v ( y
.

b g4 ++

has unbiased estimator given by

where

1

H
Var(2.1.4.(v,b,c4d)) _

h 1

210, aeb,e,d)

IN

.. . -

- a. X ),

il ++

1

.

, .

c )

2

X
++

A

y

"
.. ac X

"
) /

g2 g2

.,, .

..s.

nh
z' ("

I
hi ab,c 4:1,,P P

J ( 1)3* : :

i

jr/ .4 . f

nh zh1(a,b,c,d)

j z: 1 nhi

Finally, it is easily shown that:

1. tC400sing

1..
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a = p
g Y
1
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_,..4
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4
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2. Evaluating

at

A A

Var(24.4.(a,b,c,d)j. '

a =

1

, =g
2°Y

b = X , d = Xg
g2 ++

Welds the approximate variance of the type II contrast of means i.e.,

Var(Z ( Prpg X.1.+Pg lalrg

^, "
X , )) = r g2/IY)

++ gl 1 2.

This estimat is not unbiased.

% .

1

3. No nterest exists in the point estimate giving rise to'the variance

approximation since
A

Z

++

(61.1 , x it.., X++) = 0 .f with probability 1.

gl Y gl dfdr'g2" g2 ++

The estimate serves merely as a conNenientmechanism.for

Si appreximatAg the variance of an estimate that is of

interest (i.e., estimated typl II contrast' in means).

ib

4. Role Pseudoreplica.tion

The Pr ous theory requires that every first-stage stratum be

allocated at lea
A
two sample members (i)e., nh > 2 for all h). For the most

part, bowevercthis.-condition is not met in the .Facility Coionent desigd.

Rather, firvt-stage units were paired (collapsed).and-the variance of linear
.

statistics approximated by summing the squared estimated PSU differences,over

tte collapsed strata.

Notationally, T be a linear function of p population parameters (each

of which bavilig a corresporidi.pg stratum parameter); say

H p

'T =a+I Za
k
T
hk0

h=1. k=1

= a + I T ).
0 +

h=1

19
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Then the linear statistic' estimating this parameter would be

Alo

h=1

with

H
Var(T) = I 'Var(Th+)

h=1

ThisvAriAlke.would be approxicdated by

. H/2 .

Var(T) = .Z.(T2 - T2 )
2

2=1 1+

H/2 p
g ( I

2=1 k=1

/IP

where T2 and T
I' 1c

are the estimates for S.otals on the k
th

parameter Of the
2 -,

two strata forming the 2th pair. Then: r2

,t;

H/2
E(Vir(T)) =

2.=

E

p

ak ((T2
k:-1 1

k)

1

- (T2 -
2

k) + (Tzo

A

,

2 1

2

TO ,

ft

)).,

4 4

Upon6expanding and collecting terms,

H/2 p 2

E(Var(T)) = Var(T) + I ak(T2 T" )

1 2
K 2 k

2=1 k=1

That is, the method of pseudoreplication provides a conservative estimate of

the true variance. _By collapsing strata which are "similar" with' respect'to

the parameter orinterest, however, this positive bias 'should not prove

excessive.

The method of- suiming squared differences across the pieudostrata is

equivalent to assuming that each member of the pair in a given pseudostratdin

was selected with replacement after collapsing two strata of equtlsize.
. 4
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Collapsing strata of equal size is'sufficient tO. ensure Aar the inclusion

probabiltties are the same for a unit in tts original or its collapsed stratum.

For completeneii, the positive bias term for a totai., linearized mean,

and type I and 11 contrasts on totals and means, will be specified. In eery

case, this bias reflects'the impact of pseudoreplication and doet not address

the use of'estimated coefficient's in the linear functions (which is not asso-

ciated with a lack.of replication in the sample design)... Similar results

would hold for collapsing more than two strata and/or allowing each component

stratum to contribute more.than one replicate.

Case I: Simple Total

Here, an example would be

T

H
= E Y

h=1 g
h+

Ih this case,

and

H
T = E Y

h=1 g
h+

H/2 . 2

0.ar(T) = E ( Yo - Yo )

2.=1 g g 4.2+

.That is, p = 1 and a.
1
= 1:

,

Such an estimator of precision has bias, given by

H/2 2

( Y Y )'

. 2=1
g

1.

2
1
+ g 2

2
+

Case II: Type I:contrast on totals -

Here, an example would be the estimation of-

.1

2 T Y M-
.

g g
- .

9t3
. ...

. - '
. '

..,

. .
.

, -B.50
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cy

of

by

.. ... ...H
T= I..CY - M )

. g h+ g h+
h=1 -.
.- - .

. .-, .

In this case . .. .

H/2 2..
Vac (T) =

.2

.( Y. -
2

Y - M .)
g , g 2+

=1 - 1
+

.
2

-r

. which exhibits, positive bias given by

That is,

4

H/2.
{(

2=1. g'11+ g'12* g 2.14./ "g'2?

2

. .

.p =r,
Case IV: Linearized Mean,

by

Hues,. an example would 'b

1*. py;

T = gOv

40

a2 = -1

the estimat n.of

40.

In the case of 4 ratio estimate, we choote to 'estitnate'precision'basea on the

Taylor linearization of the statistic Specifically;

where ,

.4"
---11

. ;

miE( 0
Y
) = var(ii)

g
e.

Y++ Yg,++ g ++

g

A At

( X )
_ g ++ , g ++

g

X±+ .
+

g.++

gPY

f

g ++ g
X
+±

4 Y
1 (13,1+ 0

.Py - 4

gijIr h=1, g
X

+-1. g
X++ .g a+ ,

...

. i B41. . 496
c .

.

^

. g
X++

. 4

:

1 f

4

;
1'
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40"

.4
with . ,

1
Var(p1;) (Var(gY++) Var(g

XTT
) -.2 pCov(

g
Y
++'g

X
++

))

.
r

A A

g ++

The use of pseudoreplication to estimate second order terms (i.e.t variances

and covariances) introduces a positive bias given by

11/2 2

B = 17,77 v
grY & l+ gg 21

,[ ( X _ )
Ih this case, the variance would be estimated by

%

4

. . ..

ar(11y) = I

H/2 (gY2
1
+ .: gPY gX2.

1
f)

,( Y - 1J X

g l2+ g Y g l2+
V

)

2,

gX++ gX++
.

That is, p = 2, di = 1, a2 = '-ey, andthe coefficients are replaulabby their

associated estimates.

Case V: Type I Contrasts on Means

Here, an xample would be the estimation of

T =- p
g Y gpM

'-by

T = 11I-
In the case of ratio estimates,'precision is estimated on the Taylor linearized

form of the statistic// That, is,

...MSE(T) =)War(f)
.

.
-

. .

= Var ily+
g 44X gPY

101°'

.8 ++X

.

(

( Y - Y )
(gX++ -1gX++ )g ++ g ++

. ,

.00 .

( g M ++ ; 81:i ++ )

( X - X )g ++ , g ++
r -

) .

.' .
'10.1 gX++ CM .

g
X++

4

(
X1 gX.

g +4-
)-

.
++ g11 y g ++

SPY tiiP) Y++ gM (
) X

1 9?
111.52
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.
. -

That is, ea linear function witlep := 3, .11 = 1, a2 = -1, a3 = gliy)

As such,. pseudoreplication introduces a positive bias given by

s.
H/2

- ( M - M ) + ( P 'P ) ( X X )

2

`ciC72' (21(24-* gY2 + g 2 g 2 2+ g g 2 1+ g 2 2+
g ++ 2--1 -1 1 2 1

.
The variance would'be approximated using estimates of the appropriate coefficients

in the Taylot linearizatioh. Specifically,

. ^ ^ ^ ^ 2 I

VIr(T) 1 Y -Y ) - M -M,)+(p-p)(X -X )

2=1
g 22+ g2

1
+ g2

2
+ gM gY g2

1
+ 2

2
,

N. .

Ca Vi: Type II Contracts on Means

Here an enample would be the estimation of ,

by
*

CIY g2rjlf.-

T;--

*

. - .

Once' again, precision is- estimated for the TaylOr Linearized form of the

, statistic. An this' ease.). e. - . ..
t

1 MSE(T); Var(T), . ', ..:.

,. . ...

.°. . .-i ^ .. e d a,
.o4

1 I
. 4 g ++ g ++

(

g 1X++
- g X++ ). . :, . ( Y - Y ) -

,,

, --, =Var ( '1.1,:+ ' )
, . .., .

Is -...g Y X .

1 g ++ & PY
1 g

X++

. 1 / i 1

1

. r

.

I.

.
,

. .

" .N:' ( Y++ 1 1++) ( X -
X++)

c

- Y
0 .4. x &

2
PY g X++

) .312 g2 g2 jrt g2 44

2 2 4g ++

- al:
to . 2. '. 2. .

Y Py
'' ,: - -) 1

-7 Var. 6 .ily. 7 Isg .11y, .3,7.4. X++

,..- .

... .1 ..,,,:-,....2.

*'
' 1

&8

1 V ; ' B .53 198.i. ,
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++
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-4;

That is, a linear functiowith p = 4 and

a2 -7
J1p../

X++
2 gi.

a3 = - 1/ X ,

g2

P / X++
g2 Y 42

As such, pseudoreppcation introduces a positive bias given by
4

H/2 gl Y
, 1

8 (g Y2 t gl 2I2+) . g X++

(

41

X

21 2+ gl
X

2
+)

L=1 g ++ 1 1

1 1

b ,>

1 f gri
M kg Lk + 2 Y ) + (0 X" - X0 )

g ++ -2 sl -2 22+ g, ++ °2 -1 g2 -2+ 4

2 2

This variance would be approximated using unbiased estimates of the appropri'ate

coefficients in the Taylor linearization. Specifically;- -

- H/2 giPY
y-'r(T) =

1
X. , X. .

gi 1

2=1 X gl 21+ gl 12+
g
X
++

gl gl L2+
-..

1 g211Y
( y y 4.) .1. ( x

X .8' 2 21+ g2 22
1..! + 2 X +)

1 , -2 12X++
g2 ++ -2

at,.

14 0.

5. Additional Feature of Estimating Error by PSU Differences

Estimating error by PSU differences provi'des a arcu4
for measurement error. Specifically, measurement errors are gedeially-,tsten

to be additive and with zero mean. When the measurement errors are-unprre-
e

lated betwer PSU's,oPSU differences will reflect
both-the'eamAN

ing,ajW
.

-.09
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measurement error processes. For example, if' measurement errors are only

correlated within a PSU (such -as when measurement errors are solely due to

interviewert,and,a given field person is assigned to no more than one PS1J)

then PSU differences will again reflect both sourcesof error. Measurement
r

errors due to data processing,' however, are unlikely to be confined to a

single PSU or to have had any randomization of staff to a PSU etc. At the

very minimum,
V
howel-7er, squared PSU differences provide at least.a partial

adcounting for the measurement errors that.are bound to be contained inthe

ultimate data files.

C. Application of Error Approximation Methodology

Operationalization of error approximation methodology will be sEparately

applied to the School Component (inclu4ing both 1pngitudinal components) and

Facility Componeit in turn.

1. School, Component

The School Component was supported by 232 sample PSUs'(i.e., dis-

tricts). )1n all, the first-itage frame containee118 strata, 114 of which

received an allocation of two sample districts per'stratum (the remaining four

were self-representers, and thus constituted individual strata having an

'allocation of one district each). Details were proivided in Appendix A,

Table A.11. During the data collection phase of the study, 22 districts,

refused to respond and 2 districts were found to be ineligible (see Appendix A,

Table A.17)., These nonrespondents/ineligibles forced additional fiist-stage

strata (i.e., above and beyond the 4 self-representers) to be represented by

a single responding PSU. Prior to analyzing data supporting this component,

the following action was taken:

a) Four self-representers were pairwise collapsed into two pseudostrata

, each containing two*sample members. C
/

b) Two strata each containing one ineligible and orib respondent were

collapsed to fdrilm one strata 41neligibles then deleted).

c) Strata Containing nonrespondents were collapsed (where necessary) to

form strata having a minimum of two respondents per error stratum

(nonrespondents were then deleted)..

In all, 97 first-stage error strata were formed (14 hailing 3-sample members

and 83 having 2 sample members.; 3 original strata consisted entirely of non-

respondents). To -collapse original first-stage sampling strata exhibiting

A

a
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nonresponse, an attempt was ade to minimize the extent CO which pseudorepli-

cation overstates the variability associated with a given estimate, of location.

Specifically, scrutiny of the exprestions for the magnitude of the positive
f '

bias associated with the precision of study estimates suggested that the pair

should be "similar" with respect'to key characteristic totals /means. To' this

end, strata were collapsed'according to the ordered first - stage, frame. It

should be recalled that first-stage strata all contain approximately the same

estimated number of, handicapped students (more precisely, equal, total size

measure): The treatment afforded sample ineligibles in (b) does not properly

deflate precision estimates to account for the framesineffioien4y. To do

this, one must cross reporting groups with an eligibility domain. Such an

approach recognizes that frame inefficiency represents an extremely small

source of variability in the present study and that some gains in computa-
:.

tional simplicity are possible under the chosen action. Furthermo1re, sources

of Variability must be viewed in relative terms--nonresponse adjustments and

measurement error both impact on overall true variability but for the most

part, are rarely given expression.

Finally, it should be noted that nonrespdhse and ineligibility at subse-

quent stages of sampling (specifically, schools and then studentg) did not

result in voiding a replicate responding district) in any error stratum,

of analysis units. As such,'these error strata and replicates allowed preci-

sion to be approximated for School Componen, student-level parameter estimates

as well as district and school questionnaires.

2. Level-One Longitudinal Component '

The Level 1 Component was supported by a subsample of the responding

students supporting the main School Component at each school. As such, .n the
1 1

absence of nonresponse anO/or ineligibility among Level 1 sample students

resulting, in the voiding of a given replicate (i.e., responding distric6 of

Analysis units (here, students), the error structure (i.e., strata eivi dtplis

cates) of the previous section suffice for carrying out Level 1 student analyses..

At analysis time, only 186 replicates (i.e.; districts), were represented.in,

the level 1 student respondents, .0f theiremaining 46 districts, 22 refused to

participate in the IEP Study, 2 were ruled ineligible for the School Component,.

Study, and 22 districts did not have any Level ineligibles associated withithe

School Component student sample. A total of 828 L'vel 1 students were selected
1

in these districts with 796 responding .Students, 11 ineligible students!, d

4

20/
B.16.
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2f nonresgondingostudents respectively. Student nonresponse did not void any

district of Level 1 respondents but ineligibility caused two districts t9

suffer this fate.9 In all then, the original 232 replicates ofthe'118
. ,

strata involved in the School Component (4 self-reipresenters and'114.strata ,

A ,

having,two districts per.stratum) were reduced to 186 responding replicates,

24 ineligibile replicates, and 22 nonresponding replicates distributed across

strata, according to Table B.17.
. .

Fof the purposes of error estimation, ttrata.types 5 and 7 can be ignored

(since they do not provide a positive contribution to the error variance

estimate).' All remaining strata. types with the exception of types 2 and 4

require collapsing of some sort in order'to impute the proposed PSU-difference

estimat of variance.

4
For the purposes of the Level 1 Componentrself-repre-

senters i.e., strata typi 1) were pairwise collapsed whereas remaining' strata

were pairwise collapsed (where necessary) according to the ordering of the

School Component frame. In all, 98 error strata were so formed.

In analyzing Level 1 student data, reporting groufs must,be crossed with

an indicatOr ofleIiiibility (1 = ineligible, 2 = eligible) in Order. that

estimated precision can reflect frame inefficiencies in selecting the Level 1

student sample.

3. Level Two Longitudinal Compon ent

The Level 2 Component was supported by aSubsample of the responding

students supporting the Level 1 Longitudinal Component. Specifically, a

subsample ,of districts was selected and any responding Level 1 student that

was "first selected" was taken wit certainty to support the Level 2 component.

Moreover, the Level 2 subsample of districts was taken bycollapsing original

district strata and independently selecting one school Component sample district

at random from each so- defined collapsed stratum. As such, Level 2 strata are

well- defined, and can be pairwise collapsed according to the orderin of the

original frame for the purposes of approximating precision via p udoreprca-
)

Lion. From the outset, hOWever,the intention was to carry out only unwlghted

-analyses of Level 2 data.
\. :

4. \ acility Component

The Facility Co onent was supported by a two stage sample acsign

with facilities at the firs stage and students at the second stage. At the

p
9 this fact is already refleceed in the number of Level 1 districts repre-
sented on the Level 1 student analysis file.

B.57
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Table B.17 *,

41.

RESPONDING STATUS IN DISTRICTS SUPPORTING
THE.LEVEL q LONGITUDINAL COMPONENT

Composition of Strata Number of Strata Numbertof Districts
Type of
Strata

R 4

Z

4 1.

CR,R) 74. 148 2

(R,R) 16 32

(R,IN) 18 . 36 4 ,

(R,R) 3 6 5

(R,IN) 0 0 .6

(IN,IN) 3 6 7

138- d 232

.

first-dtage, a two phase ielqction procedure was,used to select.the.supporting'

sample, Specifically, 158 facilities were selected.at phase I of Stage I (51,

437, 104 no n-437) under maximum stratification (i.e., one facility selected in

each Phase I *stratum). Ofthese,"32 were deemed to be ineligible (2 from 437
I

frame, 30fion-437). At the second phase, the 49 eligible 437 facilities were

.\ selected with certainty, whereas the 14 eligible first-phase non-437 facilities

were post-stratified by time of selection and residential-handicapping condi-
.

tion and a\subsample of 30 facilities selected as discussed in telation to

Table A.20 in Appendix. A- .Won completion of data collection actIvities1,4

facilities were treated as nonrespondents (2 frOm 437 frame, 2'non-437) and

4 non-437 second phase sample members were ultimately found to be ineligible lc

Error stratification and replicates were defined separately for 437 versus

non-437 first-stage sample facilities, and each will:be discussed ilt turn.

10 Two of these 4 ineligibles did serve handicapped students but did not
hold IEPs on these -children. As such, they were respondent for analyzing

facility questionnaires, but ineligible for the student analyses.

.
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. I

a. 437 Errostratikication

The 51 phase 1 437 estrata 26 Phase I error

strata (24 having 2 facilities per stratum and One having the remaining 3
. 1,

6cilities) so as to preserve the'impoell:fraMeordering of strata. .TwO of

these error strata, were each found to, be represented IF a'single.responding

facility' (i e " other sample facility!was a noftrespondent in each-case). Ini . '

both cases, the error strata were piiredelwith neighboring strata to form a

total'ol 23 Phase I collapsed erior.strata. It should be noted that two of

.these error strata conta4ned one responding and one ineligible sample facilf-

ty: Crossing of all desired reporting groups with an indicator for eligiblity

will, thus result incouniing for frame inefficiency (here, ineligible mem-,

bersinhe estimation Of precision using first-stage'differences.

b. Non-437 Error Stratification

$

The sample of don-437 facilities 'poses two main groblems:

1) Phase I non -437 strata were pooled in forming Phase II

strata -(more specifically; Phase I post- strata).-

2) Only eligibles were selected in Phase II (i.e., an attempt

was made to purge GeligOles.from the Phase I frame).

To account for these imperfections, a decision was made- to construct error

strituM.that reflect PhaSe I post-stratification and the subsequent selection

of eligibles, ando

sentation of Phase I

ment the first-stage

sul5plement.the samplein these error strata With a repre-

ineligibles. Specifically, a slcision was made to supple-
_ 30

sample with 12 facilities (
74

x 36 ) that were deemed

to be ineligible dur ing Phase I screening. Moreover, 3 of these were randomly

selected from the 7 time period 1 ineligibles, And the remaining 9 were
- -

similarily selected from the 23 time period,2 ineligibles. The combined

non:437 giMple of 93 .facilitieS.Was then post-stratified into 5

-according toTable B.18. ,

c : Summary of Facility Component Error Stratifi

or :strata

-a

Considerationof lirst-stige sampling activities in support of

the Facility Component lead to the construction of 29 dfior strata (23 reflect-
.

ing 437 4ampling activities and 6 reflecting non-437 sampling activities).

Fortunitely, no student ineligibility AiV-ehsOuntered at the second stage of

sampling, and student nonresponse did".npt result in any error stratum being

represented by less than,two replicates (here, facilities) Oh the.,student

2().1.
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1..
analysis fill.., As such, these 29 error strata and 8911 replicates allowed

precision to let approximated for Facility Questionnaires as well as student -

level
. .

level parameter estimates.
,

The impol, method of approximating the precision via pseudgreplication
..5 .

is not,guarait4pd of producin,g a

some caution SRuld be exercised

Proceeding in 0.10 a fashion-doesohowever recogniz,e.the
.' ,

th4 ficility.Cemponent and .the pricritrvlaced on preserving
cc...

t
N.

inteirit'i.

conservative estimate of error. As such,

ih.interpreting the estimated precision.

exploratory nature of

sample size

t D. Software for Computing, Standard Errors
er

Host estimates of precision were obtained using the program STDERR'2

,available in.the Statistical Arialysis System'3 (SAS) library at RTI. This

,routine forms ,the appropriate. first-order point estimate of totals and means

as well as their,estimated precision-using the first-order Taylor approxima-
.

tionAof the deviation of estimates from the paeameter-pf interest that was

described, in ,great detail in.spbsection B. Type II contrasts on totals and

all type'I cont4stS. were carried out by. defining an appropriate difference of

9

characteristic values. on each antlysis
.

unit. Precision of type II mean con-

4:Sts were' handled for the Most part in the ad hoc manner earlier 'described.
. .

For dichotomous reporting group variables, these latter contrasts wearer erectly

treated using SESUDAN,'( and updated version of STDERR. Alternatively, 11'11

has. developed a. companion SAS-compatible program to STDERR.called SURREGR"'

which computes. sampling variances of regression coefficients. By inputing a

simple cell (i.e., reporting group) mean model (without intercept),.SURREGR

11 Four other replicates were nonrespondents and hence were deleted from the
sample for student analyses, 16 replicates repritsented.ineligibles whereas
analysis of Facility Questionnaires entailed only 14 ineligible4replicates.

12 Shah, B. V. STDERR: Standard Errors Program for Sample Survey Data
Research Triangle Park, North Carolinas: Research Triangle Institute, 1976.

IS. SAS User's Guide, 197 Edition. SAS Institute Inc., P.O. Box 10066,
Raleigh, North Carolina, 27605.

14 Shane; B. V. 'SESUDAN: Standard Errors Program for Computing of Standardized
rRaies fromsSample Survey Data. ,Research Triangle Paik, North Carolina:
Research Triangle Instititue, 1979.

*IS Holt, H. M. SURREGR: Standardlrrors of Regression Coefficients for
Sampli Survey Data. Research Triangle Park, North Carolina: Research Triangle
Institute,' 1977.
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. Table B.1,8'

e ERROR STRATIFICATION FOR NON=437 SAMPLE FACTLIfIES

b

Errox:21 Timell) .Post--4/

Strita Period Strata

)

Number of Non-437 Sample Members

'Eligibles Nonrespondent PI- ineligibles P2-ineligibles

24

25

26

. .

27

Z8
.

29

1'

1

2,3

2.

2

2

2,3

4

5,9

6

7

8

01'.
:-.

.

2

2

3

7

2,

8
.

24

,

4

.

- 0

0
.

1

0

0

i 0
2

1'

2

.

,1

3

1

4

12

.

'

/

0

0

2/7-1
0

1

1

4 '

A

a/
The time period 3 post-strati sample member was found to be ineligible.

b/
Two facilities (1.in each of error stratum 26 and 28)'was a respondent for

analysis of facility questionnaires (in Which cases, the number of eligibles
will be 4 and 3 respectively) but artineligible for student-level analysep.

c/
Fqr the purposes ofilerror estimation, a sample of 42 non-437 sample

,facilities were selected. "Of these, %2 were augmented from known Phase I
ineligibles (denoted Pi-ineligibles) and 4 were selected at'Phase II and

_10er found to be ineligible (denOtleP2-ineligibles). 'Of the remaining
26:Phase II sample members,.2 refused to respond add 24 provided support
for the Facility Component student sample,

J
d/

Time period andpost-strata were defined in Table A.26, (Appendix A) .

where the latter ave identified by subsample number.

e/
error strata numbers 1-23 were used for the 437 sample members.

a

2.U6
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To

V

will yield the same cell mean point estimates ii;STDERR except that it wiLl'
4.44%

also output the estimated variance of each cell mean and the estimated covar1-4`
i

ance between these means. As such, the' variance of the type' II contrasts on

means can be computed manually in the obvious fashion. .For the most part;..

this alternative approach was used in making such contrasts on IEP Survey

data.

s

B.62'

fw

4

IP

to.

AG.



4.

.

.
I ..

v.

. , l.
/

' .,
1..

. V
V'

I

. .i

70

A

e
.

:C, I V

.1,
. k

Appendix C.

1

4

sl

. , . d

1 4 '
. IEP Evaluationr.Cheeklist

z
.. .

--.

1;tw

1(

i

of

4 .

A

^
*

41

. '

t

.

s

4 4

.

f

I
ti

4

.
%.

. .4
.10

Is /,, .

;
C.

%

de

208 :

a

6

MP,

.

or



*

,.

$ f l

A
I y IV EVALUATION piECKIIST
,

C

Fotti No: .,.> . .:. t . :.4., , . .i."E.E. No. .

. ,

.1 . . - e ..
Fun4ihg Source .. 1 .... Z :t

,:
3 . . 4 . Rater

4 i
. t.

.

.

1. '; Aow_many psgek.are4n the, IEP?

7
.

2. Which of the following apply to thtsIEA'
....

.
.

I

.
t

,

'(Circle all that apply)
. . .

,

IS typed T". . o 1 ..'

.

Is handwritten but easy to read; , 1 E 2

Is handwritten and difficult to read 3
Y ,

.

Amount of space provided limits numbeeof ahnualgoals 4

Amount of spaceprovided limits number of short-term
objectives . . 5

Total IEP consists ofsparate IEPs from different teachers -,

or service soutces . . , . 6,

IEP consists of a "ilzcement" document andan "implemintation"
'

..

dedocument
...

.4IP

.

7

3. For which OUthe folloging does the IRP form nave a.spestfic heading
(A)? for which of the headings has information been entered (B)?

A B ,
Information

Includes 'Has Been
Heading Entered

so

Student's Age or birthdate 1 1 '
..,,

Studeht's gride level
I'

2 2

Student's sex . , 3 . 3

Student's race 4 4

Student's\primary language 5 . . 3

Present level 'of performance information

'4 Assessment, data to supiort. presenC level -

of performanCe 7 7

Date of he assessment of present level
of performance .. 8 '8

Nature of student's handicap 9 9

Studeat'i strengths . 10 10

Student's speciaLinterests . 11' '11

Student's school attendace record 12 12



3. (continued)

.

1

A
.8

. .

.
. .. . Infarmationf

Includes Hai -Been .t

Headink 'Entered 4.
, .

Placement iecommendation 13 13 ,
. . %

.Serices ("specialor "related ") to be provided : .14 4% .

Rationale for placement or'services . 15

Personnel responsible for services j * 16
,/

Date service is to begin 17
.

Anticipated duration of service 18
1

Niiii
.

Recommended extent of participation in regular
k. program . 19 19

. .14
-

It .

.16

u .17

18

Physical educatiOn needs

Date of preparation of IEP . .. .. . . . . .21 ..... 21

Participaatia the IEP process 22 22

Signature of individuals who,approved.the IEP . . 23 ..... 23

\ Titles of individuals whb approlled the, IEP . . .24 ..... 24

\Parental approval % 25 25

. Results of parental notification 26 26

20 20

Annual
, 4

Annual goals . 27 27

Priority listing of annual goals % 28- 28
r

Shoi-term objectives 29 29

. kecomMended inatructidnal materials, resources, '

.
.

strategies, or techniques 30 30

Date sh8rt-term objectivesInet . . 31 31 .
%

Proposed evaluation criteria 32 ..... 32-

- Proposed evaluatidh procedure , .33- 33 ,

. Proposed evaluation schedule t- ....... - . . .34 . . ,34
.

,

Proposed IEP review date. 35 35

Actual IEP eview date . .36"' 36

Result\of P review , : . . ...... 37 . ... 37

Participants1 in IEP review 38 38

Odher \ . .39 ... 39'

.40 .. . 40

C.2 2j
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4. Which and how many of each of the following were participants in the IEP
, process (A)?' Which and how many of each signed the IEP (8)?

. A 8

Participated 'Signed

in the the

Process IEP
. . .

*
.

(Write in numbers)

a. Regular classroom teacher . .

b. Special education teacher . . .... - . .

c. Physical education teacher

d: Spetcli:or languaia therapist ...wm www
es Physical or, occupational therapist . .

f. Other therapist . . . , ,t . . .

g. . One of the above, but, can't gill which . .

. h. Qualified LEA representative

i. Principal or assistant principal . . . . . .

job School' representative, . .

k. Superviaor(or facility supervisor) . . .ww.

1111-
1. Case manager, chairperson, program

. manager, or program coordinator . . .
.

m. School psychologist. O?psyerhometrist . . . . .

.n. Counselor .------

,o. Social worker . .-. -
p. Nurse .

q. Parent, guardian, or surrogate . . .

.- 4---
.

r. The student ." .
s. Name witbotit noting position a

t. Other . 8.
S. Which of the. following is true of the IEP format regarding the provision for

parental, guardian, or surrogate approval? Does the IEP show disapproval?

- (Circle one of the
first six numbers;

circle 7 iflippropriate.)

Approval (or disapproval.) 4ould be for the entire IEP . . . . . . 1

Approval (or disapproval) would be for annual goals
but not. for short-term objectives 2

Approval (or disapproval) would be for part but not
all of the short=term objectives 3

4pProval (or disapproval) would be for servireto
be provided but not for annual goals or short-term objectives . . . 4'

.Approvil (or disapproval) would, be for some Portion of
'the IEP, but cannot determine what would be approved: .... ) . . 5.

No place for approval or disapproval is provided. ..... . . . , 6

$

The.IEP was disapproved 7

211
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6. AO present levil of functioning (A) and supporting data (B) listed for the following functional
areas? Inlobich. functional areas is theie a statement or a clear indication frowhe supporting
iary thatepiciii"cation is 'needed (C)? In which functional areas is there a statement or a

**clear indication from the, supporting data that special education is not needed (Di?' How many
annual epala.mre listed For each functional area (E)? How many agpual goals.Issted for each4:
functionalam include a.logical statement of expected behavior to a specified standard (F)?

.'"er.` .0
. A 8 C D E F

p

Number of Goals..!.

l'
1: )Al i ,.

Number
That Include a.,

. Present pumper Logical Statement
. .

.. : 0
Level of Supporting Special Special. of of Expected

Functioning Data Education Education Goals Behavior io a
' Listed Listed Needed Not Needed Listed' Specified Standard

.1:1Resdbig or oral or
' Patten English ...... 1 . . . 1 . . . . 1 . .'. . 1 . . . . . ..

i. Oral expression . . .*. a .., . . .a . . . ., a . . . : a, . . . .

b: Listening comprehension. b . . . . b . . . . b ... . . b . . .. . .

c. Written expression . . . c . . . . c . . . . c . . .,. c . . . . .

d% Spelling ........ d ... . . d.. . . . d . . . . d % .

e. Basic reading skill . . e .*. . . e . . . . e . . . . e . . --7---- . . .

1 f. Reading comprehension . . . . . . . .f f. . . . f. ..-7--.--.. . .

2 . Mathematics ... ..... . . . . 2 . . . . 2 . . . . g . . . .

a. Mathematics calculation:a . . . a . . a . a . . . .

b. Mathematics reasoning b . . . . b . . . b . . . b . . . . .

3. Science 3 3

4. Social science . 4 . . . 4 . - . . A . . . 4 . . . . .

S . Geieral academic ..... S. S.... S.. . . .

6. Other acadetc

7. Social adaptation .. .. 7 . . . . 7 . . . 7 . . . . '7 .

8. Self-help skills ..... 8 . . . . 8 . . . 8 . . . 8 . . . . .

9. Emotional ...... : .. 9 . . . . 9 . . 9 . . . . 9 . . .

10. Physical Education . . .'.10 . . :10 . . . . 16 . . . . 10. .

11. Motor skulls ....... 11 . . . .11 . . . . 11 . . . . 11 . . . .

a. Gross motor skills . . .a. . . .a. . . . a. . a. . . .-
b.; Fine motor skills - . .b. . .b. . . . b. . . . b. . .

12. Speech .. 12 . . . .12.. . . : 12 . ... 12 . . . . .

13. V4sual acuity 13 -II . . . . 13 . . . . 13 .

14. ft acing u .14 . . 14 . . . . 14 . .. . . .

1S. Glneral-Physical Health . .15 . . . .15 . . . . 15.. 0. . . IS 4. . . .

16. Vorationalfirevocational :16 . . .16 . . . . 16 . . . . 16 A. . . .

la . Career awareness . .a. . .a. . . . a. . a.1; . . .

0). Career exploration . . . b. . . . b . b . . . . b .

it. Career preparation . c . . . c . . . . c . c

O

; 17 'Other functional
.17 . . .17 . . . . 17 . . . . 17 . . . . .

C,4 ,
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7. How,many short-term objectives-are listed for each fugictionaiiek IA)? How
many short-term objectives listed for each functional area 0100; a logical
statement of expected behavior to a specified standard (BY1,010 many of
the objectives clearly are a part of a standard curriculimpTd)?.. How many are

'40
.% .intended to be met in the regular classroom (D)2 ,'

,',11, i

A B
.. ,,.

. , , C
Number of '"-

Objectives, that

Include A Logical
Statement of

Number of Expected Behavior
Short-Term to a Specified
Objectives Standard

Number of
Objectives
That Are
Part of an
Established
Curriculum

1. Reading or oral or
written English . . . ... ..0....
a. Oral /expression . . ;. . .-
b. Listening comprehension . .

c. Written expression .
d. Spelling
e. Basic reading skill. . . 0 .

f..Reading comprehension. . . . . . .

2. Mathematics .. . .

. .11010.
q.

a. ,Mathematics eilculation . .

b/. Mathematics reasoning. . . , .1

0-

D

Number of
Objectives
To Be Met
In The

Regular
Classroom

4

3. Science ...... - .

4. Social science
5. General academic
6. Other academic

111111

.1111.1.100.001,

. .

7. Social adaptation
8. Self-help skills
9. Emotional
10. Physiaal Education

. ....0m

. ...
11. Motor skills . .

Gross motor skills . .j . . .

b. Fite motor skills . . . . :

12. Speech .

13. Visual acuity . .

14. Hearing
15. General physical health .

rrrr.r

. ..., 1000..
...Mb

. ...1..
- -

16. Vocational/prevocational .

a. Career awareness . . . . . .

b. Career exploration . .

c. Career preparation . . .

...m ..............
, .,------

- ----- ------
. .

------Al
ir

17. Other functional ..,

C:5 213
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A8. How many shortterm objectives are listO that show intended beginning
and target.completion dates that encompass a time frasie that

a. Begins and ends within the first half okthe
yeai?

b. Begini and ends within the second half of the
school year? ""71 40

c.' 'Extends from the-beginning to the end of the
school year?

d. Is less than the full school yeax but begins
. within the first half of the school year and

ends within the second half?

e. Time frame is neither stated nor implied

9. What proportion (or amount) of the student's time is assigned to the
'special services specified on the IEP4 (Include. only spetial services
thatoreplace regular instruction.) (Enter "4" if IEP does not give
proportion or amount of time.)

. percent or minutes per week

10. )Which of the following related services is the student intended to receive?

,

: .

(Circle all that apply)

Audiology .... 1
-

Counseling . . . , . 2

Medical services 3

Occupational therapy 4

Parent counseling and training 5

Physical therapy ,. % . 6

Psychalogical services . 7

:.. Recreation. 1 8
.

'Social work service . 9

Transportation j

(v.

10

Other . .11

'at

C.6
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1

11. Which of the following best describes this IEP's sta tement of rationale
,

for placement?
i

I

(Circle *one)

The IEP does not include such a statement 1 ;

There is such a statement, but it does not add to what is
already clear from the balante of the IEP 2

There is such a statement, and the statement adds 6,
the information provided by the balance of the IEP 3

A. 12. Which of the following best describes the statement of beginnifig date(s)
of service?

4 ; (Circle one)

- Is (ate) specifically stated ,1

May bt Anferred froq,dates given for goals or objectives . : . . 2

Must b inferred from date IEP was prepared . S

/ There 5s insufficient informationupon which to base an
.

inference 4

13. 'Which of the following best describes the statement(s) of duration of
serytres to be provided?

(Circle one) ''

Is _(are) specifically stated 1

May be inferred from dates given for goals or objectives . . . . 2

Must be inferred frOm headings that sate that goals are
"annual" goals 3

States that services will be provided "as long as needed" . . . 4

There is insufficient information upon which to base-an
inference .5

14. Which of the following statements best describes the evaluation procedure
for the short-term objectives?

(Circle one)
A

Procedure is clear from.the short -term objectives 1
Procedure is precise statements of how the evaluation should
be conducted ir , 2

Procedure must be inferred from unclear statement,stor.unclear
short-term objectives

..---*:

3
. ,

Procedure cannot be inferred because it is not stated and IEP
has ao short-Otrm objectives , 41, 4

C-7 215
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15. Which .of the following statements best describesthe evaluation schedule 4

for. the short-term objectives?

. (Circle one)

Schedule is specifically stated alibeing the evaluation .

schedule 1 .

Schedule may be inferred from shortlerm objectives. . . t . . . 2

Schedule must be inferrid from the beginning-of-treatment and
endof-treatment.dates .

.Schedule is not'atated or implied . 4

16. Which of thefollowing statements best describes whether at least an
annual evaluation of short-term objectives is required?

(Circle one)

All of the short-term objectives appear to require at least
an annual evaluation . 1

Some but not all of the short-term objectives appear to
require at least an annual evaluation

None of' the short-terni objectives require at least an,
annual evaluation 3

Such information is not given and cannot be inferred 4

C.8
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O.M.B. No. 51-S78035
Approyal Expires 30 September 1979

This study is authorized by law. Although you are not re-'
quired Co respond, Your cooperation is needed to make.this.study.
comprehensive, accurate; and timely. _(20 U.S.C. 1401)

Student ID Number

STUpENT CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE '

tV.. Student descriptive' information:

I

a. Age . . . years

r-

d. Race (Circle one)
. .

b. Griao .

$ 6

. ----- (1) American Indiad or Alaskanilpfve . 1
.,

1 (2) Asian or Pacific Islander , 2

c. Sex *" (Circie one) (3) Black, not "Hispanic . . ,. ....../.. 3.

W, Male . . 1 (4) Hispanic 4.

(2) Female . 2 (5),White, not Hispanic : . : . 5

2. .Please specify, for each type of instructional setting in which this student
receives special educational services (Column A), the average number of

'students in this student's class(es) (Column B), the average number of staf
members presenting instruction in this student's class(es) '(Coluin C), and
the total number of hours per week of instruction provided to this"student
(Column 0). PLEASE NOTE THAT IF THE STUDENT RECEIVES SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL
SERVICES IN MORE THAN ONE OF A PARTICULAR TYPE OF SETTING (E.G., THE STUDENT
GOES TO MORE THAN ONE RESOURCE ROOM), COLUMNS B AND C SHOULD LIST THE AVERAGE
NUMBERS OF STUDENTS AND STAFF WHILE COLUMN D SHOULD LIST THE TOTAL HOURS PER
WEEK.

A B

_Instructional Setting

Average
Number of 4.
S en "s

t oident
Classes )

a. Resource room ,'

b.. Selfcontained special
education class

c. Regular ciassfoom made up
of both handicapped and non -
handicapped children

d. -Hospital program

e. Aomebound program

f. Other (please spec

l'Foria 631,1 -19

C
a

.

verage Number::
of Staff

Members, Including,
Aides,Presenting
Instruction in this
Student's CIass(2s)

At.

.

P. °

.

_ -

Total Hours,
Per Week of
Instruction
Provided to_

This Student

OVE&
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.e.

3. Thernature and severity of the student's disability is:
4

. (Circile all that apply)

"EMR'' 4LIS S/P

a. Mentally retarded . .

b. . Learning disabled .... ..

. . . . . 2 . .

Moderate

.

Severe

I .

Emotionally disturbed . .. .... I . . 2 . . 3

Speech impaired . ............
, 4 I . . . 2 . . . . 3

e. Deaf .or hard, of hearing ..... . . I . . . : 2 .3

f. 'Orthopedically impaired (crippled) . I . . . 2 . . . 3

g. Visually'handicipped ... ... ... 1 2 . . . 3

.h. Other (specify . ) . . 1. . . . 2 . . 3
r

.

4. If die student has 'an IEP, please provide the following information regarding .

the student's and his/her parents' or guardians' participation in the IEP
process?

.

(Circle one number in each line)

a. Did a parent or guardian approve the IEP
by signing it? .

b. Did a parent or guardian. verbally (in person
or by'telephone) approve the IEP? .......

C., Did a parent or guardian refuse to approve the
IEP on the basis of his/her cciasideripg it .

inappropriate? , .

d. ,Did 'a parentor guardian discuss the completed
. IEP with a teacher, counselor,'or other school '

. . representative? , .....
,

e. 'Pid .a parent or guardian meet with theIEP
committee to discuss the deVelopeciIEP? .....

f. Ar)id a parent or guardian articipate in the
development of the IEP;, hat is, did he/she
meet with the IEP committee during'the develop-
ment. process and provide inputs to the .

g. has the student discussed his/her IEP with a
teacher, cdunselgr, or other school br
represedtative?'? .......

I

. . . , . . .

h. Did the student participate in the development
of the IEP;othat is, did he/she meet with the
IEP committee during the'development process
and provide inputs to the IEP?

Yes No

I 2

I . . 2 .

I .2

I 2

.

I . . . 2 . .

I . . . 2 . .

1 . . . 2

I $ 2

.D2

Don't
Know

3

. 3

3

.

3

. a

. 3

. 3



Data-of-Record Form 4:
PubliC School Student information

Student ID Number

1.° The instructional settings in which this student receives special '

educational services is noted by the teacher in item 2 of the,,Student
Chkracteristics Questionnaire. For each instructional setting so
oted in item 2, determine in your.fol.low-up interview with the
teacher whether or not 'the applicable 4nstructional setting is '

located ig (dr for hospital agchhomebound programs, supervised
through) the sampled school. If the student is served 1yticular
type of setting in both a sampled schoo.1 and in another school (or
schools), so indicate. Use the "not applicable" code for types of
settings that do not apply to this student.

instructional SeIting.

(CircWone number on'each line)
w."

Both
Sampled

and
Sampled Other Other Not

School School(s) School(s) Applicable

3. Resource room ............ 1 . . 2 . .

o. Self- contained special eaucatiOn . . I. . . . 2 . .

c. gegular classioom made up of both),

handicapped and nonhandicapped
children- ...... . ...... 1 . 2 . .

.Hospital program ........ .. 1 2 .

e. Homebound program ...... . . 1 . . . 2 .

jOther (Please specify ) . 1 . . 2

X

' 221)
D.3

a I

. . 3 ..... 4

3 . ..4 4

. 3 ...

.... 4 ,

. 3 ..... 4

. .3 . .. 4
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110, 51-578035 .

Approval Expire's 3 September 479'

This study Is'' authorized by law. Although you ate, not re-
quired,to respdbd, your' cooperation is needed to make this study
comprehensive, accurate, and timely. (20 U.S.C. 1401)

School ID Number

SCH601:dHAriACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE
, .4.

1. Mich of the following hat describes this school?

(Circle one)

.a. Regular,puhlic ss o
n 1

6. Special Publiclday^school . 4
o

c. Public residential school 3

d. Other (please specify) '0

4,

I qf*, 0

. 2. Which of the following best desciibes the location of this school?

- '. (Circle one)

a.' ,A small rural &r farming community 1
.0

'0 .' -Ail,. *A pall city oixtown .of under 50,000 that is not a
: Suburb of i'city of 50,000 or over . . 2
. , .

. . ..3..

-

- c. .A city of 50,000-200,000 that is not a suburb of a
. city of mox.e than 200,000 . . -:.. . 3

d. The suburb of:.a.city of 50,000-200,000 '. / ... .. . . . 4
*.-..

e% A city of 200,000=$00,000 that is not a suburb of 4

a city of more!ih4n 500,000 5
. .

1. The suburb of :a city of 200,000-500,000 . 16

g. A city of oyer 500,000
.

7

h. A suburb of a'' City of over 500,d0Q
,

8

.. __
'2.

r

Imo

b

3. How many personnel on thisschool's staff (including any itinew(te teachers)

are certified in speiM1 echkation? (Express as full-time equivalents.)
How many of these are full-time at this school, and how many are part-time?

a: (FTE) 4pecial echication teachers

b. ..full -time special education teachers

part44me specillndatation teachers

OE Porta 631,1-79
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School ID Number

r
Data -of- Record. oem 2: Public School Information

7
. .

4'

1. .Grade range of school'
.

1

Ifungraded, student age range:
.

to

- to

2. Total c4r;ent school enrollment

The number of handicapped chiApren who. were enrolled in the
an receiving special educatio and related services as of
1978 (including any handicapped children receiving special
and related services from 89-313 or Regular Title I, and in
any handitapped chAdren in the school who received all or
of their special education-4d 'related services at another

3

on a Pullout basis..

. /

111S*11==11

school
December 1,
education
cluding
a portion
school

4: -Complete this item only if there are children in "3" above who do.
hot currently have ,IEPs.

4

a. Appriptimate number of 9hildren in "3" above who do not
currently have IEPs.

b. Enter the- approximate percent of these children' whose IEP status &ails
into each 'of the following categories.

(1) The school does not intend to prepare ati IEP

(Reison: )
9

(2) An IEP willbe
..competed

(3) The assessment
set up ...

.1i111

pre red, but the assessment.has not been

is complete but a committee has not been
. ":` ....

(4) The committee has started' the IEPtut has not yet completed
.it

Si) Either (Specify: )

(OVER)

E.2
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4

4

(bata of Record or 2: Public School Information Continued)
.

5. Complete this item ggly,if thaw are handicapped ohildren (from "3" above)
,

who are not included in the 94-4.42 cohnt, but instead are served by Regular
Title /, 85-313, or some other "funding source."

The (a) funding' sources, (b) approximate number of handicapped children
served by each source, aqd Cc) approximate dumber of the children, having
fIEU, funded by eadh source is:

(a)

Funding Source,

Regular Title /

89-313 .!

(Circle all\
that analv)

2

Other pacify:

) . 3 .

.

(b) Cc)

Number of
Handicapped Number of
Children-- Children
Served with IEPs,

.

4

6. Complete this item osk if some or all Of the children in "3" above currently
receive all or a portion df their special education and related service at

. another school on -a-pullout basis.

a. Approximate number of children who currently receive all or
part of their special education and related services at another
school on g pullout basis.

b. Check thd blank if /EPi for these children typically are
kgpt in this school.

2
E..3 224
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0.M.B. No. 51-S78035
Approval Expires 30 September 1979

lq'
This study is'authorized by law. Although you are not re-

quired to respond, your cooperation is needed to make this study
comprehensive, accu ;ate, and timely. (20 U.S.C. 1401)

I

_SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE

Schoca District ID Number, p

What is the.current, average annual per-pupil expenditure for this school
district? (Include funding from Iocal, state, ,and federal sources.)

annual per pupil txpenditure for district

2. How many professionals ate on thd special education staff at the district
-level? (Express as full-time equivalents.)

'(FTE) special education professional staff

3.: Are services forthe handicapped provided p) students in this school
district through intermediate districts or a cooperative arrangement
with other districts that have been established for this purpo e?

(Circle one)
Yes ..... 1

No 2

If yes,

a. How'many schools are included in the intermediate or coopipratilfe
district?

schools
l

b. How many professional personnel are on the special,educatin "staff

at the intermediate or cooperative district level? (Express as

full-time equivalents.)

(FTE) professional personnel

4. Are any educational services 1) any handicapped students in the district
contracted by the school district to a private school or institution?

(Circle one)
Yes ..... r
No .... 2

If yes,

a. How many handicapped students are presently receiving such contracted
educational services?

students

b. How many of these handicapped students are receiving these contracted
educational services outside of the geographic boundaries of this
school

OE FORM 631,1-79

students
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Data -of -iecord Form 1: School District Information

.

School District ID Number

1. Indicate below whether or not item 3 on 1 School District Characterist*es
Questionnaire, has been answered "yes:"

(Circle dhe)

1
2

. Yes
No .... ...

If your answer''to item 1 above is "'yes," obtain (and appropriately record)
the information requested in items 2114 below during your meeting with the
school district representative.

2. The number of intermediate districts or cooperative arrangements with other
. districts through which handicapped students in this school are served is

3. Indicate whether or not all of the handicapped students who were receiving
. special education and related services in the district as of December 1,

1978, received these services through an intermediate district(s) or coopera-
tive arrangement with other district(s).

(Circle one)
1

No . . 2

de. If a "no" response is circled in item 3 above, indicate below the approximate
number of handicapped students, by type of handicipping.condition, who. were
as of December 1, 1978, receiving services through intermediate districts or
cooperative arrangements with other district?.

Type of Handicap

a. Mentally retarded

b. Learning disabled

c. , Emotionally distrubed.

d. Speech impaired

e. Deaf or hard of hearing

f. Orthopedicely impaired (crippled)

g. `-VislialR handicapped

h. other (specify

41,
F.2.

Approximate
Number of

Students Served

1.1
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Appendix G

7 I

State/Special Facility Characteristics Questionnaire

-and

Data-of4Record Form 3 :

This questionnaire was approved by O.M.B. with the following title:

State Facility Characteristics Questionnaire. This title was modified after

O.M.B. approval to more accurately.descxibe the types of facilities for which

data were collected.

1010.
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0.M.B. No. 51078035
Approval Expires 30 September 1979

This 'study is authorized by' law. Alchougg you are not re-
quired to respond, your cooperation is nehdedto make this study
comprehensive, accurate, and timlly. (20 U.S.C. 1401)

STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE

Facility ID Number

1. Is 'this facility:

/

PIO

(Circle one)

a. State operated' 1

b. State supported, but not stateOperated? 2

c. Other (specify)? ,

2. What is the primary purpose of this facility?
. .

(a) Residential treatment that includes educational
services

. . 3

(Circle one)

1

(b) Day care treatment that includes educational services 2

(c) Day care and tesidential treatment that includep
educational services 3

(d) Educational services only 4

(e) Other (specify . . 5

3. What is the nature and yev r y of the handicappi3g conditions of students
served?

(Circle all that apply)

EMR TMR S/P

a. Mentally retarded ............ 16. . . 2 . . . 3

Mild Moderate Severe

b. Learning disabled .' ........... 1 . . . ..3

c. Emotionally disturbed ...... ... 1 . . . . 2 . . 3

,d. /Speech impaired ........ . . . 1 . .

: 3

e . /.Deaf or hard of hearing . . ....... 1 . . . . 2 . . . .

f. Orthopedically impaired (crippled) . . 1 . . 2 . . . 3

g. Visually handicapped .... .. ... 1 . . 2 . . 3

h. Other (specify ) . . 1 . . . 2 . . . . 3

223
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4. 'Please circle all grade levels.included in the educational facility.

Pre.% . K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10' '11 12

If ungraded, please indicate the age range of the students,being served.

Students range from to years of age.

10.

5. What is the current total enrollment in this educational facility?

.students -

6. Approximately what proportion of the students remain in this program for:

(Write in proportion ofstudents)

a. LVA than 3 months" percent

b. 3 months to 1 year' percent

c. More than l year but at more
than 2 years.' Percent

d. More than 2 years? percent

7. Is this educational facility:
(Circle one number in each row.)

Yes No

a. Acdredlted by the State education. agency' 1 2

. b. Supervised by the State education agency' 1 2

c. A part of, or supervised by, a local public
school system.' 1 1r

S

8. For what proportion of the students in this educational facility are
individualized education plans prepared to meet the requirements of

44IP

(Circle one number ia each row)
Some, But
Less Than'. More Than

None 25% 25-50 75%

a. P.L. 94-142? 1°. . 2 ..

51-75%

. . 4 . . .

b.

c.

P.L. 89-313? . . . . .

Title XIX (Intermediate

1 . . 2 , . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5

CiSe Facility /Mentally
Retarded)? . . .. , . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5

d. Joint Commission of
Accredited Hospitals
(JCAN)/' 1 . . . 2 . . . : 3 . . . 4 . .

e.

f.

Vocational Rehabilitation

Other (please spetify)

.1 . . . 2 . . . . 3 . . . 4 . . 5

. 1 . . . 2 . . . . 3 . . 4 . . . 5

S. . 1 . . . 3 . . . 4 . 5



40

.

9. Plea se indicate below the number and certification status of
u'instiuctional staff assigned to this educational facility.

a, Totil InstruCtional Staff

staff members

be Total Instructional Staff with Teadher Certification '

staff.members , .

f Iry

C; Total Instructional Staff with Certification in Special Edilcation

staff members

4

the

10. What percentage, if any, of students in this educational facility regularly
receive some educational services in a public school setting?

percent 0

10

G.3 231



DATA-OF-RECORD FORM 3:. STATE/SPECIAL FKCILITYANFORMATION .

Stata-raciliti4JD Number .
.

1. The number, of handicapped children aged 3-21 who' wefe enrolled in
the facility and. receiving special education and related services
as of DeceMber1, 1978 (including4pny handicapped children receiving
special education and related services ffom 89-313 or Regular Title
L, and including any handicapped childrenin the facility who re-
ceived allof a portion of.their special education and related ser-
vices at another school on,a pullout basis).

2. Complete this item only if there are children in "1" above who do
)not currently nave SEPs.

.14

.

a. Number of children:in "1" above who do not currently have -IEPV

b. Enter- the approximate percent of-,these childreh whose tEP.
status falls into each of the following categories. .

(1) The facility does not intend to prepare art. IEP

(Reason:

(2) ,An IEP prepared,. but the assessment has noc been
completed . . .....

(31 The assessment is complete but a committee has Snot been
set up

(4) The committee has started the .TEP but has not yet completed
it

A

(5) Other (Specify:,

14(

ANN

o

. .

4111p:
r.

t

'ti
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Level 2 Substudy Protocol
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Appendix

Level 2 Substudy Protocol

`Following is the sequence of actions to be taken during each LEA site

visit by personnel responsible for collecting data for the level 2 Retrbspec-

A0
.tive Longitudinal Substudy.

',

1) Make prior contact (or verify that contact, has been made) with

stlected states, districts, aid schools in accdfdance with the

r.
4

procedures established for the Basic Survey.

.
2) Meet with the school distrikkodireCtor of special education and

. distribute the School District Characterikticd Questionnaire.

Coliect, and scan -edit yestionnaire before leaving district. NOTE:

Prior to copducting the interviews noted in this activity and in

Activities 3-7 below, read the following to the.interviewee:

4E.

This study is authorized by law. Although you are not

required to respond, your cooperation iq needed to make this

study comprehensive, accurate, and,timely. (20 U.S.C: 1401) 1,

Interview district special education coordinator. Secure school
-

(

district .information regarding, the 1011owing for 'the current year
.

and, insofar isopractical, for the prdvious year.

a) The procedure by whice ytudent typically
.

is identified as

handicapped. .
ne'

b) How.IEPr typirally are developed, reviewed, and revised.

c) What role the parent udent typically, play in the up

process.
. .

d) -,The relationship. between resources available for providing

special-education to handicapped children and resources needed

for providing such services (for what, if any, services are

needed but are nat

Following are questions.thet might be asked to elicit the above o

information. These questions should, where appropriate, be asked

for both the current and the previous year. 'Nate "that Ar this

a

.234.



.
'or

interview and arl of the following interviews withother personnel,

the questions listed are intended only as general indications of

types of questions that might be asked to elicit the required infor-

mation. The'specific questions to be asked will vary considerably

depending upon the particular circumstances involved.

a) What is the procedure by which a student typically is identified .

as handicapped?

b) In approximately what proportion ofthe cases is this proced4e

followed? c
a.

c) If the typical procedure is used less than 904percent of. the

time, what alternative procedures are used?
1

d) If the typical Rrocedure is used less than 40.peapene.of the

time, what determines that an alternative procedure be used?

e) Typically, how are IEPs developed, reviewed, nd revised?
4, .

(e.g., Is an IEP developed by a committee or developed by a

teacher and'reviewed by a committee? Does_the committee sit

0 together as a committee to review an IEP or doe's eachhcommittee
. .

member review it independently? Are IEPs revised more often

than annually and, if so, what is the mechanism for revision?)

What proportion of handicapped students' parents assist in the

o development of the ,students'' mg?
4

g) What propc;rtion of IEPs receive parental approval? chat methods,

with what frequency, are used. t0 pbtain approval?

h) What 'Apportion of handicapped 'students participate in the IEP

developmental process?' What is the nature of their pirticipation?.4.

i) What, if.any,'services for handicapped children,are needed but

r not available?

3) At each sample school in the district, collect data fdr'the Basic

Study- andfoic Level 1 of the,Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy

'following the procedures establiihed for those studies.' This includes

the following activities:

S) Meet with school principal and distribute the School Character-
.

istics Questionnaire.

b) Select studeni sample.

cl Collect STEPS and distribute the Student Characteristics

Questionnaire,.

H.2
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/4

d) "Photocopy JEPs.. a .1
. .

e) Remove,peesonally identifying information from IEPs.
.

f) Collece,and scan-edit questionnaires. ;

-
g) Ship collected materials to ilr..

4) Review Level ..24sample.'student's rEPs (for the two-year period) and

all other data it the st udent's-4ile' related ,to determination of

,present-level 4f educational performance and development and imple-
.

mehtationOtithe IEE., .."

. ,

5) Interview saiple student's teacker or teachers. Secure information

regarding.thOollowing'for the current .year and, insofar as frac-
:. . .

tical, for die previous year. ,.

. , .. .

a) Speciareducatick and related services that the student actually

is/has been receiving.
.

b) , Tangible, evidence' (e.g., student's classroom folder, classrod6

activity sheets.; Classroom charts or bulletin board, classroom

materials, and other resources) of activities inwhich,the

student likely is involve4..-
. .

c) The eeacheilkperceptiqn*Klay. differences between _services

specified,in the student's IEPs and services the student actually

is/has beeli.4.receiving, and reasons for any.differences.

'
While the interview should be only loosely structured, the following

questions are appropniate., Duren 4the interviews, every effort must
4 c' .

be.made by Ihe.iFteiiievers to be unobtrusive, temperate, and coopers.

tive, Particularly. *left addreliing the issueof,differences between
. .

requirements listed on the IEP 'and, services actually provided.

a) What special 4Votion services does, this student' receive?

When !Where? AV° whom?
x.

b) What strptegies...4cr, methods are being used to meet the annual

goals and short-,term objectives listed on the IEP?

c)" Is it-praqica, 0 visit the student's classroom (where special

education serchcet are delivered)?

d) Is itvserictical.,t4 seg examples of the student's work toward

meetin the annuigoalsand short-term objectives? To see

classroom records, materials,etv., that indicate what progre

I! the student is makiiig and whilricesources are available to h m
. ,

or hei? A

' H.3
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4! 4

e) Do the speqal education services received by the student

differ from those listed on the UP'

f) If so, what are the reasons for the-difference?

g) WhO developed the student's IEP?

h) ,...familiar are the student's parents with the student's IEP

and special education program?

The teacher interview should be conducted in sufficient depth, and suffi-

cient notes should, be taken, to permit the interviewer to'document, as soon

after the interview as practical, the 32 items of informa tion listed on the

following data reiord forms (Exhibit H.I). Pertinent information from the

student's file rolm Activity 3 above, also should be used to complete the

items. Note that Items 2-14 and 16-21 refer to the student's actual special
'et

education progfams notZto the student's IEP.

6) Interview, as appropriate, the school principal, other school per-

sonne11 and/or members of the committee that developedthe student's

. Secure from. thg7principal'any general information regarding

the IEP process and resource availability that was nbt or could not

'

be obtained at the district level.

other school or committee' personnel,

that could not-be obtained from the

Also,,frok the principal and/or

obtain any required information

student's teacher(s) regarding

reasons for any difference between the IEP and services actually

provided. 4.
7) Interview student's parents or guardian. Wherever practical, to

minimize inconvenience-to the parents, conduct the parent,interviews

I; telephone. Explain the purpose of the survey, confidentiality of

data,.etc., to parent. Secure information regarding the following

for the current year and, insofar as practical'; for the previous

year. (Prior to interviewing parents, the interviewer will have

determined from school personnel whether or not the child's parents

are conversant in English and will have made appropriate arrangements

for conducting the inter view.)

b)

Nature of parental participation in the IEP procesi.

Degree that, parent is knowledgeable regarding the content of

the-viEP. If the parent is not fluent in English, what assis-

tance was provided to insure that the parent understood the IEP

and his/her rights under the law.

I
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Exhibit H.1

LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY DATA RECORD FORM

DATA REGARDING SPECIAL'EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED
(For Current School.Year)

Student I.D.

1. IEP was developed by

a. Teacher who provides the educational service.
b. Coimittee.

If "b," committee personnel and extent of inputs to IEP:
Personnel . Percent of Input

(2)

1P (3)
(4)

(5)
(6) 1

The Student's Present Level of Educationaljerformance
2. 4.

Approximate
date administered .

Cif multiple dates,
Name, or one sentence descriptor list latest date
of eacil'major test, instrument, prior to develop- 'Significant eval*ation
observation, or examination went of current reP4 results

Specific Special Educatios Services to be Provided to the Student, and Extent
of Participation in Regular Program. Projected Date of Initiation and Antici-
pated Duration of Service.

5. 6. it .7. 8.

Extent of
Participation

htle(s) and 1-2 sentence descriptor(s) Date of Anticipated (irr hours per

of each placement and any other services Initiation Duration of day and days'
including "related services." of Service Service per week)

9. Amount of time student is assigned to regular educationproiram (in hours ,

per week).

hours per week,

11.5 235



Exhibit H.1 (continued)

Annual

10.

foals

4

(

4

Short-Term Objectives

11.

The nature of"the instructional plan
actually used to meet the annual goals
(e.g., does teacher use a standardized
lesson plan, his/her own documented
lesson plan, informal sates, the short-
term objectives in Life IEP,' teaching

steps that are committed to memory? If
other than or in addition to the IEP,.
is the actual plan more detailed or
less detailed than that indicated by

for the studen the short-term objectives in the IEP ?)

0

12.

Proportion
of short-term
objectives for
which specific

evaluation
criteria exists

Proportion When

of short-term short-term
objectives for objectives

which evaluation are (will
procedures exist be) evaluaLed

'15. Summary of statements and dpinions regarding reasons for any differences between IEP and actual program.

23J 2.;
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Exhibit H.1 (continued)

DATA REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED
(For Prior School Year)

Student I.D.

16-19. -gpecific Special Education Services Provided tothe Student, and Extent
of Participation in Regular Program. Date of Initiationand Duration
of Service

*

- 16. 17. 18. 19. ,

Extent of
Participation

Title(s) and 1-2 sentence descriptor(s) Date of (in hours per
of each placement and any other . Initiation . DuratiOn day and days

services including "related services." of Service of Service per week)

20. 'Amount of time,'student was assigned to regular education program (in
hours per week).

21. AnAual goals for the student.

22.. Summary of statements and opinions'regarding reasons.fOr any differences
between IEP and actual program.

.e



Exhibit H.1 (continued) I

. e.

.2.

DATA REGARDING PARENTAL FAMILIARITY WITH THEIR
CHILD'S IEP AND SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM

(From Teacher)

23. Is parent sufficiently conversant in English to understand their child's IEP?

Yes Iii 4444..4.4

4

24. 1g "no," what steps have been taken to assist parents in understanding
the IEP?

25. Is parent aware child is classed as handicapped?

Yes No Don't know ,

26. Is parent aware that child has an IEP?

Yes No Don't know

27. If "yes," is parent familiar with the content of their child's IEP?

a. Yes, thoroughly familiar with content.
b. Yes, somewhat familiar with content.
c. Is only vaguely familiar with,content.
d. Is not at all familiar with content.

28. To what e*tut does parent agree that their child's IEP is appropriate?

a. Completely agrees with IEP..
b. Agrees with most of IEP.
. Agrees with a small part of IEP.

1 d. Completely disagrees with IEP.

29. If "a," "b," or !sc," what is nature of the disagreement?

30. Does parent consider that child is receiving services speCified in IEP?
s-

les No Doesn't know _____

31. If "no," what services does parent think are not being provided?
;

O

32. Summary of any additional information regarding parental perceptions of
the child's IEP, services received, or the IEP process:

H.8 24,e
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c) Degree that pirent'approves of the IEP.

d) The parent's.perceptiops of and degree of satisfaction with

services actually being'p.r4ovided.

While the interview should be only loosely structured, the following

questions are appropriate..

a) Are you aware that you child is'considered by the school to be

handicapped?

b) Are'you aware that your phild has an individualized educOion

,program? a -4400

c) If yes; are you familiar with the content,of the IEP for your/.

child? What assistance was provided to help you understand the A4.1;

content and intended use of the IEP?

(1) If yes, in general terms-, what do you see the IEP as consisting

of (i.e., what services does the IEP sair will be provided to

your child? When? Where? ,How? By whom?)

e) To what extent do you agiee with your child's IEP (e.g., do

you:

(1) Completely disagree with the IEP?

(2) Agree with a small part of the IEP?

(3) Agree with most of the IEP?

(4) Completely agree with the IEP?

f) Whatirole did you Oy in developing,and/or approving the IEP?

(e.g., Did you participate in the planning meeting? Review the

IEP with a school committee? RevieW the IEP with a teacher or .

nselor? Sign the IEP as an indication of your approval?)

g) What special education services is your child actually receiving?

h) How satisfied are you with the special services that ire being

provided?

As soon after the interview as prictical, or during the interview if

conducte4 by telephone, document the ten items of information listed on the

Parent Interview Summary (Exhibit H.2).

8) Prepare a narrative summary of any site-visit data, impressions, or

opinions iot. already documented on the forms presented above. In

particular, include results of the LEA-level interview(s),in this .

narrative summary.

H.9 243



Exhibit H.2

LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY PARENT INTERVIEW SUMMARY

PARENT. INTERVIEW SUMMARY
(From Parent)

1. Is parent sufficiently conversant in English to understand their child's IEP?

Yes No

2. If "no," what steps have been taken.toissist parents in understanding the IEP?

a, Is parent aware child is classed as handiceppep

Yes No Could not determine

4. Is paient aware that child has an IEP?

Yes .

%et

No 40.
5. If "yes," is parent familiar with the content of their child's IEP ?`

a. Yes, thoroughly familiar with content.
b. Yes, somewhat familiar with content.
c. Is only vaguely familiar with content.
d. Is not at all familiar with content.

6. To what extent does parent agree that their child's IEP is appropriate?

a. Completely agrees with IEP.
b. Agrees with most of IEP.
c. Agrees with a-small part of IEP.
d. Completely disagrees with IEP.

7. If "a," "b," or "c," what is the nature of the disagreement?

8. Does patent consider that child is receiving services specified in IEP?

Yes No Doesn'tknow___
9. If "no," what services does parent think are not being provided?

O. 'Iv

10. Summary of any additional parent information regarding their child's IEP,
services received, or the IEP profess:

I

214
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Appendix I

This study is authorized by laic 'Although you are not required
to'respond, your cooperation is needed to make this study comprehen-
sive, accurate, afiZ fimely. S20.U.S.C. 1401)

INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR SELECTION OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS,

, NATIONAL SURVEY OF IEPsFOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN -

,Attached is a .list of, al l public scioksiin your school diSfrict

reported in the Curriculum Information Center file.' Those schools Ossified

as "special educationrschools are identified by an asterisk "*".. What is

thought to be the current total, enrollment for each school is also listed.`` To

assist R ear h Triangle Instifute.,(RTI) personnel'in selecting,the schools

from yo district that will participate in the National Survey- of IEPs fOi
.

Handicapped Children, answers'to the following five questiOns would be most

. helpful'. At RTI representative will,contict ybu within te next few. days and..

will discuss these questions with you or yOur designee.- Your assistance is

greatly appreciated. 46

1, Isthe rist of rhools Ina5es and addresses) correct? If not, what

46, corrections should be made?
a.

2: Are the grade levels listed for each school correct? If not, what

corrections should be made?

3. ,Is the current enrollment data essentially correct? elf not, what

corrections should be made?

4. Are the "special eduCation" 'schools correctly identified? If not, $.

. what corrections,, should be made?

5. If any of the schools are ungraded, ghat is the age range of students

being served at each ungraded* school?

6. What is theme approximate enrollment of handicapped students (as

defined in Section 602 of the Education for.All Handicapped Children

Oct of 1975 [P.L. 94-1421) in each of the schools in the district?

.

1 Curriculum Information Center, Incorporated, 606 Ross Building, 1726
Champs Street, Denver, ColoradO, 80202. 0
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mireceprof Education-
Department of Education

11 Dear'

4 The Bureau of Education for theiHandicappe hai contracted. with the
Research Tria0gle,Inttitute, (RTI) to conduct a natfOnai'survey of .

the written Individbalized Education Program that are'reauired by ` .?

- the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 _(PL 94-11).
Settion 61R(d)'of the Act also requires that a national survey desYrth-

.

ing IEPs be-conducted to assist tongress rn evaluating the usefulness
, of these documents. .Pnclosed is a brief dei.eription of the -RTI survey.

RTI is scheduled to collett,dat,i for the survey during the period from
Jinuary'throltigh'Aptll 1970.#'60 survey has been coordinated with the
Cornittee of evalultion and InforMation Systems (CEIS) and CEIS has
pRroved the instrumentation.

Alscrentlosed is a ;Mt of those total Education Agencies in ydur itate
ron Which schools will be selected for participation in the survt;y:

"This 'list identifies those LEAs(1) selected only for the basic surv,sy
and Level 1 of the ,Longitudinal Substudy, and those (2) selected -for
Levet62 of the Longitudinal Substudy (see enclosed study descri)+titn).

4 A separate satiple of state facilities is in the selection process, and
rgartIll be. inTorned as to.xhe selection of any sucti facility(ies) f:aorl
yclkstate when this-procesi is completed. . 4 o,

4.

.
I hopeyou will.oparticioate in,this important survey. You'r assistance.

in the data collection aspect of this project will insure that this
activity is completed successfully and with minimal dieruntion of
normal LEA/school operations. If you would identify a project Boor- -

dinator, RTI can develop an operating plan in either of these twos
ways:'

Option 1. The state level atoject coordinator will t%anage
the distribution of informational materials to
selected,LFAs and coordinate subsequent contacts

'.with those LEAs.

Or
Option. 2. Thy contractor (RTI) after contacting the state

# . coordinator will nail materials directly to LEAs
and involve the State Edutation Agency only as

1 a natter of informatiOn.

4 a

1
.

4 4

4
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t \

4

'

I

l

ASSUntliA that your giate Director of SiS 4:1411 gducaiioo wiii he the
appropriate pernon to coordinate th.!se activities, an RTL Project
staff member will contact this individ al by telephone during the
period ipeember 20-January 5. Sh6ld 'ou dcsire'to designate some-
one other than'thpls individual, or ff Gn have questions, pleas4
contact Dr. John Pyocha, ET' Project flroccor, toil; free (1-800-134-%'
8571), or Dr. Linda Morxa, DER Pro jPc Of der, at (202) 472-2535.

Your cooveratiOn in this important st4cly is greatly appreciated... '

Sincerely,

(ti
rldwin. W. Martin
Deputy commissioner'
Aureau of Education for the
i Handicapped

.cc: State CEIS Coordinator
State Director of Special Education

#1"
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CENTER ron EDUCATIONAL neszniton nn0 EVALUATION

27 December 1978

Coofdinator oi Special Education

' Dear
lo

\
-

,We-are pleased Oal, has agreed to participate in the national survey
ot Inevidual,ized Education .Programs that is to be conducted by Research

'Triangli.lnsyitute-(RTI). The ,purpose of this letter is to confirm our tele-
hone conversation on December 27, 1978, regarding your choice of options for
future contacts with the school districts inyour state that have been selected
in Che national sample'.

*.4*

4

Ct. is'our..understanding that it will be most convenient for if mailings
and telephone corrtaLts are made directly to sampleg districts by representatives
of 'i'ther the Borean-of Education for the Handicapped (BM or Rfl. In this
regard; the first mailing to the superintendent of each selected school district
wilj be a letter from BEH to'notify the superintendent of the district's
selection into the sample, ,lo provide a. brief description of the study, to
indicate that state-level support has been received, and to solicit district
cooperation. Subsequent mailings and telephone contacts to verify and schedule

,data colleition activities c4Ill be made by a,representative Of RT1. You,

the Project Coordinator for your state, will he .informed of the data collection
schedule and you wilJ ''receke Anformat:ion copies of all 'matlings..

.

.
'Shouid.any qt!estions4?r_Oiattcerns-.arise during the conrse.of the study, please
tioinot hesitate to rail, me or the RTI.ProjecA Nrector, Dr. John Pyecha (toll-
'free, 1-800-354-857l), or Dr. Lindajlorra, BEH.Project Officer (202-472-2535).

*
k

' .

Tliatiki again for your suppOil.
.

Your cooperation im,,tills important national

survey is appreciated,. and we, will make every effort .to minimize any intim-.
venience to the school systems associated with cric data sollection effort.

.. .

Sik.erely,
.

.

11 ild ql . 1
R 4 IIN ° .'''t t t 0 th..z... . . . .

t
4 0

,
% J 'Wayne Bridburry

Survey Specialist
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OEPAR/TMENt CF HEALTH EDUICATION
oFice'OF EDUCA T ION

Ar ASSINGTON O C 2012

ANO WELFARE

14 February 1979

The Bureau of Edutation fiir the HandicoppedWas contracted with the
Research Triangle institute (RT1") teconduct a national survey of the
written Individualized Education Programs that are required by the Educa-
tion for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 24;142). Section
618(d) of the Act also requires that a national' survey describing IEPs be
conducted to assist Congress in evaluating.the usefulness of these documents.
Eqclosed is a brief d*scription of the RTI Survey. RTI is scheduled to
collect data for the survey during the period from January through April
19/9.

Your district has beeh.seleCted for participation in this study. A
letter describing the survey' and indicating that your district has "been
selected for participation has been sent from the United States Office of
Education to both your Chief State School Officer (CSSO) and State repre-
sentative of the Committee on Evaluation and Information Systems (LEIS)
of the Council of Chief State School Officers.
State Superinteddent of Education, has agreed to the State's participation
and has appointed Department of Specialized Educational
Services, as the contact person for survey activities in thestate.

I hope .you will participate in this important survey. To facilitate
the conduct of survey activities in your district, you are invited to
designate your Special Education Director or other such staff member as
project cdbrdinator. Your assistance in the data collection aspects of
this project will insure that thii activity is completed successfully and
with minimal disruption of normal LEA/school operations. Within the next
few days, an RTI representative will telephone to discuss your participa-
tion in the survey. Your participation will consist of the inclusion of
a few schoos in your district in the natiinal sample of schools. To

assist BTI.personnel, in selecting these sararle schools, a minimal amount,
of information provided by your office would be most helpful. The RTI
representative will discuss these needs during this initial contact.
Once the.sampie schools are selected, you will be notified of the selec-
tion and the schools will be contacted through your designated district
coordinatoi.

RTI can develop an operating plan for either of the_fAlowing options.
The RTI representative will ask about your preference duripg the initial
telephone contact.

253
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13 February 1979
Page Two

a

'Option.1: The district coordinator will facilitate the study activi-
ties by coordinating

. ,

.

school, contacts and da collection
1 . 0%4 in that sample schools. .

,'
:

Option 2: RTI, after obtaining the required information from Our
district, sill contact those sample schools directly and
involve the district only as a matter of inforthation.
4111w

4

. We will make every.effort to minimize any inconvenience to the .

schools and school systems associated with the data collection effort.
Ta provide you with a,clearer-idea of the activities planned for the
school district and the' schools selected into the sample, three addi-
tional items are enclosed; a summary of data collection activities.to be
undertaken in the sampled schools,, a Confideptiality-of-D4a_Statemeht,
and "copies of the .three questionnaires to he used. Fax au..further
required information regarding the survey or its Impact on. your school
district, please contact the RTI Project Director, Dr. John Pyecha toll -

free (1-800-334-8571); or BEg Project Officer, Dr. Linda. Morra
,(l-202-472-2535).* .

Your cooperation in this important national vey is greatly
appreciated.

LM:ls

Enclosures'

cc:'

Honorable

Sincerely,

(Original signed by Linda Morra)

Dr. Linda Morra
Project Officer
State Program Studies Branch
400 Maryland Avenue, S.W.
Donohoe Building, Room 3145
Washington, DJ C. .20202

Department of ,.Specialized EduCational Services'
State Superintendent of Education

State'Director of Special Education
CEIS Coordinator

L.2
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Appendix hr

Summaty Descriptidn of the National Survey .of

rndivtdualized Education Programs'

go'

V

I

1 The listiof survey questions included in ibis summary description subse-
quently was modified slightly. The revised questions are listed Table 3.1
of this volume. Also, the title of the State Facility Substudy, which is
included in this summary description was subsequently changed to State/Special
Facilities Substudy.
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Introduction .

Written individualized' Education Programs (IEPs) for a]4 handicapped
children are required by"the Education Tor All Handicapped Children Act of
1975 (./.. 94-142). Section 418(d) of the"Act also requires a national
survey 'describing. IEPs to assist Congress in ,evaluating the usefulness' of
these documents. 'The Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH), USOE,,
has contracted with the Research Triangle Institute (RTI) to conduct this*

Summary Description of the National Survey
of Ind*vidualized Education Programs

survey in eaily 1979..

The. national survey includes a Basic Survey and two substudies: a State
Facility Substudy and a Retrospective Longitudinal Subitudy Following is a
brief description of the Basic Survey and the substudies. RTI, fully recog-
nizing the importance of maintaining the confidentiality oT all collected
data, has deyeloped procedures to ensure that the survey willte conducted in
compliance wjtb both the Privacy Act of 1974 and the Family Educational Rights
and,Privacy Act. of 1974, Data collection proCedures have been carefully
planned to ensure that all fedetal, state, and local requirements, are met. No
personally identifying information about individual participants will be left
:.on any of thedata collected from any school or facility.

Basic Survey_

. The Basic Surveyis intended to provide answers tothe following questions:

1) What do /EN look like?

2) What kinds of information do IEPs contain?

3) How is informaticin presented in IEPs?
4

4) Who participates in the development and approval of IEPs?

5) What types of special educational and related services are specified
in I

.
6) proportionwhat service Settings, and for what prortion of the academic week

do. students receive the special educational services specified in. IEPs?

7) What are the characteristics Rf -thq students receivin .apecial
"educational services in pub1Jc schools, and of the schools and
school districts in which t$ey are enrolled?

8) How do the-type, service setting, and amount of special education
services specified in IEPs varl by selected student and school
characteristics?

9) How do the format, properties, content, and development process of
IEPs vary by selected student and school characteristics?

The Basic Survey will involve lookingat the IEPs and related information'"
from a national sample of 2,770 public school students from 515 schools in 225

256
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school districts. .A trained survey specialist will visit each school ill the
,Survey sample to select the student'sample and to, complete all data collection

'-..factivities. After selecting the sample' of students (and before leaving the
schol district), the survey specialist will photocopy each, sample student's
IEP any personally identifiable information), distribute a School
Characteristics Questionnaire to the principal and a Student Characteristics
Questionnaire to the teacher most knowledgeable about the student's IEP,
collect the completed questionnaires (including a School District Charac-
teristics Questionnaire that has previously been mailed to the school district
'superintendent), and place a unique ID number on each IEP and questionnaire.
Thistprocedure was selected in order to place as little burden as possible on .

participants. All data will go to RTI for anonymous processing. Each IEP
will be coded by applyinean IEP Checklist at RTI'.

The two-page Student Characteristics Questionnaire will prSt.ride infor-
mation regarding the participantsiin the development and approval,of IEPs, the
service settings in which, students receive the special educational services
specified in IEPs, the proportion ofthe academic week that students spend
receiving these special services, and the characteristics of students receiv-
ing the special services. The ode-page School Characteristics Questionnaire
and the one-page School District Characteristics Questionnaire will provide
data regarding the characteristics of the schools and school districts in
which the students receiving special education services.are enrnj.led.

I

St-ate Facility Subs tudy

The objectives of the State Facility Subitudy are similar td the objec-
tives of the Basic Survey except that the focus is arhandicapped children in
' "state facilities" rather, than in public elementary or secondary schools.
1Decifically, the State Facility substudy is intended to provide answers to
the following questions:

10) What are the answers to questions 1-6 above for the IEPs of students
served in statfacilities?

11) What. are the characteristics of the students receiving special
education services in state facilities and of the facilities in:
which they dare enrolled?

12) How do t type, service setting, and amount of special educition
serviceIIpecified in IEPs vary by selected state facility

. ti characteristics?
f t

13) How do the format, properties, content, and development process of

4

IEPs vary by selected Sate facility charactrristics?

14) How do ehe answers to questions 1-6 above for studentt served
in public schools differ from answers to the same questions for
students.served in state faciliAies?

t The State Facility Substudy will be conducted in conjunctio ,,with the
Basic Survey by including a sample of 600 students who are served in a'total
of 75 state facilities (8 students will be selected from each facility). In

general, all procedures and schedules for collecting, processin analyzing,
and reporting data for the Basic Survey are applicable to this s bstudy. The
,three -page State Facility Chayacteristici Questionnaire. will be used for

4
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basically the same purposes as the School and School District Questionnaires':
to describe the facilities in the sample, and to determine the existence of
sitnificant relationships between state facilities and the properties and
content of IEPs and the types of special services being provided.

;)

Retrospeetive Longitudinal Substudy'

A Retrospective'Longitudinal Substudy will be conducted at two levels..
The first level involves a subsample of 515 of yhe 2,770 students included in.
the Basic Survey who have had IEPs prepared for two conecutive,school years
by schools within the same LEA. This subsample will be obtained by selecting
one student at each of the 515 sampled schools. The second level involves a
suhgample ,of approximately 55 of the 515 students included.in the Level 1
subsample. These 55 students will be selected by taking one student from each
of the sample schools in 24 LEAs.

The objective of the Level 1 Substudy is to assess changes occurring from
.one year to the next in the properties and content pf IEPs,the process whereby
they were developed, and in the nature and setting of the special services
they specify as being prOvided. That is, the Level 1 Substudy will answer the
following question:

15) What is the difference betwegn .wo consecutive school .years in the
answersibto Basic Survey Questions 1-6 above for the same students?

To answer this- question,- the IEP fiai the preceeding year will be collected
and analyzed along,with the:IEP for the.current year for each of the students

.

included in the subsample.,
4

r

The objectives of the Level 2'Substudy.are to.supplement the information ,.

obtained=in Cie Level 1 Subieudyrwithinfolmation;About the special, eddcatioi ,

add- relatdd serv.ides.actUally,.re.seived hy.hindicapped students and to assess,
the degree 'to Sthich.the services actually ProvOed coincide'vith those gpeCi-
fied'n the IEPs. fiord spetifially, the Level 2, Substucly will isovide answers
to the folldting questions: ,

,

. .', '.
..

,
..

14)..... What is the nature of the specigl,e44cation and relIted services
that students in the subsample actually received?

t. ..
.. . t

17) HowIc1 l he special educatimn;tserviCes actually received by students
in the subsample compare t6 those specified in their IEPs?

.
>

18) How. knowledgeabiCare parents.(guardians) abdut the IEPs of their
, children .waidn)1

. 4
1

$
To answer teese questions, the sample s.tddedts' teachers, parents, nd

other,relevant school personnel will beint rviewed for information abo the

types of services each student received, or is receiving; during the two year
, time frame cdvered tr the IEPs, Pertinent information also will be ob ained
by reviewing each student's school ,records, and studying his/her c rent

school education program. The education and related services received by each
student, during the two-year period then will becompared to those services
described in his/her.IEP: Such*findings are important since they,piovide an

. indication of the validity of the information obtained from IEPs in the Basic
. Aurvey about ,the type and teryice setting of the special services received by
handicapped gtudents. ,

t

-' t 1.

.
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Confidentiality of Data Statement
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Example of. Confidentiality -of -Date Statement

DeSign 'of a' National Survey of individualized Education Progra ms-_
Research. Triangle Institute

Throughout the design'of a national survey of Individualized Education
Programs (IEPs), the Research Triangle Ins kute (RTI) will comply with the
Privacy Act of-1974 and the Family Educational Rights-and Privacy Act of 1974.
These two Federal acts, the latter of which is often referred to as the
Buckley. Amendment, have been enacted to protect the privacy of 'parents and

, stuaents with respect to educational. records.

Privacy Act of 1974

The General Counsel of HEW, in a memorandum dated Nay 14, 1976., ruled
that record systems developed and maintained by a contractor/are not neces-
sarily "systems of records" under the Privacy,Act of 1974. The statement is
conditional and.holds true insofar as "the contracting agency is interested
only in obtairiing the result of the research or other work performed under
the Contract (generally in the form of ',s report) and does not require the
contractor to furnish it (the contracting agency) individually identifiable
records from the system established by the contracting.... . ."

The Family Educational Rights and the Privacy Act of 1974 (the Buckley
Amendmedt)

The HEW regulations on privacy rights of parents and students, which
implement the FaMily Educational Rights and the Privacy Act of 1974,-leuvide
for certain disclosures of persons' information by school districts, without
prior consent. Section 99.31, entitled "Prior Consent For Disclosure Not
Required,; states in part that:

) An educational agency or institution may disclose personally identi-
fiable information from the education records of a student,without
the written consent of the parent of thb student or the eligible
student if the disclosuie is

(3) Subject to the coartsons set forth in Section 99.35, to author-
. ized representatives of: . (iii) (rile Commissioner,. the

Director of the National Institute ottEducation, or the Assistant
Secretary for Education, or....

.

Section 99.35, entitled "Disclosure to Certain Federal and State officials for
Federal Program Purposes," specifies as follows the eondiiions which such
disclosures must meet:

(a) Nothing in Section.438 of the Act or this part shall precludefauhor-
ized representatives of officials listed in Section 99.31(a)(3),fromc
hiving access to studeneand other records which may be necessary in
connection with the audit and evaluation of Federally supported,
educatiorvprograms, or in connection with the enforcement of or
ompliance with the Federal legal requirements whiehrelateto'these
programs.

2 G u
011111g.r....j

-4 (t.



e%

4 0

V
.

.
Vs,

4 .... .
1, . ' 4.

.44

i , &
e 0

8

(b) E4sept when the ..consent of Che parent of a student or Ab'oligible, -

stt4dent hai been obtained under Section 99.30, when the collection ,.,
.4( of personally kdentifiakle information is specWelly authorized by 1

'Federal law, 4ny..clita collected by officials listed in Section 99.31
. (a)(3) spall be p otected in a manner which will snot perniit he

perSonak identif cation of students, and their parents. by other, than
those officials, ndpetsorially dentifiable data shall, be destroyed"
when no longer needed for such audit, .evaluatift, or enforcement of

O

or compliance with Federal leg&tequirementf.
%,. A ., .. I

te t--RTI Safeguards for ;Data Confidentialiity :::(
I ) .I accordance filth, both the Privacy Act of 1974 and the Buckley. Amendment,. .

.,,,.. ,- . .4
1

a, - 0 t .

schools areperrnitted t9. disclose, ,without written Consent,: personally- 'identi-
fiable information frdestudents' educational iecoids to RTI, an authorized '
representative of &the Secretary of HEW by virtue of itscontra'ct with HEW'to
evaluate IE,Ps. . Vlwmtet 'the provisions of these Acts RTI will exercise every

l'' precaution to proteet the identity of every partic panty,, whether student,
staff member, school, school 4istrict, or irrdividua state. During the data
collection prdZess, RTI will maintain their .fi n terms of Student I.D.
nuMbers; Whenever RTI _data gatherers are g access to student ,files, a
record of that access and .t.ke....purpose will b left in ,,,,ahe student' s folder '

. Any ,identifiable student information (e; g. ;, nk between student name and -11TI
student I:D.' number) Will.ftbe kept in.a secur encrypted file, Which wi,11 be 4
.destroyed following data collection the Department of.Health, Education, ant
Welfare will not have access to any personally identifiable 4information .obtained
during the Course

..
of this study. ,* -. Cf----

Schools and school disttots, may thus fee free to cooperate with RTI-
without fear* of violating the, provisions of tithe the Privacy Act of 1974 or
the Family Educational .Rfrghts and Privacy Act of 1974 (FERPA). These procedures
havettpeen44oriced out in cooperation withappropriate official n HEW and have
been found to meet legislative requirements dfsipied to prote he privacy of
study partitipants. def

. .

-Specific questions about FE A -should be directed to Mr. y, of

.
4't*- the Fair Informatio% Rractices S ffs; 200 Independence' Avenue, a-W.W., Ro 526E,

Washington, o.e. 20201. Mr. Ri ey's telephone number is (20k 245- .4.8

Questions about the Privacy Act maybe addressed to tfr.-Williad yooten in Tare
of the Privacy. end IfiCil lotion Right tiiff,'40.0 -Maryland Avenue, S.S. , Room
3851, 'Donohoe Building, ishiligton,: 20202. Mr. Wo9ten;s telephone
number is (2021'.472-265

-0
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t
A NATIONAL STUDY OF WDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAMS

,

DATE

SCHOOL:

NAME OF STUDENT:

, Memorandum for the File

On the date indicated above, with the permission of school authOxities,

and for the purposes indicated below, I consulted the school file of the child

named. The.child'i name and oth identifiable information were removed or

omitted from any data Collected this school

.Under contract with the United States Office of Education, the Research
s .

Triangle Institute (RTI) is designing a national survey of Individualized

Education Programs (IEPs) for handicapped children. As part of this design

study, meibers of the RTI field staff are collecting representative.samples'of
e

IEPs olld collecting child-specific data required to interpret and evaluate the
s

IEPs.
..

Information about this' child will be ,handled in conformity 'with

applicable State* and Federal privacy lawi and regulations; includihg the

Privacy Act:of 1974 and the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act.pf.1974.,,

Data abolt individual children, or individual schools, willnot be reported tab.
any other individuals or agencies; only nonidentifiable,aggregated infovia-

.

tick will be reported to the U.S. Office of Education.
.

.

Further information about this study may be Obtained from the USO pro-
. _

jeCt officer, Dr. ihda Morns (202-472-2535)1 or,from'the RTI project ifec-

tor:Dr:John Pyecba 919-541-614). -0
0

vt.

p

1
_.

4.

(Signed)
, ..,

.. fte. ..

Representing

,

,

The Research Triahgre Iilstithie
Post Office Box 12194 0

4
Research triangle Park, NC-27709,
Telephone: 919-541-6000

sr
,

4

A 0
A $

263 .. 4.
. .

6

.01.° . I
f



4

s

10*

-4

-

A'

ra

4

I,

Appendix P
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Appendix P

Procedurei Followed in Completing IEP Evaluation Checklist

1.6

A. Item 1.

The coding procedure followedl for Item 1 involved a simple page count.

If-the back of a page was used, it was counted as a separate page. Pages were

not counted twice if they were identical to each other in every way (the

assumption beinAthat this reflected an error in photocopying). Pages from a

referenced standard curriculum or referenced instructional material were not

included in the.page count. The iage numbers recorded on the IEPs themselves

. were not assumed to be accurate, but were always confirmed through counting,

B. Item*2
4r

o
,t

1. Response Options 2.1, 2.2,4and 2.3

The coding' of subitems related to IEP neatness (2.1, 2.2, and 2.3)

was prikarily based Rp guided subjective judgements. One -and only one of

these three options was to be circled. An IEP in which 25 percent or more of '

the entered information was difficult to read received a'code of "3" even when

part of it was typed. The code of."3" (diffictilt to read) did not pertain to

4 the qualit of the photocopying,, nor to'the 'correctness of the content .and

style. Rather- it was a judgement of legi6ilitty. Legibility Sample 1 and
.. -

legibility Sample 2 illustrate the qualitative boundary between "sufficiently
.

readable" and."not sufficiently readable."
. . . ',
If the Mewas not coded "3," the choice of codes was dependent. upon the

El proportion of the IEP that was typed. ,If '50 pqtrcentr'or more of the entered _

: - ,information was typed, "1" was circled. If:inove than 50 percent of the entered

information was handwritten, "2" was circled

2. Response Options 2.4 and 2.5

The coding for 2.4 and 2.5 (whether or not the amount of space

provides by the IEPformat.limited the numberof goals and/or, objectives)
.

centered gn the qudstion."Would the use of additional page(s) of goals and/or
4.

nbjectivfts.nece4Sitate .the_reT.Co@Oletion of. a major segment of information in

order to avoid leaving essential portions of t14 page blank?" Hejdings not

relating to goals and objectives (e.g., present level offunctionihg),were
4

A' considered to provide limits;'headings relating'to goals and objectives (e.g.,

. . 2y,_c)0

A

t'



Nw, sufficiently readable; Response
.

optipn 2.3'ifilould be circled.

.,-
ENT SIGNATURE 1 ., .

. ,. . .
I agree with the Individualized Educatton Program (iEP)4.;
for my child. t . ., .

(signatute:q. parent, ox guardian)'
. .



Sample 1 (continued)

5. EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

A
Special Education
and/or Support
services/Needed Startin Date

C

Ending Dete

D E

Responsible
Lor Se ice

Planned
Review Date

6. ANNUAL GOA Prio 4tized)

;1--rl e t.

B. A

A
9



Sample 1 (continued)

7.

41

.

SHORILTERA OBJECTIVES .
.

8. CRITERIA FOR MASTERY
i

9. TECHNIQUES AND
MATERIALS ,

(2,46;11e,
1/ , / / /.e./zi, ', Ate, -1. .4..t.ii !lie '- ...-;;lte.c_44 /L. 4ri

, ,110.1 ,4i, i Cy
4 -'417 4 ,,,./?t...4'1- --

CS 2 i j 1,--&-

.- .., A: 1;7 d,"-1 Cl t4 #
)

#1A-A/1/ .----",1444, -01446-- -4- ,.

. -(i
Q 4( 1 .

:14, 7 1 .....'.... g.,..,-,. , ,27-4 la e' c..4.t e-4C .

;
(1"1 4 a, , ,-,,,./ / ''-'7C, ... .. .

r.- , , e tthi-'__.--%-.4.1 ---1 t, ,..4.L/Z.
7

.

4,

721
e.,, ,i.t.i., .

.... .

7

I 1 ' L 1 4t-' . t C,-k/ 4. 44:-.4 4'.%,.. "K .

. 1 ') a)
/-..-- 6e,./e....4-1Z ---- A5:::: 4/ t //4/C14,--- #

i.

(/ 4 re,47.< !(>21,471'e(.. la..41511-lat,t.. Ly

10. JUSTIFICATION OF PLACEMENT/
't e /et'. e

a

cr

/
(1 ce (4l

11. TIME IN REGULAR PROGRAM

" ( ( 4, z

O

2



SAMPLE 2

es
Sutfleiently readable;, Response option

2.3 shOuld not be.,eireled.
. .

. INDtVIDUALIZED,EDUCATIOR PROGRAM .(IFP)

t
NAME

a

4

4

.° DAU '7 7

GRADE..) BIRTHDATE

kATTiNDANdE RECORD :pe--74"4-4 HANDICAP.
7

_.-Iii -4

11, 4-1-' l' L/

.

.

.

2. "PRESENT LEVEL.OF./TN6TIONING.

. '

,

/,/ .' ..
'" , .

. 4.
.

^ /
. 6 , I

I ,

/ .1 .. CL ,..' 0'2, 160.? 4 *eh-c.c.-A . ,-,.:...., L.-A.3/7 --_..4 (

,
or-ic.-:;7.4t4.4:-tv, ....%44e-j. '/Z. '-'4,/(/'-ii i .. I 4-/t't-"...;Le

.11 ; ?fo -4

e ,

S

3. PLAGDIENT COMITTEE MEMBERS POSITION

./G!,476 /

// /1

feciLbe*:&..-e

6

4. PARENT SIGNATURE

I agree with the Individualized Education Program (IEP)
for my,child.

4

(signature of 'parent or guardian)
4

.

YP
5

NOTE: All information entered on this
exhibit is fictitious.
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Sample 2 (continued)

. .

5. EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

A
Special Education
and/or Support
Services Needed

B

Starting Date

1$

C D

Responsible
Ending Date for Service

Planne:"
Review Data

/..)

6. ANNUAL GO S (Prioritized)

-12 A. / 1.7 a t/e1-(1- e tje(e. 76:i
ci.

,- ',:/i 7l i I 40.., te.._

B.

C.

//7_ ""rt eC:3/C. 4 z

(27te. 117: c/
4

/ 4 1_ 41

1-

14.e /IL -it_ r if I C _AC. t e

(.
1.'
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Sample 2 (continued)

7...

-

v

e

6 NJ
4

SHORT-TiE Ft14 OBJECTIVES
.

f

. I

, 8. 'CRITERIA FOR MASTERY. 9. TECHNIQUES AND
MATERIALS

/ ti ../.
.

aes4; I t,i:t _(..L7. eic ce. ..-.C1 4:44. IA-
4 l,fl jecvl /1..c.8%-e

,
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.

f
'
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(44' LL i ,CrEs e ..,,,,-, .:%1Xe4.1.-- cli
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.
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.
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.

,
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(ii,rt, .g/i

I
9

"T"
4.

4

.

'
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I
4 .0

i.

'11... TIME IN RECULAR PROGRAM
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. . 4vet(t:-c,
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t
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, , »
personnel responsible, evaluation dates, instructional strategies) wee not,

Considered to provide limits. Goals were not considered to limit objectives' .

. ,

1 or vice versa/f., In cases where the tEP included no headings for goals and/or
-,...

objectiyes,4x where specific.subject area headings were part of the IEPg

format, the IEP was coded aeproviding.a "limit." ,Exhibit A is, an exa)nple of

an IEP format that limits goals and objectives ("4" and. "5" thus.wouldwbe.

circled on the checklist); Exhibit B'is an.example of an IEP 'format that does'
.

not limit goals or objectives.'.
,

,3.' Respaase Option 26
-

"2.6" was circled when theie were two clearly separate, independently

complete IEPs for a single student witfiin'a- single time frame. .This todelkas

not applicable when only the pages of goalsand/or objectives gfd been developed

independently. NOther Exhibit A nor Exhibit B would havelW,6" circled. 4°

4. sponse Option 2.7

"2.7" was circled only i f the-TErwas-Conrizecrór two

complete documents; one fot,the sole ,purpose of recording assessment and

placement data (but,with no plans 'for,a,program) and one for the sole purpoie
- ' . .

of documenting program planning. Neither Exhibit 4 nor Exhibit B.wou d have.

.4:7- circled.
ps c .1.

C. Item 3

A very` literal 'approach was ften for the'coding.of Item 3- Ombeityal'

eircl4rfor ajgive response option (1-40), if and only%if 'the IUD containe&a

headretht tleaely was intended to collect that.particular piece of informa-
,

. ton; .and the correspoading number in Column B was circled if and only if the
. .

heading coded .in Column A had succeeted in collecting. a, response that was
. .

J

reasonably appropriate. Only gross inappropriateness was distounted herei

quality of response w@s not at issue'. 4.g., in Exhibit A.1 there is a heading /..

for "handicap" but.:the entered response is "remedial.." This response
_

logically correspond to.'-the beading so 43.13.9 would not be circled2;

o

purposes" of thks item; information found on the IEP was considered extraned4

appropriate

clear that
f ;

and was nOt counted unless it had been deliberately Collected by. an
. .

heading. Alternate headings were counted in cases where, it seemed'

the same piece of inforiation was being sought as was being %outfit by t

1 Exhibits A and B; located .at the end of this appendix, provide tO4
.

,examples of I'M along With_correctly ceded rEP evaluation checklists.

7 P.8 u
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iv 0

-:'.,4'e4uivalent standard heading. Table .1 15rovides'S partial listing of alternge
......

. ..headings) considered jo be, basically equivalent ,'to the stipdaxd.opes and of "'

those considered to be non- equivalsorit: 'If the IEP..idctuded.letveral headings

seeking phe.same piete of infordatidn,. the approAriate number in trauma B was

circles eyes if,ynlY4bne.pf, the headingst.was filled in, Where there wed more'
*

. -" ,! . . ..-
'than:oile IEP.dO4ument for a single thild,-.eo_Oing was done.base&On the sum

9 A P
A

total of, all headings and responses .t.from-bOth. documents .. -_

* In Item-S, there mire a number of:.resprileoptions c cerding dates
. .-

.

-(e.e., "Date of preparation," "Da.te-serviie is to begin, an "Proposed review
. .,

date"). 'A pacticdlar date heading, o coded-as serving for one response

J:e4

*

S.

at

r

option, co41d-not then beIco.ded asse ,ing for another.

could tonlybe to4ed-one time; 41 only exception being

of 'date headings (onevbegihning and one ending) served'

'A single heading thus'

tho case where a pair--

together as 'a heading

for "duration," In this case the begian. g date could be coded as beginning
.

-

dati'and also paired with endiqg.date is he heading4for "eration."
*

.116. .

D. 'Item 4 '

-Whereas Items 1, 2, Mid 3 were Primarily concerned 'vith IEP. Format,

Items14 through 16 were not.'Thus, for Item 3 in f.drticular, coderk-wexe

° instructed to make few essumptions;'to tonsid&nr::Iyinformation that.wasi
0

PA

explicitly collected through IEP headings. For.Item 4 (regarding participants

in' the IEP procedi and signers .of theaE15)!and the balance of` the checkList,
.

.coders were insteuctedto make specified patterns of 'assumptions where peces-.
e."

sary. For example, signatures, found on'-tffie IEP were eoded as qualifying for
.

.

4 '

'Ite04 (participants) regardless of whether or not tHere Were headings A the,
.

.
.

, ,

IEP. that collected' these signatures. The coding protedpres for Items 4
.

. . \ AP

If names andtitLes were' listed on the IEP, they were-coded as participants in ` '

.

1tem 4 suniesi there was iubstantial reason to believe .that these names were
. . -

those-of implementors' rather: than o OtticipatIts in the development of the
,.

IFS: People wfiro were specified as being responsifte lor-kovidifg setAte

were not coated as participants.unlessir participation in the HP plalining
..e

was specif ied. The one exception to'.this rule 'was in the case where-the-
* ,

''program imPlementor's name was the only hare on the iEP document (ot

parent)... ir.this.walthicase, it was assumedithat the person(s) tparent),

through 16, then, were not as literal as' those foith ipTeceding three irems.

PO

had perfoormed the dual ro e:of writing and imPlemehting

bo

4,
*

41

than

Usted
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Table .13.1

4ALTERNATE HEADINGS FOR ITEM 3

O 4
. 1. Student's Age or Birthdate

o
2.,Student's-Grade Level

3. Student's Sex..

4. Student's 'Rice
g

0.
.. - . .

.

r
.*

6

'5. Student's Primary'
:'Language A

0.
4

7

O

ACCEPTABLE
:ALTERNATIVES

4$

-

UNACCEPTABLE
aTERNATIVEg

Chronological age
Date of .birth

Grade. level

Mental age

-4v *

Level Current assignpent
Program.

ti

, - .

Ethnic group . a

Lpaihage of hOme.%

'P.10

Lang age, of

rents
Secondary
olanguage.



,

Table.P.144ontiped)

e

4A

a

4

4.

6-Present Level 'of
Performalice Information

a-

OR

.

7. Assessment Data

8.L Date of Assessment
, . ti

4

9.' Handicap

Strengths '

D.

.

gCEPTABI.E
ALTERNATIVES

'L..% 4
. '

- .

UNACCE:PTAB-Et

, ALTERNATIV4S

v '

Functional level-
Problems.
Weaknesses
Needs

Learning .stylb.

Cognitive mode

WRAT, WISC (etc'.)
Baseline data
'SOester report

Asse- meat

ohrervation
eeds

Test date -

Scare
- Date, *a,

'Date of enrollment
Date'of referral
Date of parental

permission for
tipsting:

'Disability
Diagnosis
Classification
Eligibility
Qualifying

condition

4,)

Physical
. .

limitatldn
Problem

.Abilities

.Normal abildities
Subjects where no

special educa-,.

Lion is Oeded.'
4 ,

Positive. features
of student

Studentinterests

.

.r
a

;
1.

P.13.
47J .'

rte..4
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a
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TabJ2 P.1 (continued.

.
$5

11. Special Interests

t -

0

'12. School Attendanct Record

a

13. Plaeaten Reeconmndation

,

I

.. \, ..
41.- '''. ; s- ., : . .'t N .' it ,. ".'', .' N.. ...., ,

f. ,.
, : ''. 1

V
.2 r .

, .4
". . 4- 0 ...

-t, .

1

..

14: Bervicista be Provoided
. ...

s1/4s "

\

I.

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Interests

4

INACC6TABLE
ALTERNATIVES

4

Days ,absent/

Days present

L

Behavior problems

LRE'

Service location
Class placement
Speech therapist'
Recomme9dation
Classificationo
progtam

Program
Primary assignment

oo,

S. Rationale for Placement
t1

4r

I
/

.Current placement.
Location

Sery ces needed -;)
Instructional i

piocedure or ,

service
'Special education

needed%1

Instructional'
. method's

Substantiation
Re ion for

assignment
3hstification

12

.

Reason ftr
referral.

.

.
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TabletP.1.(continued)

4

16, Personnel Responsible

P

17. Date. Service is t* Begin

4

,18. Anticipated Duration of
Services

.

AO.

19.,Recomm nded Extent of
parric

t

pition
..

. 1.

ft 1

20.,Physical Educatt+e-k'Need,

\
'

o

0

AtCEPTABLI
ALTERNATIVES

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Implementofs
Staff responsible
Facilitator
'Instructor for

program
Providers
IEP coordinator

Teacher
Participant in

IEP process

4

Beginning date for
objective

Date of
implementation

Date of ,`program

eatiry (this year)

Objective date
Initial orogram
enrollment date
Date of IEP
Date of program

entry (prior I

yea rsT

legin and end -

dates (both)
Begin dateKohli)
End date (on1')
Word "annual"

. 1.

4

4

Extent oftimi in
spevial program

40cent time
Hours ip prdgraM
444uency.a..'

'Mmes per week,

.

da.

YP

.Physical educateo
Spectal physlcal

lucation

*Fl
2W

.

Special school
plat t

.7;

4

e

.

°

,



Table P.1 (continued)

4

21 Date.of Preparation'

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Conference date
Date of staffing,
Participant list

`date

Date

Date of referral
Date of enrollment

et.
, 4

Prepared by
.Approved.by (other
44 than parent)

Personnel
resfonstble

Teacher

Parental appro7a1
22. Participants in IEP.,

Process

o

Ne"

4.,
4

23.,Signatures ofthidividualsi
who App roved

)U. Titles of Individuals
-- '031o.Arppro4e4 ..

. 4

e%

k. 44

4

25 7 Parer:liar Aporoval

1i*

uo it;

t #r

s

A

ra.

,title

Initials
Signatures

e

s

RelatiOnship to,
child

"Principal,"
"Teacher,"
etc. (type4 in)

Titles

II 4

Titles,of
implementors

(parent)
Parent sxgnature

Telephone approval
''Agreement to

.attend
"conference

4'tv
p. 14

I

4



Table P.1 (continued)

'14,15.

26. Result of Parent
Notification

27. Annual Goals

'

ei.
4

ft

28. Priority Listing of
Annual Goals

29. Short-Term-Objectives..
9

v

30. Recomeended Instructional
Materials, Ruourceg,
Strategies, Tichniques

41.

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Letter to parent
(signed)

Parent contact log
LOter to parent

eUnsigned)

Telephone contact

Long-term goals
Expected outcomes

(broad) .

Long-term
objectives

4kt

Year's. activities

Instructional
strategies

Short term goals
-(very specific)

me.

(Number in order
'of priority)

Priority order

Numbering of goals

Specific expected
outcomes .

Short-term goals

Objectives

Plans
Strategies
Methods
Annual objectives

(broad)

Long-term
objectj.ys

Sugge'stions for
instruction

Implementation
Learning style
Tndividuelized

Instructional
Plan,

IPdrposei
Goals
Objectives
Evaluation'-

procedures

triteria

'44

A

/
P
t
15 j

x.
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Table P.1 (continued)

-31. Date Short-Term Objective
Met

k
32. Proposed Eva uation

Criteria

0

33. Proposed Evaluation
Procedure

34. Proposed Evaluation
Scttedule

. a

'4

35. Proposed IEP Review Date

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Date objectives
achieved

Date objectives
mastered

Date of completion

End date
Proposed end date

Criteria .for.
mastery

Objective mastered
Yes I No

4

Method of
evaluation

Evaluation
Assessment

instrument
(re: post-IEP)

AssesgSent
instrument
"(ye: pre-IEP)

Objective review Review of UP
dates .4 Date objective

Post-test date 'achieved.

Project end date
(with, objectives

Completion date
4

,
4

I
Review plan
Projected'date
-for mastery of
'objectives

.

Target scoring
date

Revision date

P.16



P.1 (continued)

A

36. Actual IEP Review Date

37. Results of IEP Review'

i

-I'

_

38. Participants in IEP-
Aleview

39-. Other

440. Otter
a

D

.ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

-UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Date
(with review)

Review for
planning IEP

Assessment date
Objective mastery

date

Recommendations .

ti (with

review; following
IEP)

Recommendations
or'review
(preceding IEP)

Participants
bt. (With

other review
information
following (IEP)

Participants in
review

(preceding IEP)

4

.4

Program prototype
Student schedule
Date of referral

Provisions for
mainstreaming

Lastgrade obtained

'

P.I7 2S3
0

ti
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4

The distinction between Column A and,Column B in Item 4 was bare's' on

which 4 the participants had actually signed the IEP. A participant whose

name h..1 be'en typed or whose name had been written in (e.g., where it was

apprent that a single person had written in all listed names) was cod ed in

eolumn 4 but not iii Column B. To be Coded in Column B, it was required that.

the IEP have the participant's actual signature. No participant could be

listed. in Column B without also being listed in Column A.

Paiiicipantd in the IEPprocess were categorized according to all evidence

which could be found on the IEP. 'However, coders were instructed not to

search the IEP for classifications of participant?. They were also told not

to" make assumptionsabouttthe cate.gory placement of participants, but to

select only as specific a category as could be.supported`by information that
s

actually existed on the IEP (e.g., the last participant listed on Exhibit A

would be placed in categOry "g" as the IEP does not tontain a clear' statement

of specific teacher type). Categories "g," "h," and "t" were the only ones

with any degree of lati de, other categories -were used only when clearly

appropriate. In cas where there were two or more lists on the EP, all

participants were'counted, but each particular participant Was counted only

once (e.g., in Exhibit B there are two lists, but the second list includes

only one new name to be coded): Table 2 provides a partial listing of titles

considered to be appropriate.and titles consi4Aced to be inayp.xngiate in each

of .the response option categories. .

E. Item 5 sor

1.. Reponse Options 1-5
Aw

. 1,
The coding of item 5 VAS based' on actual evidence in the IEP as to

which portions of the IEP the parent had seen and approved or had been intended

to see and approve (as evidenced by the placement of ,headings). The major

source of .such evidence was the location of the.parent's signature heading oa

the IEP. For exa761e, if the parental approval heading was located at the end

of-,what appeared to,be a complete IEP package, it was concluded thatthe

'arent would see and approveifthe entire package. If the approval heading was

located on the front page of what appeared to be a standard length'IEP form as

'indicated by printed'pagi numbers (see Exhibit A for example), or if the

printed IEP format made specific reference tolfurther pages/attachmentS, it

was concluded.thi the parent would see and approve the entire EP thus

P.18,[266



Ta6Ie P.2

ALTERNATE HEADINGS FOR ITEM 4

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

0a. Regu -Classroom Teacher

I

b. SpeciallEducatileTeacher D.

...

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Regular teacher
Classroom teachef

MUsic teacher
*P.E.4 teacher

TeaCheis

Special4lucatfon
leacher

Rededial reading
teacher

.1..D; teacher

Teachers
Reading-teacher

c. . Physical Education Teacher

..e

d. Speech. or Language.

Specialist

41.1,
'

1

adil e. Physical or Occupational
. c

.
.

P O. ..*.
. TherapistThera

. ,

i 't C . t ."' *

/ : :1

.
1

I e :
v't;

el. 4.

A . ' I
it

. ,
it

. 0

PhysitakleclAaltionr

Ceact* 1
4

4 . r

: I.) la

'Physical therapy
teacher

Recre4tion
supervisor

Speech therapist 1 ,

Regling specialist
Speech teacher

Language Arts
teacher

Readingiteacher

Physical th:Lpfst
Occupational

therapist
.

s.

gin. 2y7

4



Table P.2 (continued
'-

f. Other Therapist

3.

IM

g. One of the above, but .

can't tell which

44.

h. Qualified LEA
Reifisentatile

P.' I

. Principal or-Assistant
Principal

7
I

j. Sc4qol Representative .

P.20
4

ts.

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

4

Psychotherapist
(outside school)

I

Superintendent
Special'edpcation

coordinator'
County director
District

coordinator.

Head special
edUution

Teache'r((school

-s

Principal
Assistant principal

Superintendent
Administrator

School
representative,

Admiiist-rative
represeatatiye

I

1



Table P,2 (continued) ,

k. Supervisor (or facility
supervisor)

I--

1. Case Manager
. .

m. School Psychologist ,

or PsyChometrist

a. ,:Counselor

o. Social Worker

D.

ACCEPTABLE,
ALTERNATIVES

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Institution
supervisor

Instruction'al

supervisor
Recreation

s'upervisbr

IP

Case manager
IEP coordinator
Program manager

chairperson
Program p)ordinator

.

Social worker

(Examiner
Diagnostician (only

if participated
in IEP planning;
test administra-
tion insufficient:

Psydflogist

esychiatrist
Psychotherapist

Guidance Counselor
School Counielor

I

Social Strvice
representative,.,

-Case manager
f.

P.21
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Table P.2 (continued

p. Nurse

q. 'Pare4t, Guardian, or
Surrogate'

vg

r. Student

s. tlime without Noting
Position

1

t. Other
.

4r.

O

io

t

LiNACCEPTABLE'ACCEPTABLE ,

ALTERNATIVES ALTERNATIVES

RN
LPN
Sdhool Nude.

Nurse's Aide

o'4

Mother
Father
Gr4 andparent

Pupil (in list with
participants)

Participant
Committie member
Titleless name

blank °

.

P.22



represented by printed format. 'However, if attachments and/or .additional

pages and foris were not referenced on the signature page or were not uprified

by printed 'YEP page numbering, it was concluded that these additional pages

were not necessaril'y included in the IEP at the time it was to be reviewed and'

signed. The one,exception in which a.signature heading found on the IEP
.

not coded as indication of approval (or disapproval) was where the heading for

the parent signatures specifically r ,eferred to a part t-of the IEP procedure

other than approval/disapproval (e.g.., ."Lagree to attend conference"). If

the 4eading was ambiguous or unspecified as tomeaning, it was used for they

coding of Item 5 'Exhibit A was coded as "1" because of evidence(by way of

page numbering) that the IEP. had been pres)nted to the pareht .as a unified

whole. Exhibit B was coded "2" 'because no iuch.unifying evidence existed:

A heading- for a parent signature anywhere on the IEP was considered to be

-a heading for'parental approval whether or not the heading spcifically asked

foriapproval."-'

2. Response Option 6

The code of "6" was reserved for IEPs cAtere there was ao heading for

parent signature. The cdde of "6".could not 1* used' in cases where Item 4,- .

Column A or B, subitem q ("parent, guardian, or surrogate") had been' circled.

3. Response Option 7'

The code of "7" was assigned sphere appropriate (e.g., wheredisap-
,

proval of the,IEP had been indicated). An ZEP receiving the code of "7" was

..still required tb be placed under one response optioh of responie options-1-5.
.

.

In other words all IEPs coded under "7" for, "disapproval" was also coded 1, 2,
. . r.

3;e4, or 5 based.on the location of that "4kapproval.4

F. Items brand 7
.

.

N
.2

6/hn seoth Items d 7 i4volved lecting'categqes oif academic or functional
9F.7

arefs addressed by the YEP. These two items were*edasidered as integrated aad
4

. . , .N. .

inter-dependent units during the cbdingprotess,.aild'Codirs were asked to
.2

maximize the number 'of category'maeches between Item,6'and.Iet, 7. For example,
.

if a' need was categorized As.being."general academic" in Item 6, aqd.Shis need4
. .

. was carried through the IEP in tprims, of goals and objectiVes, the original
'

categdry of "general academic" was carried through, fram'item.&
-
to Item 7.

t
.

Such,matching.was done only'in those cases where theriwas clear, 4viden4 Chat

the same category introduced as a. need in Iitem 6 etas beinz'Odreisod through

the instructional planning represented'in,item,6:ancljtem 7.

.1
P 2 1

. 4..
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.
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In both Items 6 and 7, numbered academic and/or functional.areas.were

considered as being of primary impeitance. The lettered categories found

under certain numbered categories (e.g., subcategories a-f listed under major
. r.

category 1, Reading or Oral or Written English) were considered to be less

Critical to thedoding than their associated.numbered category. In all cases

that.lettered subcategories were circled, it was reliiired out the numbered

category above it also be
,

circled. In cases where, there was insufficient

infdrmation to code subcategories, only the major4ategories were coded.

Table 3 lists some of the entries.that were consid6red acceptable and some of.

the entries that were considered unacceptable for the various, academic 'and

These guidelines- apply to all ten columns included infunctional areas.

Items 6 and 7.

.1. Item 6,Tolumn A

Within each of the 17 academic and functional subject epees, various

information was coded. The first piece of information for any given subject

area Was "Present Level of,Fudctioning Listed," and was coded in Column'A.,

Column A wag circled for a particular subject area in all cases where the IEP

gave some indication as to the students level of functioning (adequate or

inadequate) in that subject area. Statements of "Levelof Functioning" were

taken from a number of places on the 'EP; and were not imited to these re-

sponses 'entered under "specific "Level of Performance" headings. information

found under other headings (e.g., "Comments," "Objectives Mastered," "Strengths

and Weaknesses," or "Reason for Placement") were coded in their.respective

subject areas under Co umn.A. Statements such as "needs to improve in reading,"

"doesn't get'ilong 11 with Other children,". or "is,emotionally mature for'

his'age," were considered to be appropriate for Column A coding. Statements
.

that pertained only to physical appearance (e.g., "has nice smile" or "physi-

611/ attractive") were not coded id this column. 'Column A, then, was con-
,

cerned primarily with the sum-total of "Present Level" information found on

the le), not with the IEP format or headings. olf a given subject area was ,

'coded in Column A, also was necessary to code that subject in Column C,

Column D, or both.

2. Item 6, Column B

Column B was used to collect information regarding actual assessment

data found on the IEP (to support the Column A present level of functioning

indications) in the subject areas selected for coding under Column A: To be

P.24 20e)
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. Table P.3
. .

CATEGORIZATIONS OF ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS
(ITEMS 6 and 7)

1.
1. Reading/Oral/Written

English

-4

1[2. Mathematics.

,

3. Scie'nce

I

,
.4 `

2

/ 1

4.

ist SO0411 Science

,

s

A
5 General Academic ,

.;

.

'

- 4

'ACCEPTABLS
ALTERNATIVES.

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Composition....

Listening skills
Public speaking.
Spelling

Penmanship
Hearing
Attention span
Basic speech
Alphabet

Addition
Subtraction

Counting
Telling time

IRocks

Animaks

f.

.

f
6, .

r

:P.25

Seasons
Telling time
Health

Social.studtes
Geography

Personal
adjustment

Emotional
adjustment

History

Counting
Alphabet
Recall
Attedtion span
Name, address
Telling time
Seasons

293

4.

Spelling
Handwriting
Listening

comprehension,



Table P.3 (continued

0

6...Other Academic

.

7. Social Adaptation

8. Self-help

4,

9:Emotional

10. Physical Education

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Art
Driver's Education
Music
Health
Home Economics
History'

Recll
Attention

Accept limits
Accept.

responsibility
Attendance problem

.

Self-confidence
Inappropriate

response

Biting
Self-
destructiventsk

'Agression/
violence

Nonrespons
b

Personal hygiene
, Use of .heariag aid

or appliance
Self-feeding
'Dressing
Basic (independent)

living skills

Home Economics
Cooking

Biting
Self-

destructiieness
Violence -

Nonresponse

Relating to peers
Self-control
PositiVe attitude

Basketball
Soccer
Football
Swimming

CobrdinAfqw..-=.

. -1"
6-, 4.

1

4.

". tt, .t" " 4

tr , I r
e r,I

,P,26
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Table P.3 (continued

11. Motor Skills

12. Speech

13. Visual Acuity

14. Hearing

D.

15. General Physical Health

" ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES I

UNACCEPTABLE

ALTERNATIVES

Penmanship
-Coordination
Manipulation

of objects

Composition
Basketball
Efficiency

Basic speech
Pronounciation
Sound production'.

Public speaking
Sound

discrimination

I.

Visual perception
Visual-Motor

Naming of objects

Heaiing
Sound

differentiation

Listenidg skills
Use of hearing

aid

r,

Medical data
Medications
Seizures
Diet

'Eyeglasses
Hearing

'P.2? 2.95

A
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$ able P.3 (coatiaued

10.

16. Vocationa3 /Prevocational

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

1

Career options
Career training
Career information

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Manual dexterity
Carpentry

4

296b.
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coded is Column B,, data was required to be objective (e.gre test scores,

formal observations), and to be indicative of either deficiency or Adequacy of

functioning. Any academic or functional area that was coded under Column B,

was required also to be coded under Column A. Broad based tests such as .

Stanford-Binet, WISC, and PIAT were categorized under the general academic (5)

subject area in Column B and were carried over as general academic into later

columns including Item 7 columns where possible. For nontest-related assess-

ments
-

to be acceptable for coding under Column B, 'they were required to be

formal, prearranged, and quantifiable (e.g.., "gross motor Skills.equals five

/months"). Informal teacher observations made during normal class sessions

were not considered as supporting data for coding under this Column; however,

formal elfervations were counted.

3. Item 6, Column,C.

All Column A subject areas were coded under Coluian C where the IEP

had indicated that a deficiency (rather than a hormalcy.or a strength) existed.

When the IEP contained no information as to whether anArea listed in Column A

was one of deficiency or adequacy, deficiency was assumed and that area was

coded under Column C. Thus in order not to be coded under Column C, a Column A

subject area bad to be specified as being an area.in which the student was

adequate or'above. Fot example, on Exhibit A one area (spelling) was speci-

fically stated as being an area of adequacy and therefore was not' coded in

Column C. All other functional and academic areas listed in Exhibit A were

coded under Column C.

In cases where supporting data were listed on the IEP in terms of grade

or age, comparisons were made, with stated grade or age in order to determine

whether or not a 'need existed. If no such comparisons were possible, need was

assumed.' In areas where grade/age comparisons could be made based on infor-

mation contained in the IEP, any negative discrepancy between actual grade/age

and level of functioning grade/age Wastaken to be a deficiency. In Exhibit B,

"psychomotor and "Social adaptation" are specified as being adequate

and therefore are not coded under tolion C, whereas all other level of-func=

tioning -Nvments.are.

4. Item 6, Column D

To be coded under Column D, information regardingt"adequacy" was

reqqired to be specified and not implied. Only supportable evidence on the

IEP that the student was functioning adequately in a particular functional or

P.29
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academic area. wa taken as sufficient for Column D coding. In cases.wherea

stdent was said to have ,both strength and weaHness,in a, particular subject
.

area, bOth Column d and Column D werecoded.(e.g; it the IEP stated that the

student needed help'in relating tq his peers, buthat the student got

well with addlts, "7" was circled in both Column C and D). Any area coded

under COlumn'D was required to also be, coded under Column A.

5. Item' 6 ,Column E //

The number of annual goals, goals, -or 144 term objectives (or other

ambiguous headings that dealt with broad categories of expected outcomes) was
(

.

entered for the appropriate academic:or functional areas under'Column E. In

those cases where IEP headings were ambiguous, an attempt was made to distin-

guish between broad categories of expected outcomes and more specific categor-

ies of expected outcomes, and to include only the former for coding udder'

Column E.
. .

For purposes of Column E, each distinctive goal on the IEP was counted

only once, even in those cases where it appeared more than.once. Highly
'

'similar goals, that contained small busignificant dpferences, were counted

as being separate goals. ASingle goal statement with more than one distinc-

tive part was counted as the sum total of the parts. For example, in Exhibit A

each of ;the goals listed has two distinct parts, and is thus coded as two
,

separate goals. However, where a goal, is broken down into its more specific

subgoals, it is counted as a single goal (e.g., "learn the vowels a, e, i, o,

e was coulited as a single goal).

Wherever possible, goals were categorized.in the same subject areas as

.\bad been selected for level of functioning. Matches between Columns A and E

were -thus maximized where appropriate. All goals were assigned to a numbered
. .

category; some goals also were entered in the more specific lettered subcate-

gories, in which case they were required also to be coded 'wider the:associated

numbered categOry.

"Academic or functional'area selection for IEP goals was performed using

the 'same basic guidelines as were listed in .Table 3. Coders were asked o be

more literal than deductive for-this category selection process. Assteptions

regarding logical extensions of stated IEP informition were discouraged. Thus

although it may have seemed reasonable that a goal relating to,"retention" may

well have had to do wigs -the subject area of "reading,'! such a deduction was

not considered appropriate for area categorization. The correct coding for



r
'this "retention" goal was "5," C*neral:Academic., Exhibit A lists 'five goals

.

4

that are correcelycategorized as follows:' 3 :under General9Academic, and 2

under' Social 4daptation. Thest categories are correct based on considerations
.

ok'cross column matching, as well as on considerations regarding the proper'
1

categorization of individual goals...

6. Item 6, Column F

To be coded under`Column F, the goal was required to omeet three

criteria :' 11) it was stated behaviorally in terms of what'theitudene would

do .in order for the goal to 11 considered to be met; (2) it was stated in '.

terms of criteria for success that would be considered indicative of the

student having met or not met' the goal; and (3) it was stated in &manner that

was judged to be logically consistent; If any of these three criteria were

not met, the Coal did not qualify for Column F. For example, a goal that

stated that the student would "learn to repair an automobile engine" did not

qualify for Column F because it was not stated in terms of observible student
a

behavior or of specific criteria indicative ofsuccess. If a criteria state-
,

meat was added to this goal statement, it still would not qualify for Column F

unless the result was a statement that was judged to be logically consistent.

The statement "learn to repair an automobile engipe with 85 percent accuracy"

wouldnot be considered to be a logical statement.

In cases wherIEP goals were listed on a chart that colfected:additional

information relating to those goals, the sum'total ot informatiod available

was used in judging whether or not the goal qualified for Column F. One goal-
.

in Exhibit B would be considered to qualify for Column F. It is listed on a

chart as: "learn alphabet." The same chart provides the following supple-
.

menthry'information regarding this goal: vrepeat alphabet with no more than

one error." -Based do these two pieces/of information, this goal qualifies- tor.

Column F coding as it stites.tite expected behavior and the'crit r on for

Success in.a manner that is reasonably clear. All other-goals i tlihibits A.

and B do not qualify for Column F coding.

/7. Item 7,- Column A 1

Following ,the same system of categorization-as-was outlined for

Item 6, the coding of Item 7, column A was conducted as follows. Column A

coding included !lobjectives,",short-term_ibjettives," and any objective-like

material included under ambiguous heading,, wherein relatively specific expected
.

outcomes were listed. Objsptives were considered to be distinct from goals in

-

Imar
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that they were more specific, andior,involved a briefer time frame. In cases

. where the "objective"-heading existed, statements listed under this heading

- were counted, as objectives even when they would be more appropriately classified
All .

asgoals. HoWever, in cases where there were no ,headings, statements were
.

taken to be-objectives if they were not .divisible into smaller
4

parts (as
. . . .

oppoieil to goals if they could be sg divided). %.
.

.

The counting.O1 objectives differed from the counting of goals in that,
.

for,purpoies-of counting objectivesradditional levels of specificity were
a. -

/considered as constiVting additional objectives, whereassuchaddit4elal

tleve& of specificity were not considered to constitute additional goals. For
. .

. exampl the statement listed earlier, "'leant the vowelsa, e, i, o;, u,".was
/

coqn d as a single goal (if listed as a goal), but as
s

five objectives (if

.40

lis, td is an objective}" For purposes of counting the objectives,.cOmpound

tegories. also became an important factor. In the ease of a compound category

connected by the word "and,' each possible combination of category and specific
1

entry was counted. Fot example the objective "t/ill barn to recognize and
-.-

pronounce the vowels a, e, i, o, u" was counted as a total of 10 objectiVes;

five periaining4to.recognition, and fiVe pertaining to pronunciation. In

cases wherethe word "or" connected two categories, each specifiC entry under

these 'categories was counted only once. For example,, the statement "will .

,
learn to recognize or pronounce the vowels a, e, i, o, and u" was counted as i

,

-total of fiVe objectives
I

7./-
.

Wherever possible subject area categories selected' in Item 6, Column A

(presint levil'of functioning) and Item 6, Column E (goals) were maintained in

Item 7, .Column A (objectiyes).' This;was done even in cases where to do so

required, the placement of -an objective in a less than-ideal categorytn'Order

that such a match be accomplished. Thus category placement was considered to

bi of lesser importance than crass- column relatfenships in cases where it

.seemed evident that, the IEP:had. attempted a follow-through of "need"-with a
--

matching goat and/or objective- Thus. coders were asked twkook for evidence.

on the IEP that an.objective had logically followed from a' goal Ad/or that a

goal had 4oeically, followed-from a deficiency in level-of-functioning.
.

Following justifiedrationale, coders were considered justfied in moving a "mathe-
0

mitics" objective,, for example, from the "mathematics" category to Che "general

.academic" category if by so doing an existing match wouldbe reflected.

P.32 e
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In the case that objectives were written in terms referring to an estab-

lished standard curriculum, the counting and Categorizing of those objectives

was accomplishedby referring to that curriculum (a.copy of which was collected

during the f?.eld task and included with the-IEP). The nalber of objectives
.

that were counted and categorized through use. of the standard curriculum also

werclentered,inColumn C (Item 7). Thertplumh C totals of objectives taken

from'a copy of an established curriculum were required to bel.ess than or

equal to the totals of dbjeitives coded (for each major academic or functional

'area) in Column A.

For Exhibit A, the count.and placement of objectives in Column A is'as

follows: 6'.objectives in "5," 1 objective in "7," 2 objectives in "8," 2

objectives in "10," and 1 objective in "11." Thus, the total number Of objec-

tives for ExhibitAA12.

8. Item 7, Column B

For an objective to.be entered in Column t, it was required to meet

,the same criteria as was desCfibed in the discussion of Item 6,, Column F

(there pertaining to goals). Thus, objectives listed under'Column B were
.;*

required to (1) state in terms of observable.behavior, what the student Was .

required to do in order to be considered to have met the objective, (2) state

the standard or criteria by which the student would be judged.to have met or

not met .that objective, and (3) state both the expected behavior and its

associated standard (criteria) in a manner.that was judged to be logically,

consistent. Where the objective wag' stated, in terms that' were not considered

to be-observable (e.g.., ",t43 .know" "to understand") that objective was not

considered to qualify.for*coding under Column B. As with goals, objectives

-were'judged based on the sum total of information provided with the objective.

ThUs information appearing on a chart with an objective was counted as part of

the objective. ,Exhibit A contains three objectives that qualify for entry in

Columh B. or eachof these three objectives, qualie is increased by material

that is included with the..objective on a chart. The objectives which qualify,,

for,Column.B are: "recognition and retention of alphabet" (equals two objec-

tives), and "put things Way without being told more than once." .

9. Item 7, Column G

Objective; were coded udder Column A when they were not actually

written in'the'IEP, but instead were references to a copy of a standard curri-

culum or standard list of objectives. The total number of objectives in each

4
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categorylinde.r this colomn thus should be less than; or equal to the, number of

objectives assignid.to each academic or functional area in ColuMn,A; no objec-
.

10. Item 7, Column D

Oblectives entered under ColumnA were also entered under Column D

if the IEP provided evidence that those-objectives were to be met in the.

regular.classroom. For example, in Exhibit A', the IEP states that pysic.el

education will be provided in a regular program setting. 'Thus ttle'twip:

education Objectivei, basketball and baseball, would qualify for listing under

,tive listed in Column C should properly be excluded from Column *A.

.Column D.

G. !tea; 8

All objectives listed in Item 7 were placed in their respective time

frames in Item 8. Thus the total number of-objectives in Item 7 and the total

number of objective in'Item 8 were required to be equal. The determination

of time frame for a given objective was based on its best associated beginning

and ending date as stated (or implied) by the IEP. In cases where' an IEP

included several possibleldates by which the beginning and the ending of an

objective time frame could be established, the following priority system was

established for the 'lection of thg " est" date for this purpose. Chart A,

. and Chart B contain additional informat oh pertaining to the date selection

process and the date categorization pr cesses which are further explained

below.

The date selection process for begi ning date was performed' by using the

following priority system (1) use the beginning date of short-term objective,

(2) if no objective date, use the beginni' date given for tha goal with which

the objective is associated, (3) if no goal date, use tee date services are to

begin, (4) if no beginning-of-service date use the date the IEP was signed or

date,, (5) if no IEP, date, nse the word " nnual.';"'(e) if no word "annual," .

place the objective in Category e.

The selection of a ending date bir use in Item 8 was based on the,follow-

ing priority system; (1) use the ending dare given for the, objective, (2) if

no objecti4e ending date, use the ending da e given for the goal with which

the objective was associated, 13) if no goa i date, use the, ending date for

service io be provided, (4)'if no'ead of se ice date, use the IEP review
I

.

2 I
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CHART B
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,' 'date, (5) ,It no PER,IrevieW 'date, use the word annual, (6) if no word annual,
.

list the objeciive in Category e (see Chart A).

4. > When the 4-0 eginlping and ending dates on the IEP had been identified,

.the ObjeCtive.was placed.in one of the five time frame categories. Chart B

.portrays!..the:bassic system for this - category placement. This system, however,
. a i
was consitleteeto be sufficiently flexible to provide for placement of objec-

es wherehone of the categories was entirely appropriate.

In such cases,
.

efforts were made to select the most appropriate Of the avail-

abae categories.

1. Response Option a

. An objective was coded'in Category a if the beginnipg date for that

objective fell Aring the ntart.of the.;chool year (AugUst, September, or

October) and if the ending date for that,objective .occurredbefore January 16.

In Exhibit It all 12 objectives would be coded'in Category a.

2. Response Option b

'tives in those cas

'For placement in Category b, the beginning date for the objective

was January 16 or thereifter, and, the ending data fop that'Objective was at

some point before the October start of the next school year.

3. Response Option c

For placement in Category c, the beginning date for the objective

' 'Was at the'beginning of the school year (August,'September, or October) and

. the ending date for the objective was at the end of the school year (April,

May, June, or later). Objectives which spanned more than a full year were

also included-In this category as were objectives whose "bes0,date was the

'word "annual." -

4. Response Option a

Placement in Category d occurred when

objective As after October and when the ending

the.beginning dateof the

date for.the Objective was

before April. Any pair of dates located with'n'the six month period between

Movember.1 and March 31' qualified the objectiv for placement in Category' d.

5. Response' Option e

Category e was used only in those cases Mere there existed on the

IEF no pair ot dates and no'word "annual" from whic

objective could be deduced.' :

The mid -point of the schoollear was taken as being cnhuary 15. In Eases

where Zhe IEF'did not statesthe specific bate in January, the. date was allocated
.

\the time frame of the'

I

of
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to the Category deemed most appropriate. For exami*.an objective that

spanned from September through January was coded8.344nd an objective that
.. -..

spanned from January through April was coded'8.b. din Cases where no category
tr,.,

was ideal, selection was based primarily on .04 le%gth of time represented.
. . 4
Thus an objective which spanned more than six MA* as placed in Category c

-.1,

even in those instances where the objective did ndt begin at the beginning of

the school year and.endat the end,of the schOol year. An objective that

, spannedla period of six Months.or less, and that did not ideally fit either

category 8.a, 8.b, or 8.d (due to some irregularity in the overlap of time

frames), was placed in the category most representative of the stated time

frame for the objective. For example, an objective that spanned from October

through February did not strictly fall into either8.a or 8.d, but was placed

in-8.d based on the fact that the Majority of the represented time fell in

that category.

H. Item 9

The coding of Item 9 was based on whatever evifence the IEP'contained as

to what proportion (or amount) of time,the student was to spend in a special
.

education program. When the IEP contained no such information, a check "4'n

was entered in Item op. Wherever possible, however, calculations were made as

to apOoximate time in special education. In the case where the IEP contained

information as to time spent fn the regular progcam, calculations were per-

formed based on the subtraction of regular program time from 100 percent or

from 1,500 minutes (whichever was appropriate).

In cases where time-in-program was not specified, certain standard cAl9u-

lations and time assumptions were made. A single 'class was equated to a

single hour and was computed at the rate of 50 minutes in an hour. A single

day wag equated to 300 minutes, and a week was equated to 5 days. Time given

in minutes was converted from a 60-minute to a 50-minute hour for the sake of

uniformity in calculation. After all appropriate conversions andcalculationS

_were made, the'total time-in-program (either percent or minutes per week) was

entered in Item 9 within the following limits. Peecent could not exceed 100,

and minutes peweek could hot exceed 1,500. In cases where minutes per week

were caltulated to be more than the 1500-minute limit, the'number ente, in

Item 9, was 1500'i,o. ,

P. 38
.



.

J

In calculating tiMe-in-program for the special schools, there were no

special assumptions made regarding the amount of time in the stletal program.

Thus a child ina special school was not automatically coded as being involved

in special education 100 percent of the time. With special school IEPs, as

well as regular school IEPs, calculations were performedy.on actual information

contained in the IEP. a_
In those cases'where the IEP contained two conflicting pieces of informa-.

Lion (e.g., two different percentages of time-in special education), the

higher amount was entered ip Item 8. Ambiguousestatements such as.."four times

per week" were computed as four sessions lasting one 50-minute hour each (or

200 minutes per week). In all cases where Column B was circled on Iteie 3:19,

some entry other than "4" was required on Item 9.

The time calculated for Item 9 was based ofi time in special service only,

and did not include time in related Service. For purposes of this distinction,

"special education' service" was* taken to be activities that replaced regular

.instruction. "Related services" was taken to be activities that fell outside
.

both the regular instructional program and the special instructional program

replAcing'it (all or part).

I.' Item 10

Services that did not qualify for coding in Item 9 due to the fact that

they did not replace "regular instruction," were .coded in Item 10. The services

of interest for this item were those which involved supplementary developmental,

corrective, and supportive services provided the student in order tO. increase

the benefit frOM the special' education program that had been planned and was

being provided.* For "eye examination" (found in Exhibit A) was

considered to be a "related service" and was coded as 10.3. An item such as

"language therapy" was generally considered toJbe part of the time in the

school program ("sped* ;education service") and tints was not coded as a

"related service." Counseling that took place as part of the educational

program was coded'as a "special education service," (Item 9), whereas counsel-
.

ing which. took place outside of both the regular and special educational

grogram was coded as a "related service" (Item 10).

Evaluation proceedings on which the IEP was based .(e.g., present-level-4

of-functioning assessment activities) were net coded under Item 10. Interim

assessments and psychological services that logtrally coat not be Considered

a part of the IEP were coded,l.n. 10:7.

P.39 :309



o

. Item 11..

4

The coding of Item 11 involved judgment as to whether or not the IEP

contained estatement of the rationale for placement. For purposes of this

item, it was not considered to be necessary for the IEP to have a heading for

this information. Thus the relationship between Item'll and Item 3.15 Oration-
"

ale for. placement or services") was not a reciprocal one. If Item 3.15,
. . .

Column B was circled it was required that 11.1 ("no statement"), not be circled.

Thus if some form of rationale for placement was found during the coding of-
4

/tem 3, this was considered sufficient to qualify the IEP for the circling of
.

.

either 112 or 11.3. However, the fact that Item 3.15 Column B was not circled'

(indicating there was no information entered under the heading for rationale

for placement), did nqt necessarily mean that it contained no rationale state-
,

ment usable in /tdm,t1. Of primary consideration for this item was what

information could be found inthe IEP, and not what headings had been provided

Liby the P format. °

If the "IEP contained no rationale_ statement, 11.1 was circled. If the

IEP contained some statement of rationale, a judgment was made as to whether

that statement did or did not add to the balance of the IEP. Statements that

were obvious or irrelmiant were judged to add nothing to the balance of the

/EP and were coded 11.2. The rationale statement found. in Exhibit A provides

an example of such a statement. Statements that provided some 0.eCe of infor-
..

mation not otherwise contained in the IEP qualified the IEP for a code of

11.3. The statement pf rationale found in Exhibit B discusses the student's

need for individual attention and the expectation that this need wo0d be

provided for through the recommended placement.'. This is considered to add

information ,to the balance of the IEP and thus qualifies to be coded as11.3.

Other examples of comments that would be coact 11.3 are: "decreased student-
.

teacher ratios," "special needed facilities," and "specialists and/or program

'qualities necessary." Rationale statements that merely state "need" were not

considered to qualify the IEP for codifig under 11.3.

K. Item 12
k

Item/12 was coded based on the highest rating that could be supported by

evidence in'the IEAe Categories 1 through 4 on Item 12 are in descending '

order by quality. Thus the IEP with higher quality information received a

P.40 0
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loWer code number for this item. Datei were considered to be sufficiently

specific for this item even if given only in terms of months and not month/day.

In order to qualify for 12.1, the IEP was required to have some global

statement of beginning date(s) of service. In cases where "beginning date"

was United to objectives (e.g., by way of a chart) the beginning date infor-
.

Elation was not considered to be global and thus, did not qualify tge IEP for

coding under 12.1.

In cases where.an IEP listed a date within the time scope of the IEP

under a heading such as "enrollment date," this was taken to be a "beginning.
01.

of service" date and was considered to be acceptable for coding under 12.1.

However, when I similar heading contained an entry that fell at some point

outside the
\
time scope of the IEP, this was not taken to be an appropriate

substitution for beginning date, and was 'not used for purposes of coding.

Item 12. Thi required that other dates on the IEP be used.

A code of 12.26was circled in, those cases where at least one' date that
#

was given with oals or objectives was clearly a date specifying when work on

the, goal or obj tiye would begin. For purposes of this response, other'

goaliobjective-rel ted dates were disregarded (e.g., those'that pertained to

when the objective would be mastered, when evaluation of the objective would

take place, or when he objectiVe was expected to be completed). The wording

(or even the presenc of headings requesting the beginning dates for goals

and objectives was not considered to be of primary importance for the purposes
. .

ofthis item. The main consideration was whether or not the date listed with
. .

the goal or objective cl arly pertained to the beginning of work on that goal

or objective. All dates roviding such information were considered sufficient

for a code of12.2.

Category 12.3 was used in all cases where theye was some "inferior" means

whereby it was possible to d duon the beginning of IEP service. An IEP quali-

fied/ for 12.3 even in cases here the only date applicable to the issue.of

beginning of services was adate such as the date of the IEP, the date of

participants' signatures, the word "annual," or the specification of a yeat

span (such as 1978-79): If the IEP's objectives had been coded as falling

within some time span on Item 8.A, 8.B, 8.C, or 8.0, it was required that the

IEP be assigned a code on Item 12 reflecting that there had been some source

of information'On the IEP from which beginning date could be deduced (e.g.,

.either 12.1, 12.2, or 12.3 was circled)...
P.41
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The codemof 12,4 was reserved for those cases Where the IEP contained no

possible source from which beginning date. of 'service could be deduced. In any
. .

instance Where 3.17.B (date services to begin) was circled in Item 3, the code.
of 12.4 could not be used for Item 12.

L. Item 13
-"..

As with Item 12, Item 13 was ,coded .by selecting, the highest rating that

could be supported by evidence found on the IEP. Again .the code choices were

in descending order, and a lower nuttier code indicatedra' higher qyality of

duration date information. For purposes of this item, duration information

could be expressed in two possible ways.. First, it could be stated as a span

og ttine(e.g., two months), and second it could be stated initerms of a pair

of dates (beginning date and ending date).

1.. Response Option 1'3:1

To qualify foi'a code of 13:1, a global statement regarding the

entire IEP was considered 44-ctssery. Specific information as too duration, of

individual goals'or objectives was not counted for 13.1. A year span such as

1978-1979 was.accepttd as a global statement of duration only if it was speci-

fied as such (e.g., by a heading such as "Duration of,Services "). In Exhibit A

the duration of services was stated specifically in terms of a start and an.

end date, and thus was codeeas a 13.1.
1

2. Response Option 13.2

An IEP qualified for the code of 13.2 in.any case where the goals or

objectives were directly linked to dates that clearly delineated the duration.

The wording (e.g., the existence of specific headings) used to collect/his

iftformatibn was not considered to be of primary importance for purposes of

this item, and thus all relevant information (with or without teadingsjvas .

used regardless of where it appeared'on the IEP.N In Exhibit B, starting date,

and ending dates are listed on a chart with the goals and objectives, and thus

wouldbe coded 13.2.

.3. Response Option 13.3

The code of 13.3 was used in those cases where the IEP contained any.

other source of duration information. This information could be in any form

including a date ofthe IEP plus an IEP review date, the word."annual," or a

year span such as 1978-79. It was not necessary that there be a heading that

.stated that such information pertained to duration of service.
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4. Response Option 13.4

The code of 13.4 was used for a specific type of IEP duration state-

ment herein the IEP did not specify a particular end 'point sevhees, but
. .

rathe stated that services would continue ''as long as needed." This was a

code eserved for cases where the "as` long as needed" statement created the

appea
(

accomp

ending.

nce that services could continue indefinitely because the,IEehad no

nying statement regarding a planned end point.. If the IEP contained an

tatement as well as an "as long as needed" statement, it was

as*1.3.4 but.instead wls coded 13.1, 13.2, or 13.3 as appropriate.

5.' Response Option 13.5'

not coded.

The, code of 1315 was reserved for those IEPs that included nd.1nflry

mation through which duration of services could be deduced and no statement of

' "as long as needed." If'a time frame for objectives was specified under

Item 8, it was required that Item 13 be codedas something other than 13.5.

4lso in those cases where CoTumneWts curled on Item 3.18, the 'EP was
.4114412T

considered to o-have some possible source.4duration information, and was not

to 'be coded as a 13;5.

M. Item 14
o %

The "evaluation" referred to by Item 14 was that which was planned for

use to deteimine whether or not IEP objectives had been met, and was not the

esialuatidh useVeo recommend placement 'ftsr The student (e.g., level of func-

tioning data). Thus, a heading of "evaluation" was used for this item only in

those cases where the response clearly pertained to the evaluation thit would

0

follow or be included. in the special education program rather than to the

evaluation that had preceeded it.

1. Response Option 14.1

An IEP qualified :for coding,under.14.1 in those cases where the

shOrt-term objectives provided or'were linked with a statement that specifi-
.

,cally and clearly indicated how the student's success in'achieving that objec-

tive would be-evaluated. An IEP wherein more than one half oftthe objectives

were judged to be "A logical statement of expected behavior'to an acceptable
4 .

standard" (as seen by the percentage of objectives that qualified for Item 7,ow
Column B) was considered to qualify for a code -of 14.1. Thus, for purposes of

this- item, clearly.state objectives were seen to give clear indication as to

evaluation procedure.
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2. Response Option 14.2 . a*

The COlde-of 14.2 -was used in tilose.cases"whete the'

coded as 14.1 and where it included a specific statement as to what evaluation )1e

P could not be

. ,

procedure wouIebe used to'.determine student success in accomplishing stated

objectives (Where such -a statement was not° linked in'a odd-to-one relationship.
. .

J . .-

1/4

with theindividual..objettives).. In order to qualify foie 14.2 (rather than',,
. . . . .

14.3) the statement of evaluation was reqtired to be one that was, classifiable

4sbeint-"prictSe." This was taken to mean that the statement must be suffi-

i

..1

. . . . .
.

cient'y cfear thavi person unfamiliar with the student would know from reading
4

.

the 'evaluation procedure. statement piecisely,how to perform the evaluatiod

.therein recommended- Per example, the statement "readminister the GOldman-
.

'Ftidtoe Test of Articulation" would be takOh as a sufficiently precise directive

to qualifY for coding under 14.2.

3. Response Option 14.3

The code4of 14.3 was used in all'cases where tharIEP could not be

coded 14.1 or 14.2, but. where it included any quality objectivg or any quality
-

evaluation ptOcedure statement for evaluating the stated objectives, regard-

less of how minimal that'qoaliy was. For is code there were no standards

of specificity, relevance, or clarity. Thus any procedure statement or any

short-term objective was considered as sufficient for some type of deduction

ad, tn how pte evaluation of the IEP objectives would be

for example, does not include a predominance'of clear

,include ,some objectives tonetheless. It would thus be

this item:

. 4. Response Option 14.4 .

conducted. Exhibit A,

objectives, but does

coded as a 14.3 under

.This .code was reserved for IEPs on which thdie were no evaluatiod

procedure statements and no shortIterm Objectives from which could be deduced I

any hineas to how the evaluation Mould be conducted. It was considered

/inappropriate

been circled,

to, circle 14.4 in Ehofe,cases where Item 3.29.Ror 3.33.B had

or where at least one objective had bel041gtered in Column A of

Item 7. AnEP which contained no objectives ( Item 7) received an automatic

code of 14.4. 4: 4;
0

Item 15
A

The coding choices

procedure was to select

be SuppOrted by evidence

for Item 15 were in desce ding order. The coding

the highest code rank (orqowest number) that could'

found in the IEP.,

P.44 go-
'
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1.* Response Option 154.1

4

To be coded 15.1, an IEP was req4ired to have a list of dates which

was dearly intended to beanevaluation Schedule for the IEP Objectives.

This list of dateswss sometimes called an "evaluation Schedule" by a heading

on the IEP. It sometimes aOpeared'as being separate from the objectives and
4

.metimes appeared on a chart accompanying the objectives. In cases where the

Int objectives were on a chart and weretUinked one to one with dates that.were

specifted as being evaluation dates or review dates (here referring to review

date of objective and not review date of IEP) the code of 15,1-was used. A

series of dates listed under a heading such as "progress reports" was also

acceptable for a...154 code. .

, P

2. Response Option 15.2 ; ,

. ., #
An IEPeodld qualify for a code of 15.2 in cases where the date(s)

recorded with the short-term objectivqs) were called something other than

"evalu4tion schedule" or "review of objectives." Examples of other types of

headings that were found with objective(s) and were consided to qualify for

15.2 coding were: ;end date of objective," "expected mastery date," and "date

objective o be completed." .A .code of- 15.2 could be used even in' cases where
4

only a sl gle date was recorded with the objective(s).. .Objective time frames

definedby the headings of the IEP (e.g.: three month objectives) were accepted

as adequate for 15.2 coding.

3. Resionse Option 15.3

In the case that there were do date(s) included with the short-term

objective(s), or where those date(s) included were seen to pertain to the

beginning of work on the objective(s) and not to tide end (or evaluation) of

work on objective(s), the IEP was searched for less ideal dates from whichhich an

evaluation schedule could be deduced. For all IEPs.having at least one otkp-

tive listed in Item 7, the existence of any date indicative of IEP duration

(Item 13.1, 13.2; or 13.3). was of sufficient quality to qualify the.IEP'for

15'."3 coding. Dates such as "IEP review date," "end of service date," or even

the word "annuallwere sufficient for the code of 15.3. However, these dates

were usable only in conjundtion With. the IEP objective(s). In cases where the

IEP included no objective(s), such.dates were not considered usable, and a

code, of.15.4 was entered. 6

,4. Response Option 15.4

The 15.4 code was used in cases where there were no IEP objectives

to be tonsidired in Conjuncpiottwith dates from which an evaluation 'schedule _

P.45
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EXHIBIT A

"%.IND/VII5UALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM (IEP)

DATE

1. NAME GRADE. BIRTHDATE

ATTENDANCE'RECORD r HANDICAP

2. PRESENT LEVET, OF FU5I1DNENG
,

/
3. PLACEMENT COMMITTEE MEMBERS POSITION

'4*

.0'

1r

7

4'

4.' PARENT SIGNATURE

I agree witif-,tiig Individualized Education Program (IEP)

.for my chiflL

I

0

At

P.50

(signature o parent or guardian)

NOTE: 'All information en!ered on'this
exhibit is fictitious.

7
1'4
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Po

i.40 -. 1, ,

4

a.

5. EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

tit

Special Education
and/or Support
Services Needed

s, .

B t D E

. .

-,
4 Responsible Planned

Starting Date Ending Date for Service Review Date

i/... l.

0

4.

. t
. .

5
4

4

, .. °

*

.6. ANNUAL GOALS (Prioritized).

A.

c.

1

1 .. e-

a.

4

4. . .

6

)

4

c 4

3 1..
$

. 1 6

em.

3 1 j

o

4.1



7.

)

. 1 I ;
1

SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES 8. CRITERIA FOR MASTERY 9. TECHNIQUES AND
`MATERIALS

I

. . . .

. -

- .

.

. '
.

a/ . A

. . .

.
.

.

. ., .... .
. .

.

e
, . ,.. . ..

.
- . .

.

.

.
. . .

. . 44

4
. .. . . . . .

.

..) ' . . . .

. i
.

. .
e

.

.
.

.
0

i
. -
... . .

F ..
..

--....../.
10 . JUSTIFICATION OF PLACEMENT

I
.

.

.

1 .1

) I., 1
IP

c.

1.

. 11. TIME IN REGULAR PROGRAM

. . 7.

0

324

.

-



t IEP EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Form. No ..... 1 _6'2'

Funding .Source '1 . ..2 3 4

.

1. How many pages are in the IEP?

2. Which of the following apply to this IEP?

IEP No. 464,646

Rater

(Circle all that apply)

Is typed . " 1 7--

Is handwritten'but easy to read . . . ..OZ

Is handwritten and difficult to read 3

Amount of space provided limits number of annual go is 0
Amount of space provided limits number of short-terM4

objectives 0.
Total IEP consists of separate IEPs from different teachers

or service sources 6

IEP consists of a "placement" document and an "implementation"
document 7

`.°

3. For which of the following does the IEP form have a specific heading
(A)? Foi which of the headings has information been entered (B)?

Student's age or birthdate

Student's gradi level

Student 's sex

'Student's

race

Student's primary langWage .....

A

Information
Includes Has Been
Heading Entered

o' (I)

ft
<2)

3 3

'4 4

5 ..... 5

Present level of performance information
,

Assessment data to suppor.4t present level
of performance 7 7

. AP

Date of the assessment of present level -

of performance . A , 8

o .

Nature of student./ handicap 9

Student's strihgths 10 10

. Student'srspecial interests 11 11
.

Student's school attendance record ,
a 6 . : 0

)P.53 32

n.



MN,

3. (contiuucd)

i1

$1
st

Placement detommindation
.4 ..

Service* Special" or "related")Ito be provided G. . . .

.46 t

% Rationale dr plateauult or Servici,s 6. . .
4 s

Personnellresponsible for seivicis 0.
Date service is to begin . 1 0'. .

k /

'Anticipated duration of service (g). . .

Recommended extent'of participation in regular
program

, B. 0
Physical educattbn needs * 20

.
20

a

A II

Information
Includes Has Been
Heading c) Entered

13 -.13

Date of preparation of IEP ,,

Participants in the IEP proces s . .

Signature of individuals who approved the IEP : . .23 ..... 2

Titles Cf individuals who approved the IEP . . . .

Parental approval

Results of Parental notification

IC)... 413).
26 26'

Annual goals

Priority listing of annual goals

Short-term objectives NIL
. .

Recommended instructional materials, resources,
strategies, or techniques C) C)

Date short-term objectives mete. 31 31

CIO C)
6.0. 0

Proposed evaluation criteria`. . . ...... 32 .

Proposed evaluation procedure 33 33

Proposed evaluation schedule 34 34

Proposed IEP review date 6
Actual IEP review date 36 36

Resplts of IEt review 37 37

Participants in IEP reltiewe 38 38

Other .39 ..... 39

. .40 ..... 40

AN*

P.54

32.3



1

a

47 Which and how many of each of the following were participants in the IEP
process (A)? Which and ;how many of each signed the IEP (R)?'

A

Participated Signed
in the the '

Process IEP

(Writein numbers)

Regular classtoom teacher I

b. Special educationleacher .. ....
c. ' Physical education teacher 4

d. Speech or language therapist'

e.. Physical or occupational therapist .

f. Other therapist,

g. One of. thiabove, but can't tell which 1

h. Qualified LEA representative i"

1. Principal or assistant principal

j. School -representative'

k, Supervisor.(or facility supervisor)

li Case manager, chairperson, program
manager, or program coordinator

m. School psychologist or psychometrist

a. Counselor

o. Social worker

p. Nurse

g. Parent, guardian, or surrogate

r. The student

.. Name without noting volition

t. Other

f

14

4'

. . . .11.1.now

-"""1"

i

11
IW/Ib

t

Se Which of the following is true of the IEP format regarding the provision for
parental, guardian, or surrogate approval? Does the IEP show disapproval?

(Circle one of the
first six plumbers;

circ le 7 if,appropriate.)

Approval (or disapptoval) would be for the enpir IEP . - ... 0
Approval (or disapproval) would be for annual aid
but not for short-term objectives 2

Approval (or disayikoval) would be for part but not
all of the short-term objectives f 3 '

Approval (or disapproval) would be for services to
he provided but not for annual goals or short-term objectives 4

Approval (or disapproval) would be for some potion of
the IEP; but cannot determine what would be approved 5

No',lace for approval or disapproval is'provided 6

e IEP was disapproved, ... 7
.

P.55 ?24
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6. Are present level of functioning (A) and supporting daliWIMRt1-42rgfo owing fUnctional
areas? in.which functional areas.is there a statement or a clear indicition om the supporting
data that special education is needed (C)? In which functional areas-ts there a statement or s
clear indication from the supporting data that special. education is not needed (D)? How many
annual goals. are listed for each functional area (E)? How many annual goals listed for each
functional area include a logical statement of expected behavior to,a specified standard (F)?

A

Present ' ' Number
Level of Supporting Special Special of

Functioning Data Education Education Goals
Listed Listed Needed Not Needed Listed

Reading or oral or
written English .. Gy. . . .4). . . . a). . . . (E). .
a. Oral expression . . . a . . . a . . . . a . . a .

b. Listening comprehension. b : . . b . . . . b . . .'. b .

c. Written expression . . c . . . . c . . . . c.... c. .

d. Spelleng ........ (1,. . . .0. . . . d .
. . . 0. ,

e. Basic reading skill . . e . . . . e . . . . e . . Or e. .

f. Reading comprehefision . f . . . . f . . . .-f. . . f. .

F

Number of Goals
That Include a
Logical Statement
of ExpenFed

Behavior to a
Specified Standard

2. Mathematics...,... .(/). ..(i) 2 . . . . .

a. Mathematics calculation. a . . . . a . . . . a . . . . a,. . . . .

. b. Mathematics reasoning .b. . . .b. . . . b. . . . hr.

3. Science . .... f ... -
4. Sects! science .....
5. General academic . .

6. Other academic

. 3 .

.

12).

6 .°.

. . . 3 .

. . 4 .

. . . 5 iPr

6 ....

. .

.

. 3..

. .

.

6 ....

. .

. .

. 3 . .

. 4 . .

5

6 . .

(i). . . . 7 . . . ,. . . . (i), . . . .

8 . . . . 8 . . . . . . . .

9 . . . . 9 . . . . 9 . . . . 9 . . . . .

.10 . . . .10 . . . . 10 . . . . 10 . . . . .

11 . . . .11 . . . 11 . 11 . . . . .

. a . . a..

. b . . b . . b . .

12 . .12 . . 12 .

13 . . . .13 . . . 13 . . . 13 . .

mollo

14 . . . . . . 14 .

Mpiiimion
14 to "

.15 . . . .15 . . . 15 . 15 io

.16 . . . .16 . . 0 . 16 . . . 16 . . .

. a . . . . a . a. .

-
. b . . . b . . .

. c . . . . c .

.17 . . .17 . . . . 17 . . . . 17 . . v,t, . .

7. Social adaptation .....
8. Self-help .....
9. Emotional . . 1. .. ...
10. Physical Education . . .

11. Motor skills ........
a. Gross motor skills . .

b. Fine motor skills . .

12. Speech ..........
13. Visual acuity .......
14. Hearing ..........
15. General Physical Health .

16. Vocational /prevocatiodal

e. Career awareness . . .

b. r exploration . .

c. preparation . .

17. Other flprional

P.56
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7. How many ihort-term objectives are listed for each fuhctional area (A)? How
many short-term objectives listed for each functional area include a logical
statement of expected behavior to a specified standard (B)? How spiny of
the objectives clearly are a part of a standard curriculum (C)? My many are
intended to be,met in the regular classroom (D)?

A

4

Number of
Short-Term
Objectives

1. Reading or oral or
written English ,

a. Oral expression
b. Listening_comprehension

'c. Written expression . . . .

d. Spelling .

e. Basic reading skill. . .

,

....6.4mmwm
10

B
Number of

Objectives OA
Include a Logical
Statement of

Expected Behavior
to a Specified

-' Standard

-
Number of 3Number of
Objectives Objectives
That Ate To Be Net
Part of an In The
Established Regular
Curriculum Classroom

: '".......
..,.,...,.

. . 1 $

.

...
. . ...

f. Reading comprehension. . . .

2. Mathematics . . . . .

a. Mathematics calculation
.1 ...

. ,

b. Matbematics reasoning. . . . . . . .

3. Science
4. Social science. . .

e
. .

5. General academic
6. Other academic

,

4

...
7. Social adaptation
8. Self-help skills
9. Emotional
10. PhysicaL Education . . " .

1111
. . io

,f

1 ..011.1111
1... /Iwer.,FmP r i

201'

11. Motor skills . . . .. . . 8 ; f
.

a. Gross motor skills . . . . . . .-. .

b. Pine motor skills . . . / . . . .... .

12. Speech

13. Visual acuity
14. Hearing . . .

15. General physical bealtb
. -

. .

m.. arbm.L.

1

16. Vocational/prevocap9nal .

a. Career awarenesh-". . . .

b. Career exploration . . . .

c. Career preparation , : . . .

.
. .

11...=. ....
17. Other functional 10 0

.

. 41,
laP

P.57. 326
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41

8.. How biany short-term objectives are listed that show intended beginning'
and target completion dates that encompass..a time frame that

'a. Begins and ends within the first half of the d,

school year? . .. . Aft

b. Begins and ends within the second half of the
school year?

c. Extends from the beginning to the end Of tte
school year?

d. Is less than the full school year but begins
within the first half of the school year and
ends Within the second half?'

0
e. Time frame is neither stated nor implied

9. What proportion (or amount) of the student's time is assigned to thg
special_pervices specified on the IEP? (Include only special services
that replace regular instruction.) (Enter D4n if IEP does not give
proportion or amount of time.)

g5 percent or minutes per week
.11

717

10. Which of the following. related services is the student,intended to receive?

(Circle all that apply)

Audiology ' 1_

Counseling (
Medical services . . . ....

Occupational therapy 4

Parent counseling and training . . 51

Physical therapy ........ 6

Psychological services .... 7

Recreation 8

Social work'service 9

Transportation 1001111
Other .11

3%)/
P.58 '''-
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11. Which of the following best.describesthis IEP's statement of ration
for placement?*

6 The IEP does not include such a statement 41(

There is such a statement, but it doe* not add to what is;
already. cleat from the balane of the IEP

(ti
0

There is sudh a statement, and the statement adds to.
the information provided by the ballice of the IEP ..... 3 - 4/

,

4 1
,

11. Which of the following best describes the of beginning date(s)
of service?

.
. (Circle one)

(:).Islam
.

) specifically state&

,May'be inferred from dates given for goals or objectives

Must be inferred fromAteIER was prepared . .

There is insufficient information upon which to base an
inference

6

. 2

. .

3 .

4

Which,of the following best describes -the statement(s) of duration of
services to be provided? .

(Circle one)

Is (are) specifically stated.... . - .

May b inferred from dates given forgoals Or objectives 2

Must be inferred 'from headings that state thatNrals are
"annual" goals.. . . . , . $

States that services will be provided "as labs as needed"
4

There is insufficient information upon which to base an NV

inference
A

4 5

. -

-
.

14. Which.ol-che following statements -best desctiblp the evaluation procedure

;tarcle,one)],!-1

3

, . 4

for the short-term objeotiVes?
.., , -

.
..

--4.--
.. . , -

4,

Procedure is cleir from the short -term objectives 1

Procedure is precise statements of how the evaluation should
be conducted . . , A .

Procedure must be inferred from unclear statements or unclear

.*short-term objectives: 0
Procedure cannot be inferred because it is not stated and IEP
has, no short-term objectives . 4

.

A

24,

61.

O

,

1).59 328
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. r

15. _Which of the following statements best describlthe evaluoLion schedule
. .

--- '

for the short-term objectives?
T.

(Circle one) '

Schedule is specifically stated as.being the evaluation
...s'ehdUle ... : -

X
. i . le . . 1

. ,.
. Schedule may be :implied from shortgerm objectives /.

.. - . .!

Schedule must be'implied fro the beginning-of-treatment and
endlof-treitmene dates . ..f (j)

AO' Schedule is not stated or implied 4

.
.

.,
.

..' 40
.

,
. 16. Wiiifh of the following statemenis'b1St describes whether at least an

.10 annual' evaluation of short-term objectives is required?
-q .

.

. (Circle one) -
*

Ali of thi short -term objecaves
O W
appear to require at least

an annual evaluation, ... ,

(:)
Somebut not all of the'shoTt-term objectives' appear to.

. -

require at least an annual' evaluation 2
,

!
Hone.of the short-term objectives require at least-an

;ale' annuaLevaluation 3 W
Such informatiori is not given and cannot be inferred . . , 4

..)

$

A

I

P.60
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1. ,Personal Data

Name,of Student
go

School Last Attended ,26449.,...%)24(4=,4

Sf

1.

,

t EXHIBIT B

INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM

_11111111111111111111 Birth Date

Approval of Parent, Guardian, or Surrogate

t

City :5",..14'44,:4;er.z

.

NOTE: All in ation enter ed on this

exhibit is fictitious.

Sex C r Race

State

I ap prove tte Individualized Education Program'for the above named student.

3. Summary of Present Level,oYIEducational Functioning

Signed

Assessment Area

Math 'Reasoning

Rath Fundamentals ' A

, Tote/ Math . .,' /7/h r
Reading Vocallttlary s./ . -r

, ., -

Reading Comprehension ' ,.L: // AA/-
.

Total Reading y .

Psychomotor Skills ,. 444%,04,1-6% .

4

Assessmekt Assessment
Results' Instrdment.Used

Plge 1 of 1 -

0 *

I ,

4, Based on
why this

V

4

7
the principle of the leas44strixtive 0Avi

. .
,.

"program is approOate; °- ,",,

...:.-

./ i .4. 0: :. s.

-1-11-.44- . 3,' 4-42C. "eft -e--t.i..e.:-/-*-64- .42,1
. ,

14,Z. :

Assessment Area .

Mechanics of English

Spelling 41.-0.4. J. )-

Total Language

Total Battery

Vocational Skills

Self-Help Skills

Social Adaptation 4444-1t.m.4.04:

.

Date 7/57.7

Assessment Assessment

Results Instrument Used

ronment, 6e ...following reasons are given to substantiate

.(4113.e "e2454,C.. S

331
.

1 .

. t
33;.:



;. Educational Program

-OR

Page .2 of

A.
.

- ,

Annual Program Goal

B.

Short-Term Objective

C.

Strategies and/or
Techniques

D.

Harteriali and/or
'Resources

E.

Hrs..

Per

Week

F.

Staff
Responsible

G.

%

Starting
Date

H.

Expected

Ending
Date

I.

Expec:ad

Mastery
Lela:

Ar..44.--...7-40.1 al.,..e....e.....,

reAken. 44.44,457

_0.444'0,

/4444, e-14-eleo." /-''.44.. e0.41-,

Me"

40-7L-47 eue

.

.10.T'

414

.

:(4.1.40..14L.t

"Yr-s-p4. :-1
7,...c.
..A"r".

...A.
1-pt,c,./76,00644.- er.4-041.744.4.

4k.4).A.44--A.A.A.e-At....

A"11:11'4v-"41'f1a L bd.' 4,14., eg 1-9;4C

.

.,(14,r00.1.14a t..et-'4,41.4f.
./

4401,1LArdo

l'9344PC'e ooeof:ee.4. ..,(11

/11".1.1.4:. 4 : 1 ..: 4 : 5. 4
to4014.1.1/ .44434,4/4.4"

,A"u-4,;,14/

hi, 1 4.4 0 " 4 4. ... 4..w.z.

e44.- 4Nwtdoe404

13,,t4,,, i .400~

047

4 ,

02" .441.=-

'--

'''I''S"...; .11TtI f r ..

Arte,,v?-4.- ,,,_ 7.44.je..,
.

I

-14,,,,,...7.
A o

I eole-74e---;-,--
1 $ 4-0--1---7

1/./VIF:4Vir.4'
. I

0 .4.7 , .

.67%46,

. IEL' Committee Information

Date LEP Was Prepared ?-1- ." 7. IEP Committee Members Who Participated:

Proposed Review Date /° / 7J Hague

3 3

Title .

\
ets-0...40477."1

3 3 4



INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PROGRAM: IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

111111111111111. i. Name of Student bate of Birth AGE GRADE SCHOOL_, -
Date of Entry into Program Projected Ending Dace Al, 02 - ...:2-./..r4

,(Signature of Person Completing this form.)

SYSTal

ii.

Program Coals

' iii.

Inst;uc4onal Objectives
(Indludes Criteria for Mastery)

. iv.

-

Strategies and /or Materials

1 v.

Date

*Started

vi.

Data
Ended

' viA.
,

-'Mastery Cor each
Inscructional.Oblet:ia

2)
.,14.4.4

Al".4.:4i
.

p..)rtivet4.0.4.1.....0-.4

.

r......14

--7r '

. 335
.

AP

.e.e..-Ps...- 41.4.44.44.C"

.

. ,

1:4-...4. ,,,e-.7--pas.-

C...,

.

.,,.......
,,,..--..'

.

1

.

.

.

..

D-

.

).......
.

.

.

.

.

,-).....,
I

,

..
etiewecx

441.."-.

.

, .../

.

7 )....,
tx,

_

..1.1-1.-e-1.°
..

..

.

.
s

I ........

.Z:::..,

336

-..i

i 22(...s.c.r.

.
,

, . .

4

.
. .

. I

.

-.*-4:11.44f-.1.:4'" .4 "kste-.41.7

0 X-.6c.,--)---p ..-ocle4

.

, i

.

.

7 4'
4/

) 9 ' -/e el
.

.

. .



ft.

Program Goals

.

. iii.

Instruct/001 Objectives
(Includes Criteria, for Mastery)

iv.

.

Strategies and/or Materials

v.

Date

Started

vi.

Date
Ended

vii.

Master for each
_Instructional Objective

..

'd

M
V

.

.

.

.

.

,

.

.

;.

.

.

3

.

'.!.

I

.

i

4

tfel.....

.

.

.

P .

I

..

....,

6

.

.,
.

.

.

S

t

.

0,

.

.

.

.

.

,

.

C

.-

.

.
.

0.

%'

.

0

.
.

t

.

.

4

.

.
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IEP EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Form No. . . . 1 . . 2 IEP No. Z.:VA/44/7 16

Funding Source . i 1 . . 2 . . 3 . .,4 Rater

1. How many pages are in the IEP?

tr

.2. Which of the following apply to this IEP?

(Circle all that apply)

Is typed . 1

Is. handwritten but easy to read 41)
Is handwritten and difficult to read 3

Amount of spade prOvided limits number of annual goal's 4

Amount of space provided limits number of short-term
Objectives 5

Total IEP consists of separate IEPs from different teachers
or service sources 6

. IEP consis ts of a "placement" document and an "implementation"
document 7

3. For which of the following does the IEP form have a specific hq.ading
(A)? For which of the headings has information been entered (B)?

A B

JO , Includes
Information
Has Been

Heading Entered

Student's age or birthdate 0 (I)

. Student's grade level (2)
2

Student's sex
(!) O.)

Student's race 0 4

Student's primary language 5, 5

Present level of performance information ......0, . .(i)

Assessment data to support present level
of performance

14
Date of the atsessment of present level

of performance

Nature of student's handicap ....
Student's strengths

i
Student's special interests .

Student's school attendance record . .. .......

8 8,

9 9

10 10

11 11

12 . . . . .12

p,68 33j



3. (cpntinued)

w.K."-

Placement recommendatiOn . . . 1.

A
t

B

Information
' Includes Has Been

Heading Entered

13 i3

Services ("special" or "related ") to be provided . .14 :

Rationale for placement or services

Personnel responsible for services

Date service is to begin

Anticipated duration of servi4e

Recommended extent of participation in regular
program

Physical.educatiOn needs - .

Date of grfOparation of IEP

Participants in the IEP process ,

Signature af individuals who approved the IEP

Titles of individuals who approved the IEP .

Parental, approval

Results of parental notification ,,

Annual goals

.2.!:-14

Priority listing of annual goals .

Shoit-term objectives

Recommended iosimctional materials, resources,
strategies, or techniques

Date short-term objectives met 31

26

Proposed evaluation criteria

Proposed evaluation procsdure

Proposed evaluation schedule 34

Proposed IEP revigwilatte . ...
Actual IEP review dkel /

Results of IEP review?

PartiA4fttry IEP rev

e)
36

37

38

Other Da& dif Prolporrm. {dry

a40
P.69
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31

-34

36

S 37

38

39

6.. .40



)

44. Which.and how many of each of the following were participants,-in the IEP
process (A)/. Which and how many of esch signed the IEP (B)?

A

Participated Signed
in the the

`Process

(Write in numbers)
ifs

a. iigular clossroos6@achei . . . .

.b. Specia.1 educttion teacher'. . . . .

c. Physical education teacher 746

,..d. Speech or language therapist ------

e. Physical or occupational ther ist . .

f. Other therapist

g. One of the above, but can't Bell which

Qualified LEA representative

i. Principal or assistant principal .

j. School representative .

*.k. Supervisor (or facility supervisor)

1 , C iltmanager, chairpetson, program
nagdr, or 'program eoordinator

School psyceologist or psychometrist

. Counselor

worker
/

p. Nurse
4

q. Parent, guardian, or surrogate

r. The'atudent . .'1in010,

-

. .

-

.

.

/ .

,

/ . /

. .

. -. ..

. ------

4/

------

i
ote

s. Name without no g position
*/

t. Other
411..

. .

*-A
.

. '

' 5. Which of the following is true of the IEP format regarding the provision for
parmital, guprdian, or surrogate approval?, -Does the IEP show disapproval?

(Circle one of the

F.
r

first six numbers;
---\ citcle 7 if appropriate.)

_,

Approval(or disapproval) would be for the entire IEP 1

Approval (or'disapproval) would be for annual goals
'but not for short-term objectifies

s -

2

Approval (or disapproval) would be for part but not
all of the short-tern objectives

Approval (or disapproval) would be for services to
be provided but not for annual goals or short-term objectives . . . 4 :

Approval (or disapproval) would be for some portion of
.

the II?, but cannot determine what would he ,approyed 5

No place for approval or disapproval is provided 6

The IEP was disapproved
.

7

A

3'11
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6. Ate present level of functioning (A) and supporting data
or

listed for the following functaral .

areas? In hick functional areas is there a statement or as:cleae.4adication from the supporting "
data that pecAal education is heeded (C)? In which functiona areas is there a statement or a -
clesr ind cation from the' supporting data that special education ienot needed (D)? How many,
annual goals arelisted for each functional area (E)? How many annargoals listedfor each
functional area include a logical statement of expectefrbehavior to a specified standard (F)? ;

v.

ise

at&

_A

Present
" Level o f Supporting

-. Functioning . Data
I Listed Listed,

*

B C

D. Reading eroral or
written English ' ( . .(0
b. Oral expr
b. Listening, comprftnsion. b. . . . ..b .
c. Written express.i.'W.\* . c . .

d. Spelling . . .14)
e. Basic readfng skill . , . . e
f'. Reading comprehension .a)". . . e 0 .

on. . . . a .1. . . a .

D E

Number
Special ppecial of

Education Education Goals
Needed Not Needed LisnOti

F
'Number of Goals
That Include a

Logical Statement
. of Expected
Behavior to a

Specified' Standard

I

2. Mathematics
ar.v... Q... :. 2 . . 1 : .

1. Matheiatics calculation: a . a . . . . s . . . . a . . . .

b. Mathematics reasoning . b . . . : : . . b . . b .

3. Science ........ 3 . .

4; Social 'tience ...... 4 . .

.5. General academic .. ... 5 . .

-6. Other academic

. . 4 . . . . 4 : 1. . 4 . . ..-- .

t". . ..,..
....6 . . 6 ...I-A ..6 . .

Si Self-help skills. ....
7. Social adaptation ... ..

. .

.

.

91Emotional ......... 9 . .

physical Educe...ion . . .16 ,

0 . . t

. . .9.... . .

. . . . ID,. . . . 10 s. So

,-1.1. Motor skills i , .11
a.Gioss motor skills . . a .

. b.:Fine motor skills . ''. ''i: b .

'.. 12: Speech . .12 . - . '.12 .

13. Visual acuit . . ". 43.. . . :13 .

14. Hearing . ...... :14 .41%. ..14 .

. 15. Geller yszyl Health . '.15 , . . .1S .

;
. 14
. 15".

16. Vocatizonal/prevocation'al .16 .. :. .16 . . . . 16 . . . : 16 .

a. Career awareness .. . .40),.-. .. . a . . . . a,: . . . a .

' B. *career exploration .:. b 1`,,7;',6. . b 40r., . .. b . . ".

c. Career preparation ... ,. a' .f.' . c :if . c .

-I '
'

1 .4
' a" -

17. Other functional

.

1.

.17 . . . . 17 . . . 17 .

2.71;
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1' . z

1
s / -

7.. How any short
many

,
short -t

statement of e
the objetive
intended t e

4

-term objectives are listed for each .functional area (A)? *ow
obje2Ipives listed for each functignaI area include a logical
ectedrbehavior to a specified. standard (8)? How many of
clearly are a part of a stendard'curriculum-(C)? How many are
mit'in the regular classioom (D)? A

A

ect:es

Number of
Short-Term
Obj

111. Weeding or oral or ,

written English
a. Oval expression -

lA

Number of
Objectives that

Include a Logical
Statement of.

Expected havior
to a S fled

St d`

C

Number of
Objectives
That Are

.Part of an

Establithed
urriculum

D

Number of
Objectives
To lk Met
In The

Regular
Classroom

.11.

. .

,

.

cr
C

c

__.........

.

miToRm1
.

rair..

1

--7--;
.rram,b,

C.

6

b. Listening.comprehension .

t. Written expressiOn . . .

. d. Spelling

v. Basic readkng skill. .

f. Reading-comprehension. .

2. Mathematics . .

a
. : , . . . .

Mathemaiics callation ' .

b.-Mathemadics reasoning. . . . .

I.

3. Science . . .
.

. , .

4. Social scieice. . ,s., . .

wwww

.- Genvral academic -
---,mr
. ,....
______ . ... - . . .... .

...- . Othdr 4.cademic
4

. . . .

....

4 7. Social adaptation
.

. es . C.

8.4601V=help skills -I: -
. _ . .

9. rimtionil
, 10. Phtsical-Educatiou . . .

i

.11,
. .

00.0

. .
cib
..,111.=

4, 11. Motor skills , 3 . .

-
' ' '' ' im.......... ' ' ______

a. Grois motor skills . . . Jr . . . :3 owrilm -.

b..Fine motor skills . . . . . . . - . , . .

. 12: Speech . . .
t

13. Visu"al acuity . . ft. -.. ...,____ . ,---r : -

14. Hearing . t. .. - . 1r .. ... .

l5. General'physical health . ilt. . .

i

..6000 A., ..00=00000

16. Vocationii7prevocatimalf'. Ar . .

a. Career awareness.. . . .

bioCareer exploratiop...: , 1 ' . .

?Career preparation . . . ... rosimrwwW.m. dbwe.mmirr

17. Other functional .

.

4
-P.72 343



* 8. flow many short-term objectives are listed that show Lutended beginning
And target completion dates that encompass a time frame thit:

at Begins and ends within the first half of the
school year?

b. Begins and ends within the second half of the
school yearf 02.

c. Extends from Che bglinning to the end/4 the
school year? /1

d. ,Is less than the full school year but begins
within the first half of the school year and
ends within the second half?

e. Time frame is neither stated nor implied

9. What proportioa (or amount} of the student's time is'assigaed to the
special ' services specifip an the IEP? (Include only special services
that replace regular instruction,) (Eater "4" if IEP does not give
proportion or amount of time.)

percent or /ACV minutes per week

10. Which of the following related services is the student intended to receive?

.

Audiology .ir

Counseling

Medical services

Occupational therapy

Parent counseling and training

Physical therapy

Psychologicae services

..Recreation

Social work service

Transportation

Other

(Circle all that apply)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

. .11

41;
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II. Which of the following best describes this IEP's statement of rationale
for Otacement1..

(Circle one)

:.The'TEP doss not include such a statement sof 1

,. There is such a statement, but it does not add to what is
already clear from the balance of the IEP 2

'Mare's such a statement, and the statement adds to
to information provided by. the balance of the !as (:)

k

12. Which of the following best 'describes the statement af beginning date(s)
of service? '

.

4

Or=

Is(are) specificalf stated

(Circle one) f'

May be inferred from dates' gives for goals or objectives' . :.°.<12)-
.

46

Must be inferred from date IEP was prepared

%

11... %As. '4 '.3...
There is insufficientinformatiba upon which to base an

inference ,
'

40 -. 4
. ,,,... .

.

.,
13. Which of the following best describes the statement(s) of'ddratiori of

services to be provided? I .41

4 :
(Circle one

Is (are) specifically stated. 1

May be inferred from dates givenIor goglsor objectives (:)
Must be inferred from headings that state that goal's are'

.

annual" goals .

- States that services will be provided , "as, long as (vied" .. . ... 4

There is insufficient)Nrasmatioh upon which to.base an . ."

inference .. . . . i . . ' . 5
i

,/
p. Which of Ihe fond-wing statements best describes 'the evaluation procedure, .

for the short-term objectives? ' . s.
A

.

I.

.
° s(Circle one)

. ,

Procedures clear frOrp i the short-term objectives . - . . . . ,C)
46

.

Procedure ig precise statements of how the evaluation should
be conducted . . ..... , 2'

Procedure must bq inferred from unclear statements or unclear
short-term objectives 3

-
Procedure cannot be inferred because it is not stated and !EP

has no short-term objectives . . . . .... . . . . . . . . 4

345
P.74
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15. Which of the 161lowing statements best describes the evatuation-schedule
Tor the short-term objectives'

(Circle one)

Schedule is specifically stated as being the evaluation
schedule

Schedule may Vrimplied from short-term objectives

Schedule must be implied from the beginning-oftreatmear and
endof-treatment dates , . e

Schedule is not stated or implied

; 16. Which of the following statements best describes whether at least an
annual evaluation of short-term objectives is 0@quired?

. ,
v.

..

.
.

. N
-...

it.

'

4
6

-

.

-.

.

.

.4..

.

s (Circle one)

4,11, of the short-term objectives appear to require at least
'an annual evaluation

.

Siambut not all` of the short term objectives appear to
require At least an annual 'evaluation 2

None of the short-term objectives require at least an
annual evaluAtion ,,

3

Such information is not given and cannot be inferred 4
-

(.

I. e . .

e

,

11

al(3

.

P.75
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