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Chapter'l

. Introduction

- -

Written Indiyidualized Education Programs (IEPs) ‘for .all handicapped
children are required by the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of
1975 (as amended by P. L. 93- 380 and P.L. 94~ -142). Section 618(d) of the Act .
also requires that 2 national survey be conducted td describe IEPs in oryer 5;
assist Congress in evaluating the usefulness of thesq documents. As a result,
the Bureau Of Education for the Handicapped (now’ the’ Office of Special Educa
tion within the Debgrtment of Education) USOE, contracted with.the Research
Triangle 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 pltases. The first phase (October 1, 1977 to September 30, 1978)
involved the survey design; the second phase (October 1, 1978 to September 30,

. 1979) covered the actual conduct of the survey, from sample selegtion through
the preliminary data analyses; and the third phase (October 1, 1979 to Septem-
ber 30, 1980) covered final data analyses ‘and reporting. The results of the
one-year.design phaSe'are presented in'the final report of Phase I activities.!

‘The results of Phase II and III act1v1t1es are described in a five-volume

_report entitled, A National Survey of Ind1v1dualized Programs (IEPs) for Handi-

capped Children Volulhe 1 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 Sul¥study and State/Special

Facility Substudy, respectively. This volume,’ Volume II, describes the survey-

L4
3

bécﬁground, objectives, methodology, and instrumentation.

' Subsequent sections of-this chapter provide a brief background for the
present research (Section L), state the.ohjectives of the surve; (8ection II),
overview the activities undertaken prior to designing of tie national survey
(Section,III),.and outline the organization of the remainder of Volume II
(SectionIIV). ' .

- .
1 Pyecha, J: N., et al, Design of a National Survey of Individualfzad

~"8ducation Programs (IEPs) for Handicapped Children. Research Triangle Park,
N.C.: Research Triangle Institute, November 1978, - :
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I.  BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

¢

-

‘Handiéapped children in the'Umited States historically have been denied

the opportunlty for a free public educatlon Because of physical, mental, or
emotional dlsabilitles, many children have . recelved less edugatlonal oppor=

tunity than their nonhandicapped peers and some have been totally dehied any
formal educational experiences. i . )

The . enactment of the Education for All Handi:apped Ch11dren Act of 1975
(as amended by P.L. QQJBBO and PvL." 94-142) marks the-most recent and sweeping
gain in-the rightﬁif'handicapped children tb a free and appropriate public
education. This landmark legislation requires full educational opportutities
for all school-aged handicapped children, including those now housed in insti-

. tutions. Handicapped chrldren are defined as "...mentally retarded, hard of
hearingh deaf, spaech impaired, visually handicapped, sérrously emotiqpally
disturbed, arthopedically impaired, ‘and other health impaired childrell or
children uit? specific learning disabilities who by reason thereof, requife
special education and related services."” (Section 602 (1) of P.L. 94-142).

‘The Act specifles a number of act1v1t1es ‘that séhools must engage in to
insure that these chlldren receive a free, appropriate public education. ¥or
example, it requires group decision~making regardlng the needs of the chlld
and the most appropriate’ placement forvthe'chlld, it requires that an IEP be «
developed for each child 1dent1£1ed as needing spec1a1 eduéatlou and related
serv1ces, it requires schools to notlfy parents, include them in the decision-
making process, and prov1dé them with an opportunity to a hearing if they are h
d1ssat1sf1ed with the decision. Furthermore, it requlres that each’ ch11d be
provided wrth educat10na1 servlces in the least’ restrictive -environment . EHQu
first service priority is for all those handicapped chlldren not_presently
served; the second priority is for those “severely handlcapped children ”are
inadequately served. ' ' :

\BEH has been glven the respons1b111ty for adm1n1ster1ng the f:p, * for
evaluatlng the 1mp1ementat10n of the law, and for prov1d1ng tgg Congress with '
an annual report of progress in implementatlon - State Educatlon Agenc1es

(SEAs) have primary respons1b111ty for compliance wlth the Act. o

-
»

* Although the Act @ddresses education of tﬁe hatdicapped at the school
district level, it alsa recognlzes education apﬁroprlate to. Lnd1v1dua1 children

as the pr1mary cr1ter10n for coﬂbl;ance through 1ts requlrements for IEPS.- .
i




IEPs are a xormerStone of the “appropriate publrc education” mandated by
" P.L. 94~142, House Report 94-332 on the authorizing 1eg1slah10n stated that
'the pres£r1pt1on for such a program responded to three tenets; .the first
) statnng that fach child requires an educational plan. that ia tailored to

. : . t
achieds his or her maximum potential; the second stating that all primcipals

in the child's éducational environment should Nave' the opportunity fox input-

." in the development of such' a program; the tnird stating that individualization

]

"means spec1f1cs and timetables for those Spec1f1cs, de the need for periodic
.review of those spe:1f1cs-ra11 Oq‘Whlch produce greatly ;enhanced fiscal and
educatlonal accohntabllity" (p. 13 of House Report 94-332). These tenets

.

prov1de the- rat1ona1e for, and underscore the importance of IEPs in, the
concept of education that is the essence of P.L. 94-142. o ' .

* The law requirés that the progfam be a written statement for each hand1-
dapped child which 1nc1udes- (a) a statement of the present levels of educa;
t1ona1"performance of such child, (b) a statement of annual goals, 1nc1ud1ng
short-term instructional objectives, (¢) a statement of theispecific educa~
tional servrces‘to be'provided to such Ch11d, and the extent to whlch such
child w111 be able.téd partlﬁlpate in, regular educational programs, (d) the
- projected date for initiation and anticipated duration of such services, and*

(e) appropriate ohﬁective criteria and evaluation procedures and schedules for
determinihg, on at least an annual basis, whether instructional objectives are -~
being met (Seqt1on 602 “of the Education fqr All Handicapped Chrldren Act of
1975 '[P.L. " 94- 1421). . ST : “

. While the Act - specifies the basic content required for the IEP and the
basic procedures for its development, it- leaves cons1derab1e d1scret1on to the '
state and/or. to the 1°C€1 school districts as to format and spec1f1c1ty“‘For
example "the contents of the IEP'may be broadly or specifically stated; they
may Coﬂtaln éne goal statement, or several goal statements; they may contain
object1ves stated in general terms, or in measurable behavioral terms. IEPs _

—~may, vary cons1derab1y in length and in the number of persons 1nvolved in the1r. .
"development. They may come in. a variety of formats, and they may vary in the
extent ‘to which the1r formats are common within a school, school district, or

i._

state. L

1

Becalse Of potent1a1 variability in }OCal 1mp1ementat1on of the IEP
mandate and.because of rts centra11ty to the Act, Section 618(d) of P.L.

94-142 specifias that "...the Commissioner shall,conduct a statistically valid

rl




survey for assessing the effect1veness of individualized education programs,' .
The intent of the nat1onal survey descr1bed herein was to respond to this kw‘*.
requarement by assessing the nature and extent of this potent1§; variability

in local implementition of the IEP m2ndate.. S ‘

L2

* II. QBJECTIVES OF THE .SURVEY

L3
L]

Since little is known about the state-of-the-art across the nation rela-
" tive to the properties and contents of IEPs and the process wheresy they are
developed, the major obJect1ve of the national survey was to describe the
propert1es and content of IEPs prepared for a rational sample of handicapped
students in the 48 contiguous United States. As secondary purposes, the
natlonal‘survey was designed to: (a) identify those factors that are asso-
ciated with variations in the properties and content of IEPs; (b) provide

riptive inforﬁation.about the target population, the nature of and setting
for the special education services prgvided to this population, and the process
whereby IEPs are developed; (¢) assess changes in s1gn1f1can& properties of

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

which the services actually provided to handicapped students coincrde with

those specified in their IEPs.

'
+

1II. DESIGN-RELATED ACTIVITIES

During ;he first year of ghe”study (1 October 1977 to 30 September 1978),
four maJOr activities were undertaken to obta1n the background ‘information
requ1red to develop and test a strategy for aSseSs1ng the content and proper-
‘ties of IEPs and to des1gn a national survey in which such an IEP assessment
scheme can be appL1ed i.e., (a) a review of related literature was conducted
(b) exploratory site v1sy;s were made to selected _public schools and state/
special . facilities in five states, (e) cop1es of IEPs and supperting documen-
tation, collected during the exploratory site visits for a sample of stpdents
served by the site-visited public schools and state/special facilities, were
analyzed, and (d) enrollment daga for all .public s'chools in the nation (in~
'@lcding those special schools administered by public school systems to serve

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




,by'the Curriculﬁm Information Center (CIC)? and analyzed to prséide information
related to sample design.  These activities are overviewed below; a detailed
'deécription is presented in the Phase I report (see footnote 1).

4. Literature Review

i’

.

A review and'analysis of rélevant literature, wWas conducted and a *file of
¥hese materials.was established. 'hrief summériés of each paper or report ;
“included in the file were prepared and distributed to each member of the study
team to acqQuaint them with general topiéa addressed in the literature.
Materials were arranged in a project file cﬁrresponding to the major included
topical areas and were filed for easy access by study team members through a

centralized checkout system. :

Exploratory Site Visits

Members® of the RTI study Eeam'made site visits to SEAs, Local Education
Agencies (LEAs), and state/special fa?ilities in a total of five state§
(Alabama, Minnesota, Nevada, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania) to: (1) obtain
background information for designing'gae survey; (2) explore various aéproaches
for selecting student samples; @) field-test- drafts of the four question-
naires developed for the study (Stqdent Characteristics Questionnaire, School

. Characteristics Questiomnaire, School District Characteristics Questtonnaire,
and State/Special Facility Characteristics Questionnaire); and (4)ﬁobt§in‘3
sample of IEPs for use in developing and testiﬁg a scheme for evaluating‘nﬁgir
properties and content. FA total of 5 SEAs, il 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 (Decenber
1977-Februar§ 1978); state/special facilities were visited in June 1978. The
site-visit teams spent Pne—half to one day at each SEA, two and one-ﬁglf to-
three days at a total of two or threi LEAs in each state, and one-half to one

day at each state/special facility discussing the IEP process with involved:

_ personnel, obtaining a sample of IEPs, “and fiel&-testing the quastionnaires.

In addition to djscussing” the IEP process with involved personnel and

field-testing the questionnaires, the site-visit team members selected and

2 Curziculum Information Center, Incbrporated, 600 Ross Building,’1726
Champa Street, Denver, Cglorada, 80292; .




reproduced a sample of IEPs at each school or-facility. This 1EP collection
activity served..as a fleld test of procedures for sampling, collecting, and
reproducing IEPs at school sites. Furthermore, these collected IEPs were used
to develop and test the apptoach for describing and assess1ng the properties
and content of IEPs -_: 1; . . ‘

A total-sample of b?BlePﬁ, and their supporting documentation, were
either reproduced (less any ﬁersonally identifiahle 1aformat1on) and brought
back te RTII by the s1te-v1s1t teams, or. reproduced by, school personnel and
qalled dlrectly to RTI. Of thrg total, 215 were collected in public schools;

L

% *the remaining 63 were collected in state/spec{al facilities. i
Public school ¢hildren for*whoﬁ the 215 ‘IEPs if this sample were devel-

oped were enrolled in a total of 6& schools located in 17 LEAs (some IEPs were
obtalned at the d1str1ct lével for schools that were not .visited) across &

tstates@ These IEPs-were prepared by a total of ll? different special educa-

'tionzteachers One hundred of thé students in the IEP sample attended rural
schools, 97 attended urban schools, and 18 attended suburban ‘schéols. When

:class1f1ed by hand1capp1ng cond1t;0n, the 215 students were d1str1buted as
follows: 28 THRs; 65 EMRs; 17 PMRs, 2 v1sually impairedy 14 speech impaired;
2 orthopedically 1?pa1red 3 hearlng 1mpa1red,,2 deaf/bl1nd 51 learning

* disabled; and 32 multiply handicapped. :

hdy

The lEPs collected for tue 63 studen g—in state/special facilities repre-

sented nine Iacil1ties across four states. These facilitles served students
with a variety of hand1capp1ng conditions Ll e., cerebral pals1ed emot1onally
d1sturbed blind, deaf, mentally&retarded, and meliiply, hand1capped)
. ’ T ’ 3 - F]
. Analys1s of IEPs )
Two types of analyses were conducted on the 1EPs collected during the

site visits. The first was a rgterénnstrument reliability substudy, the
second qu 3 variance component substudy. - _
The rater/instrument rcllability substudy played a major role in the
development of the TEP assessment scheme (i.e.y the IEP Evaluation Checklist).
) The primary oﬁjectives of thHis substudy were to: (1) verify the estimate of
time requrred per IEP to complate the IEP Evaluatlon Checklist, (2) 1dent1fy‘
problem items so that necessary modifications - could bedmade to tﬁe checkl1st,
and/or to the instructions for using the checklist, (3) assess the v1ab1l1ty

of the IEP Eyaluat1on,CheckL1st as a method fof summarizing survey data related




to the propertf&s and contents of - I£Ps, and (4) prov1de data to ass1st in
determ1n1ng the thfhum rater type tbruse for the survey. - o .
To aFcom§11sh these obJect1vesﬂbsLx d1fferent persons used the initial

draft of the IEP Ebgiuqtion‘Checinstwto describe‘and/or rate the key proper=
ties of a sample of 64 IEPs. Theseqkey propert1es were identified with the -
assistance of BEH pefsoﬁnel and other experts in tbe provis1on of special
education for various hand1capp1ng cond1t19ns, €.8., Dr. Ronald Wiegerink
(University of North Carclina-Chapel Hill and .a Specialist id behavior disor-~
ders, emotional disturbances, and severe and multxple hand1caps--espec1ally
aut1sm), Dr John Pelosi (Un1vers1ty of North Carollna -Chapel Hill and a
specialist in educable mentally retarded and emot1onal d1sturbances) Mr. Jon
Miller (Un1vers1ty of ﬂprth Caro11na-Chape1 H111 and a specialist in provision .
of programs for'educable‘and trainable mentally retarden),tand Dr. Lucy T.
Davis (Duke University and a specialist in learning disabilities, emot{onal_
disturbances, and programs for except1onal ch11dren) The degree of egreement
in the codes aﬂii1ed to each of the checklist  items by the six raters was
analyzed. Items that had low inter-rater reliabhility were either revised,
excluded from tne checklist; or supported nith additional instructions and
definitions. The results of this substudy substantiated the checklist as a
‘v1ab1e ‘method for assessing. the properties’ and contents of IEPs, and indicated
that the checklist could be applied effectively, by trained junior professlonals.
"Applitation of the checkllst ‘required approx1mate1y 25 minutes per IEP.
The second substudyt the variance component substudy, was conducted to
. obtain estrmates of the var1§nce in the prog;rt1es and contents of IEPs, as
y measured by eleven key IEP Evaluation Checklist items responses, that occurs

"within” and "between” schools and LEAs: For this substudy, a professignal

staff person used the » key IEP EValu&?!on Qhecklrst items to rate each of
the 215 IEPs that were collected from public scheols, - The checklist item

responses were keyed into computer-readable foimats and appropriatei& analyzed.

The results suggested %hat most ¢f the variance in IEP Evaluation Checklisg
responses pertaining to IEP properties and cogtents 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 clustered
within a relatively small nuhber‘of.schools).,“ o

. Y . r—




D, Anaiys1s'of Enrollment Data in CIC Filel

" The CIC files contain data reflectlng enrollment and grade class1fscatlon
for every public school in the nation. In addition, toe f11es furnish-a means
of identifying spec1al education schools as well as regular publio schools
that provide special classtoom(s) for the handicapped (by elementary and high-’
‘sthool). . "' . 4 ] . ‘o , ‘ ",

Earpllment data were extracted from theSe files at the public school«
d1str1ct level and cross- class1fled by district size and presence of the elght
poss1b1e configurations in the district (i.e. ,,ﬂ/str1cts having or mot hsv1ng
special education schools; elementary school(s) having or not having sp%c1al
classroom@iﬂl for the hand1capped, and high school(s) having or not hav1ng
spec1al classroom(s) for the hand1capped Similar cross- tabulat1ons were made
on enrollments in schools) In both instances, natlonal and state 1e§e1
summariesg were prepared, : . ; ) .

These enrollment data provided a convenient vehicle for introducing
stratiffCation into the sample design and foo quantifying the expécted number
of sample students by type of school. In_addition, they facilitated the -
proportional “allocations of students to'special education verggs regylar-’4’

.schools, ™~

IV. ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINDER OF VOLUME II

¥

-

u
Chapter 2 prevides an overview of the national survey, de11neat1ng the

bakic survey from its two companion substud1es Included in this overview is
a specification of the target population for, and the quest%ops/to be addressed
by, the basic survey and each of its substudies. . '
~ Chapter 3 presents a detailed listing of the major questions addressed by
"the national survey. . C '
¢ Qhapter 4 gverviews the sampligé proceoures used in the survey and introe-
duces sampling error considerations reltated to the survey. findings.
Chapter 5 provides a brief description‘bf the Enstrumentation usho in the
nat1ona1 survey. . , .
Chipter 6 overviews the procediires used to collect and process the survey
data. Included in his chapter is the methodology used to compiete the IEP
'check11sts to summarize the major propert1es ang contents of the IEP documents

a

that were collected. * ' ,

: . 13




Chapter 7 describes the analytic tasks and the criteria used to determine
the educat1onal and statistical significance of survey findings.

Supplementary 1nformat1on and materials for all four volumes of this

report are appended as follows: . ., ’ '

-

Appendix A. Specific Details.on Implementation of Sample D351g_

. Appendix B. Computation of Sampling Wg_ghts, AdJustment for Nonrefponse, and

) S;andard Errors
Appendix C. IEP EvaluationChecklist }

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

Appendix E. School Charatteristic¢s Questionnaire, and Dafa-of-Record Form 2’

Appendix F. School District Characteristics Qd%stionnaire and Data-of-Record
Form 1

—— -

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

- , of=Record Form 3

¥ ’

’ ’Appéhdix . Level 2 Substudy Protocol

Appendix I. Sampling Information Protocad

Appendix J. Letter from Bureau of Education fbr the Handicapped to Chigf
" Sta}e School Officers - :
Appendix K. Cod%irmation'Letter to State Education Agencies

,Appendix L. Local Education Ageﬁcy Contact ng;e} _ . 5

Appendix M. Summary Description of the National Survey of Individualized

i

g Education Programs

Appendix N7 Confidentiality-of-Data Statemegt

Appendix 0. Memorandum for the File

Appendix P. Procedﬁass Followed in Completihg IEP Evaluation CRecklist

[




Cﬁqpter 2

Genbral Descrzp;ion of the National Survey
s.:"\ﬁ' K

* hg

"%¢ /7 - 1. GENERAL -

Thé National Survey of IEPs consists of a-Basic Survey and two special
substudies: a:Sqaté?Spec1al Fac111ty Substudy and, 2 Retrospective Longitudinal
Substudy. The Basic Survey focused on a series of basic question$ related to
the IEPs and chargcteristics of handicapped students in public schools admin-
iste:ﬁd by a local education agency (LEA), and to the type and serv{ge'setting
of the special-educagibnaL services_they received-(as specified in the IEPs),
‘The State/Special Fadility Subétudy addressed ‘a similar set of questions about
rhand1capped students in non-LEA administered schools and facilities. The
Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy, which consisted of two levels, was an
exploratory substudy designed to provide 1ns1ghts 1nto changes that occur over
time in the properties and contents of IEPs. Level 1 of the Retrospect1ve
Longitudinal Substudy addressed a question about changes that occur in sig-
nifjcant properties of IEPs that have been prepared within the same LEA for
the target popﬁlation over two consecutive years; Level 2 of this substudy
addressed answefs to guestions aboué.' (a) the pature of special education
services actually received over two consecut1ve years, (b) the degree to which
the type of services ;ece1ved coincided with those specified ih IEPs, (c) the
knowledge that students apd their parents have about the IEPs, and (d) E?a
type of personnel who;part1cipate in the development of IEPs.

This chapter pf6v1des an overview of the Basic Survey and these’two
. substudies.  The. general questions they were designed. to addresgs (which are
listed in subsequent sections of this chapter) were developed jointly by BEH
staff apd the RTI project team.: As such, they represent the concerns and
information needs expresséd Hv’various BEH staff personnél. Answers to these
questions wildl provide data for the Commissionmer's Annual Report to Congress,
as well as for helping to meet the basic inforpation needs of those concerned
with administering, imﬁlementing, and , monitoring P.L, 94-142 at ,state and

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

the six quest1ous 1dent1f1ed in the BEH evaluation/plan for P.L. 94- 1&2 Are
we &erV1ng the 1ntended benefic1ar1es? In what sétt1ng are the benef1ciar1es

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

.
*

’




11. THE BASIC SURVEY

kS . T
a'f ’w

= The maJQr objective of the Basic Survey was to descr;bb the propert1es
and contents of a national sample of IEPs; secondary: UbJeCEnves 1nc1uded the
1dent1f1cat1on of factors associated with variations im Ghe properties and
content of IEPs, and the provision of descriptive 1nfqrmatfon about the hqndl-l
capped‘studentsibeing served, the nature of ‘the sefviCes they received and the
settings in which the 'services were provided, and the process whereby their
IEPs were devéloped More specifically, the Basic Surveﬁ was intended to

' provide answers to ten questions:

a) What o IEPs look like?

b) What kinds of information do TEPs contain?

¢) How is information presented in IEPs?

&) Who participates in the development and approval of IEPs? .
e). What types of speEial education and related services are specif{ed

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 education services? '
h) JWhat are the characterlst1cs of students who have IEPs and are
enroIIed in publlc schools, and of the schools and school districts

in which they are énrolled? ,
How do the types, rvice settings} and amounts of‘special education
services specified in IEPs vary by selected student, school, and
school district characterist1cs° ‘

j) How do.the formats, properties, contents, and development processes
og I;Ps vary by selected student, school, and school district char-
acteffstics? - ! -

The target population ¥or the Bas1c 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 1l December 1978: (a) between the ages of 3 and 21,

inclusive; (b) enrolled in a public elementary or seconda}Y school adminis-

tered by a local education agency{ and (c¢) classified by their place of en-

rollment as heihg handicapped and receiving special education and related

_services . ‘ Lé(.
The Basic Survey involved photocopying the IEPs of, and obtain; g related
descriptive information for, 2,657 public school students from 507fschqols‘in

2.2




s
208 school districts. A trained survey specialist visited each school in the
’ survey sample to sélect the gtpdent 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-
iﬁg aﬁy personaliy identifiable information), ﬁistributed a Schobl Character-
istics Questionnmaire to the prifcipal and a2 Student Characteristics Question-
naire to the teacher primarilfh}esponsible 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 ané questiénnaire. The
éurvey specialist also had a School District Characteristics Questionnairg
completeé at the district level. ‘
When-data collection was completed in a sampled LEA, all completed mater-
.ials were returped to Bl for further processing. As téese materials arrived
at RTI, they were entered into 2 data receipt and control system. The proper-
—_ _ties and contents of each IEP were described by applying an IEP Evaluation
gheckliét at_RTI, thus generating a set of coéed checkliét’}espoﬂses for each
GJEP. uThese coded}checklisg forms, along ?ith all questionnaire items, were
edited manually, keyed into machine-readablg files, machine edited, weighted
properly, and ‘formatted for subsequent analyses. The descriptive measures
generated éﬁrough these analyses are population estimatgs based on the analysis'
of properly weighted sample data. Estimqtes of the standard errors associated

with these population were also computed.

III. THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILIK] SUBSTUDY

+

e L ¢

" The objeétives of fhe State/Special Facility Subsiudy were similar to the

objecti&és of the Basic~Surﬁey except that the focus waé on handicapped stu-

i
. dents in "“state/special facilities"! rather than in publig elementary or

- . ]

secondary schools, ‘

’
-

F

1 For pd%ﬁﬁées‘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-

igg#to the third annual report of the United States Commissioner of Education
on Uses of State Administered Federal Education Funds); and *(3) 1gﬁtitunions
ingluded in the 0ffice .of Civil Rights list of such ingtitutions that was
constructed in the fall of 1978. v . , ¢




Specifically, the State/Special Facility substudy was intended to provide
answers to five questibns: \

a) What are the answers to the first six Basic Survey duestions (ques-
tions a-f in Section II above) for ;h€‘IEPs of students served in
state/special facilities?

What are the characteristics of stts receiving special educgtioﬂ
services in state/sﬁecial facilities and of the fakilities in- which
they are-enrolled? )
Hoqado the types of special education services specified in IEPs
vary b§ selected student characteristics? ~

How do the format, properties, contents, a&h development process of

IEPs vary by selected student characteristics?

How do the answers %to the first six Basic Survey questions for

studeﬁzz serqu in public schools differ from answers to the same

questiofis for students served in state/special facilities?

The target population for the State/Special Facility Substudy was all
children enrolled in a state/special facility inI46lo£ the ié contiguaus
United States and the District of Columbia (New Mexico and Nevada were ex-
cludeqy who were, as of 1 December 1978, between the ages o} 3-21, '

- The State/Special Facility Substudy was'conducted in conjunction with the
B;sic Survey by including,a sample of 330 students who were served in a total
of 73 state/special facilities (approximately 8 étudents were selected from

. each facility). With Bne minor exceptiom, all procedures‘and schedules for
_collécting, processing, analyzing, and reporting data for the Basic Survey
were applicable to this-substudy. The exception is that the «School Character-
istics Questionnaire -and School District Characteristics Questionnaire were
replaced by a Staté/Special Facility.Characteristics dhestionnaire to collect
information on the pertipent chaiacteyistics of state/special facilitie$

required for descriptive and reporting purposes.
¢

a

Iv. DESCRIPTION OF THE RETROSPECTIVE LONGITUDINAL SUBSTUDY’

kY

The Retrospe&tive Longitudinal Substudy was conducted at two levels. The
first level involved a subsamPle of 796 of the 2,657 students included in the
Basic Survey who ‘had IEPs pepared by schools within the same LEA for two




1

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 th 796 students included in the Level 1 subgample. These 61_§tudents
were selected by taking one student , from each of 61 sample schools in 25 LEAs.

%; noted brevipusly, the Retrospectivp_Longitudinal Substudy was design?d
to be an éxploratory substudy to lay the groundwork for future studies of the
progress made in implemenking the IEP mandates of P.L. 94-142. _However, the
size of the Level 1 Substudy Samplb‘was adequate for computing.dationaf esti-
mates based on the sample data in order to detect shifts of reaﬁonable magni-
tude from one year to the next in the prevalence and characteristics of key
prdpeﬁsies 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 espimates of its findings. Nevertheless, the
Level 2 Substudy was adequate for providing a general indication of the rela-
tionships that it was des}gned to investigate. P
A.  Level 1' Substudy - - —

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

.

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 Levél 1

‘Subsgndy answered the following quesiion: "What is the difference betwesen two-
consecutive 'school years in the answers to the first seven Basic Survey Ques:s
tions (see Section. II above) for the same students?”. To achieve this purpége;
the IEP f;o@ the preceeding year was collected and énalyzed'ﬁlong 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; including completion of a Student Characteristics Questionnaire by the
séecial education teacher from the preceeding year--provided he/she was still

with the school system.

B. _ Level 2 Substudy
The objectiues of the Level 2 Substudy were to sﬁpplement the information

obtﬁined in the Level 1 Substudy with infbrmation about the sPecial education

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

= it -




the degree to which the services actually provided coincide with thosg'épeci;.
fied in the IEPs. More specifically, the Level 2 Subsiudy provided answers to
four questions:
1) What is the'naturé of the special education and related services
'that students in the subsample actually received?
2) How do the special education services actually recelved by students
~in the subsample compare to those ‘specified in their' IEPs?
3) How knowledgeable are. parents (guardians) about the IEPs of their

children (wazds)?.

_.4) * What personnel provide what proportion of the IEB devélopmental

-

effort?
To answer these questions, it was necessary to interview teachers and
other relevant school personnel for information about the types of services
eaEh student in the sample r;celved, or was receiving, during the two-year
time frame covered. by the IEPs. bertlnent information alsc was obtained by
- reviewing each student's school records, interviewing his/her parents: and
studying his/he} 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 collectlng the Basic Survey data for that
district. All data were cellected dur1ng a Single. site visit.

., The spec1a1 education and related services received by eaCh student
during each year of the two-year period was determined on the ba;ls of these
data and compared to those described in hiE/her IEP. Findings of the Levgi 2
Substudy are important ‘since .they provide a measure or indication of thqﬂffg
validity of the information obtained from IEPs in the Basic Survey about the
type and‘;ervice setting hf the special services receiQed Ey thandicapped

students. T . , -




Chapter 3

Study Questions

' ' * a e »

Twenty hajor questions were specifiea to'fﬁlfgll the objectives ofaghe

NaQionéi Survey of IEPs. These major questions, aleng with a series jof related
subquestions, are listed in Table 3.1. This.table also refe:ences_eéch question
.to the insé:umegtation (by insgrumept items) used to obtain th% d#%a to address

the questiom. Thesp‘instruments, which are discussed in Chapter 5, are included~”
as ‘Appendixes C through I. . = - "

hl
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’ Table 31 .

/RELATIONSHIPS BETHEEN INSTRUHENT ITEMS AND QUESTIONS &BDRESSED BY TIE IEP SURVEY

.. - R¥lated
*1 Questionnaire

af

&

" !-‘

Questions to be Addressed . ) S _ltems~

.

Basi¢ Survey .
R What do IEPs look 11ke?

l.. How many pageﬂ 'do they contain?

-

21 What proport1on are legible and reasonably easy to read?
" Wirat types of information headings do they ponta1n9 R ’ 3(Col A)

3
4. :What proportion of IEPs have“formats that limit the number of annual.
goals or short-term obJect1ves° - *

What proportion of IEPs have formats that restrict parental approval
_to.onlw a portion of the IEP?

What proportion of IEPS consist of separate documents prepared:

F

a. By different teachers or service sources?

b. For purposes nf Placement or implementation? -

-

What klnds of 1nformat1on do IEPs. qonta1n9 q.‘ -

1. What proportion of IEPs contajn mandated 1nformat10n9 That 'is, what
proportidén contain:

a. A statement of student's present level of functioming? : ' 6 (Col Aj'
' Annbﬁl goals? 6 (Col E)
:2'; : .-+ Short-term objectives? T . 7 (Col ﬁ)

- Ty . . )
a/ EC = IEP Evaluation Checklist; SCQ = Student Chayacteristics Questionnaire; and; SCHQ = School Characteristics
_Questionnaire; SDCQ = Schodl District Characteristics Questionnaire; SFCQ = State/Spe01a1 ?ac111ty Characteristics
Ques nnaire; SIP°= Sample Informat'ion Protocol; SP = Levél 2 Substudy Protocol; SIR = Sampling Information Record;
SSLF = 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 = Huttlple Report1ng Sﬂeet , .
o . . =~ continued -




. Table 3.1 (continued)

Related
. : . Questionnaire
Questions to be Addressed . 2 't Items
Al ™

£

A statement of qutial education/related setvices to be provided? EC 3 (Col B--Items
- ; e 13,14,16,27,29,30);
EC 10

A statement of p%tent of bartitipation in regular program? () EC 9
The projected date for initiation of serwices? » EC 12
A statement of expected™uration of services? . | EC 13
Ohgectivequiiyation criteria? ' EC 7 (Col ?)"
' Evaluation procedures? ' ’ g . { EC 14 '
j. Evaluation schedule? ' ' "1 BC 15
k. A statement regarding annual eﬁéluation? o o B EC 16

What is the distribution of IEPs by the number of goal’ statements co
.contained? - - ) EC 6 (Col E)

What gﬁ the dlstrlbqtlon of IEPs by the number of short-term .
obJectlves contained? . . » EC 7 {Col A)

4. < What proportlon of 1EPs contain information in all 11 of the above e
- mandated evaluation dimensions? In 10 of the 11?7 In 9 of the 117 Items specified.
- In only 1 of the 11? : W . in EO 1 16 above

5. To what extent do IEPs contain information in addition'to that . : .
mandated by Section 602 of P.L. 94-1427 . ’,BC‘S (COI B) o

§ r—— e

( . .. ’ +

I11. How is information presented in IEPs?

T ‘1. lHow are statements regarding the étudent'; level of functioning 1 -
presented? EC 6

: -
a. With supporting data? . <\ . EC 6

Without supporting data? : . EC 6

b

¢.  With statement that special education is needed? - , EC 6
L

d

With statement that special education is not needed? ’ ' EC 6

&
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Table 3.1 (continued)

- r

Related -
Questionnaire
Items

Questions to be,&ﬁdressed "
¥ Iy

How are annual goal staiements presente@?

a. .With statement of expe&ted behavior?

b. Without statement of expected behavior?

How are short-term oﬂaeciives presented?

a. With/ﬁighout reference to an’established %urriculum?
b. With/without logical statément of expected Behagior?
c. In specific time framts?i-_

How are statements of services presented?

-
A placement recommendatien? .

»

a.
b.

Services to be provided?

.

L3
C. Personne]l responsible for services?

d. Annual goals and/or short-term objectives?
. .

A Y
Fl

e. Recommended instructional matérials, resources, strategies,
or techniques? ) . .

)

How are dates regarding the initiation of services presented?
a. Explicitly?
b. Implicitly?

c, Insufficiently?

Wt P

6. ¢ How ar®.the statements_fegarding the duration of services presented? .

[} . *

-

a. Explicitly? ' .
i ) L
b. Implicitly?

"As long, as meeded"?

Insufficiently? ,

EC 6 E&F

BEC 6 E.

EC 7 A &B/EC 7 A
EC 7 A &BJEC 7 A -
EC 8 :

EC 3 (Col B), 13

EC 3 (Col B), 14

EC'3 (Col B), 16
EC 3'(C01 B‘), 21 P
and 29- -

EC 3 (Col B), 30
EC12t

EC 12 2 & 3

EC 12 4

EC 13 1
EC132 &3
EC 13 &
EC 13 5

- continued -




Table 3.1-(continued)

- - - .
v . Related
» to . ' Questionnaire
Questions to be Addressed - " Items

How are evaluation statements presented?

a. Procedures exp11c1t/1mp11c1t/cannot be determ1ned° EC 141 & 2;
o EC 14 3/EC 14 4

SEhedules explicit/implicit/cannot be determined? ECIISMi/EC 15 2° & 3;
EC 15 &

" How mény ;;;ezliveshare presented in terms of an annual evaluation?
at} Some? .- : EC 16 2
b All? : . ‘ EC 16 1

c. Nome? _ . EC 16 3

, d. Cannot be determined° ! EC 16 4

What proportion of IEPs contain a statement of the rat1onale for,
the student not part1t1pat1nglgn the regular program? EC 11

Who participates in the development and approval of IEPs?

l. . What is_the frequeney distribution of IEPs by the number of signatures
they conta1n, and by the titles of the signers (e.g., teachers, .
parents, principals, counselors, ps¥chologists, students)? °* EC 4 (Col B)

‘What is the frequency .distribution of_IEPs by the number and titles of. .
personnel listed on the IEP as having participated in the IEP p;oéess? EC 4 (Col A)

For what prePortion of IEPs did parehts participate in.,the IEP
process?

SCqQ 4f

For what proportion of IEPs did students participate in the IEP
process? For what propoxtlon have students. discussed their IEPs
w1tq a teacher, counselon, or other school representative? SCQ 4g and &b

Forr those. IEPs in which parental part1c1pat1on was indicated, in
. what -proportion of [EPs did parents participate by: .

el

a. Signing the IEP? . - < ;

h.® Verbally (in person or by telephone) approvmg the IEP?

- continued -
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Table 3.1 -(continued)
Related

. Questionnaire
Questions to be Addressed ¢ ltems

*

Refusing to approve the [EP on the¢ basis of their considering .
the IEP inappropriate? SCQ 4c and EC 5

Discussing the completed IEP with a teacﬁér, counselor, or :
other school representative? . : SCQ 4d

Meeting with the IEP committee to discuss the developed IEP? ‘| SCQ 4e

Participating in the development of the IEP; that is, sitiing
with the 1EP committee during the development process and
Provided inputs to the IEP? SCQ 4f

g. @arious combinations of the above? . SCQ 4

types of special education and relatgz services are specified in IEPs? .

In what academic and functional areas are specific education servicés
provided, singularly and in various combinations thereof? EC 7 (Cols A& & 1)

What kinds of, and how many related services are provided,
singularly and in var1ous combinations thereof? £C €0

in what academic and functional ateas is there a determ1nat1on
that special education is needed/not needed because of the present. s
Tevel of functioning? ‘ EC6 A, C&D

In what academic and functional areas was supporting data listed
for present- level of-functioning statements? ' EC 6 B

In what academ1c and functional areas does a goal statement .
refiect a service which matches a stat@ment of need? ) EC 6 Cand EC 6 E

A-

In what academic and functional areas does an objective reflect .
a service which matches a goal statement? - EC 6 E and EC 7 A

VI. How informative and internally consistent are IEPs? .

L13

1. Whattg;pport1on .are internally consistent in that at least one goal
es

ABJJ-— o rela to Bt least one objlective that relates to at least one area EC 6 (Cols C & E)
' of indicated need? - : EC 7 (Col A)

—

bl

. . . - continued -
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Table 3.1 (cqntinued)

’

g

Questions to be Addressed

Related
Questionnaire
Items

What proportion meet the requirements of four informativeness/internal
consistency levels? .,

a. What proportlon are c1a551fled as 1ncomplete information
documents?

What' proportion are classified as minimally informative
documents? . - .

What proportion "Are c1a551f1ed .as 1nformat1ve and internally
consistent documents? ) ~

What proportion are classified as exceptionally ignforhative
and internﬁlly consistent documents? //J{\

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

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

P

A resource .room?

a
b. A self-contained special education class?

c. A hospital program?
s

A homebound program? 7

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

»

& pullout basis at one or more ether schools?

g. Various combinations of the above?

What is the distribution of the number of hours per week that students
‘are served in each of the settings listed in 1 above? For what percent
of the week is the ‘student assigned to spec1a1 education?

In what academlc and functional areas is there specification
of at least one objective to be met in the regular classroom?

— e -

Various combinations
of EC 1-16

S$CQ 2a; DRF4 la
SCQ 2b; DRF4 1b
SCQ 2d; 'DRF4 1d
8CQ 2e; DRF4 le

EC 7 (Col D); SCQ 2c;
DRF4 lc

DRF2 6a; SSLF 2,

"MRS I; DRF4 1

EC 7 (Col 'D); 8CQ 2

“Sco 2 (Col DY, EC 9

EC70D

P

J

- continned -




Table 3.1 (continued)
: e

Queslions to be Addressed

Related
Questionnaire
Items

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

in public schools, and of the schools and school districts in which they

are enrolled?

: /

1.

How are the students who receive special services distributed by:

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

Age, grade level, race, and sex?
Nature and severity of handicapping condition?
Whether or not they have IEPs, and the status of incoﬁblete IEPs?

Whether or not their IEPs are available at their school of
Ienrollment?

f. Source of service funding (94-142, 8Q-313; Title I, other)?
g. Various combinations of the above?

What, proportion of regular and special schools seYve handicapped
students?

Hiew are the schools in which. students are served distributed by:
! Whether or not they prepare IEPs?

)
Whether or not IEPs are kept at the school?

a

b.f
|

L

c

Grade-level organization?

Size of student enrollment?

_Percent of student enrollment qualifying for special educationf :

services? ‘ i,
Type of school (regular Jiﬁéﬁecial;

Resources available?

day or residential)?

‘Urhan/subufban/rural location?

1

*
SCHQ and SIR 1

SCQ 1 .
SCQ 3
DRF2 &

3CQ (margina['notatién);
DRF2 6.a &b °

EC Funding Source; DRFZ 5
SeQ 1, 3, and &

I

!
;%chool Data Sheets

K
[

]

!;SCHQ (marginal notations)

SCHQ (marginal no}ai}ons)
31P ’

SIP

S1p
SCHQ T .

SCHQ 3; SDCQ'1,
2, and 3 .

SCHQ 2

- continued -




Table 3.1 (contiaued)
o

I . - ' Related
. i ‘ . ngstionﬂhire
Questions to be Addressed Ttems

Whether o? not they'are members of special intermediate o
cooperative districts for purposes of providing special ..
educatlon services? % . 8DcQ 3

Percent of handlcapped students for whlch .special education
servieces are contracted by the school dlstrlct to a private ' .
school ,or institution within and outside the geographlc*
- boundaries of the school district? : - ) P$3DCQ 4 a &b

»

L4

Various combinations of the above} . .| seHQ 1, 2, and 3; °

% K ; o SDCQ 1, 2, aMd 3
What proportlon of school districts serve handicapped students? - School Data Sheets
. How are the school dlstr“Bts in which students are served dlstrlbuted by o o
a. Whether or not they prepare IEPs? . A SDQQ.tmargiqal n&tations]

=

b. . Size of student ‘enrollment? . - ) ' SIP
Resources availablg? | . St .4 s SDCd 1, 2, and 3

Number of intermediate districts or cooperative arrangements L. gﬁla
with other districts that have beeh establlshed to serve the
. handicapped? — . ' -DRF1 2

Whether or not all their handicapped students are served
through intermediate districts or cooperative arrangemenfs
: with other schools? : . : ’ DRF1" 3

How do the types; service settings, and amounts of special education.
. services specified in.IEPs vary by selected stydent and school | : Y
- characteriytics? : )

'iv. How do the answers to questions ¥ and VII above vary by student age: g ‘EC 1 (GolshA & D), ‘t_
¢ and/or grade leveis, service sewting, nature of-student disability, and 10; SCQ la & ¥,
and nature of ‘parental and student participation in the IEP process? 2, 3, and’Q‘ y

.+ How 4o the answers to questiqgs V and VII above vary by school type, -~ | EC 7 (Cols A & D),
school size, district size, resource availability levels, ‘mnd urban/ and '10; SCHQ 1, 2, S
suburban/rural location? . . and 3; SDCQ 1, 2, .- .

' ' ' and 3; SIP 3.b ’Z

[,
- K

4 4
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Related
Questionnaire
Questions to be Addressed . © Items

B Ed
How do the formats, contents, properties, and development processes of IEPs
vary by selected student, school, and school district characteristics?

L 4
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 EC 1-16;
handicapping condition? ) ) L SCQ 1 a &b, 2 and 3 *

How do the answers to questions I-IV and VI above ¥ary by school ' 'ég 1-16; SCHQ 1, 2,

type, -school size, district size, resource avallablllty levels,n " and 3; SDCQ 1, 2,
and urban/suburban/rural location? . . and 3; SIP 3.b

State/Spec1al Fac111ty Substudy ' ' 4 . . t

XI. What are the answers to questions I-V] ahove for the IEPs of " . Questionnaire items
students served in state/spec1al facilities? - . listed for I-VI above

What are the characteristics of students receiving special.
educatiofi services in state/special facilities and of the
facilities in which they are enrolled? : ) -

"

1: flow are the students who receive speciél services distributed by:
a.  Selected facility characterdstics (see XII.2 below)?
b. Age’, grade level, race, and sex? ' h
c¢. Nature and severit& of disability?

How are the state/special facilities in which studehtg atre
served distributed by:

a. Type (state-supported or étate-operaged)?. . SFCQ 1°
b. Purpose?- - o SFCQ 2
Size? _ . : SFCQ 5

Relationshim to SEA (accredited or supervised by)? _ " SFCQ 7

. . >
Laws or legal mandates for which IEPs are written? SFCQ 8.

£ T
- continued -,
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" Table 3.1 (continued)

]

.+ Questions to be Addressed’

Related
Questionnaire

ltems

D.

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 Eity of handicap?

How do the format, properties, contents, and development process of
JJEPs vary by selected student characteristics?

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

How do the answers to questions I-VI above differ for students served

in puplic schools :(regular and special schools) from answers to the
same questions for students served in.state/special facilities?

Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy; Level 1 .

XVI. What is the difﬁerencéibetween two consecutive schboldxears in the
answers to questions T-VII above- for the same studend®

Rerrospectlve Long1tudln§l_8ubstudy Level 2

VIII. What is the nature 0% the special education and related services
: that students in the subsample actually réceived?

1.  How was the present lével of educat10na1 performance
détermined? P o

2.  What special educatjon services were received during each
of "tyo consecutive years?

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

In what setting were theses+services received during each
of two consecutive years?

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

items indicated
I-V, SCQ la and 3

items indicated
I-VI

items indiceted
I-V1I

*

;" continued -




Table 3.1 (céntinued)

ad

-

Questions to be Addressed ' A /

. Related
Questionnaire

!

Ttems

XVIII. How do the special education services actually received by students
in the subsample compare to those specified in their IEPs?

How does the assessment process applied compare with that
specified in IEPs, for each of two consecutive years?

specified in IEPs, for each of two consecutive Yyears?

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

How do the séttings where services were received compéfe to
those spéecified in IEPs, for gach of two consecutive years?

How do procedures for evaluating attainment of finstructional
goals and objectives compare to those specified in IEPs, for
each of two secutive years? b=

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

XIX. “How kBOwledgeable are parents (guard1ans) about the 1IEPs of thefr
children (wards)?

<1, Are, parents aware that their children have IEPs?

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

3. To wh&{ extent do parents agree that their children's IEPs
are appropriate for meeting their children's needs°

To what ‘extent to parents feel that their children are -
receiving all of the services specified in their ]EPs?

XIX. -What personnel provide what proportion of the JEP developmental

effort? ) .
- { , -

How do the special education services received compare to those

6 (Col E);
7 (Cols A & D); SP .

10; sSp

3 (Col B.13); SP

=




Chapter 4

Sampling

¢

The National Survey of IEPs utilized a national probability sample of

.

districts, schools/faciliﬁies, and students (i.e., every member of these
populations had a known or determinable positive chance of being selecEed into
the sample). The sample was designed so that national estimates of the answers
to study questions could be made from the samﬁle data. The sample design also
permitted}es}imates of answers to ﬁajor questions for suych selected subpopula-
tions as students enrolled in: regular or special schools, in schools that
are located in one of four typé-of-community classifications, or schools that
are in a particular student 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 refated to
survey findings (Section II), and to present descriptive information about the
selected sample (Séction I11). In-depth discussion of 'the sample selection
procedures has been relegated to Appendix A; analysis cbncerns'directly related
to the sample design (e.g., weight adjustments and standard error computation)

are presented in Appendix B.

I. OVERVIEW OF SAMPiING PROCEDURES
. 3

Genergl' X .,f ~ )

The basic objectivé of the National Survey of I[EPs was to devélop a
profile of the properties and contents of IEPs,-ss peast of an overall effort
to assess the adequacy of current regi.lla_tlling the Confressional °
Mandate of P.t. 94-142. To accomplish this, a valid ﬁrobability sample of
37243 eligible‘haqdicapped students was selected in J;npary-April of 1979.
Data were collected, analyzed, and reported for 3,207 of these students. The
36 nonreébondewts were primarily associated with‘the nonreceipt of letters of
permission from parents (as required by several school diséricts) aa&/or the
inability ef the field staff to locate an IEP that was said to exist for a
given sample s;udent:- In recognitio; of differences in funding sources and
Chqﬁmechanism for delgvery'pf'services,.the IEP stuﬁy éample was ﬂfvidedﬂ;mong
the'three components indicated in Tabie 4.1.

L)
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Table 4.1

ALLOCATION OF-TEP STUDY SAMPLE TO POPULATION DOMAINS

. Eligible
Component’ Population Domain Sample Respondents

Cl ™

Regular School Handi€apped students sérved in
regular ‘elementary and secondary ’ .
public schools ° 2,}50 2,126
Special School Handicapped students served
in public special education
schools for the handicapped

Facility Handicapped students served
: in non~LEA administered schools
and facilities.

In arriving ‘at this allocation, consideration was given to a design that
would minimize the variance of proposed estimators (e.g., the percent of IEPs
with a particular characteristic or property), while being feasible to imple~
ment within the level of funding that was available for conductiﬁg the.sdrvey.
Since the majorlfocus of ‘the survey was on handicapped students served in
LEA-administered schools, the highest priority in study design was given to
the School Component (i.e,, the combination of regularrschoqi and épecial
. scHool components). In thig regard, the School Component is referred to as'
the Basic Survey, whereas the Facility Component was viewed as 'an option and
was termed th? Facifity Substudy. Further, provision was made to subsample
828 of the. 2,687 eligible 'students in the saﬂ?le selected to support the Basic
Survey in order to retrospectively obtain IEPs for successive years and EhUS
measure change and, for 61 of these Jatter subsample students, to obtain
detailed information on the services actually provided over the two-ysar
period. These activities, which were to be implemented in*conjunction with,
both the Basic Survey -and the Facility Substudy, were labeled as Level 1 and
Level 2, respectively, of a Retrospeciive Longitudiﬂal Substudy. Of the 828
students selected for the Level 1 Substudy, 817 were elagible and data were

collected fogIEQG. Data were gathéred 'for all of the 61 students selected for
r " -~ A\

study.

the Levek 2°8u
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The sampling strategy proposed fdr the'Basic Eurvey and Retrospective
Loﬁgitudinal Spbstudy invelved a single, conso@igated multistage cluster
-design. This desjign 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 manageable allocation 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 Sad the
further advantage of capturiag the multidimensional ‘admind tive controlsg
that. are imposed on the content of the ultimate IEP, \

The Facility- Component (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 s&cond stage.
Facilities were not pested into the second-stage school component frame because
of the small number of such facilities apd the fact that a suitable sampling.
“frame of state/special facilities was not available during the design phase,
thus precluding the prior inVestigatiod of the distribution of facilities in

s of school districts.

The procedures used _to select the School Component samples are presented

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

Within each subsection, the discussion of samples is organized

in accordance with the designq¥1erarchy (1.ex{ districts, folfbwed by scheools

and students for the Sc\col Component; facilities followed byistudents for the
Facility pomponent). Thg proposed sampling procedures, as detailed in the
final report for the d:Eiknhphase 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

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

v 7 -
1 Pyecha, J. N., et al, Design of a National Survey of Individualized Edu- |
cation Programs (IEPs) for Handicapped Children. Research Triangle Park, NC:

Research TYiangle Institute, November 1978. (Chapter & and Appendix L)
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first stagd{/ichools 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-
struction of strata on the frame; and (¢) selection of Basic Survey sample and
Level 2 subsample. &

a. Sampling Frame

RT1 obtained from the Curriculum Information Center (CIC)? a
machine'read;ble data file containing school and schoq} district enrollment
"information for the 1978-79 school year. Using thesé CIC data,and information
obtained from other sources (e.g., BEH publiéations and Bureau of Census data

‘tapes), a sampling frame containing all public school Bistricts 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 for each district were: (1) the number of schools in the dis-
trict (by type; i.e., special education, vocational, adﬁlt, and other);

(2) the district enrollment; (3) sum of enrollme;ts 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 leveis).

b. Stratification

Stratification was used in selecting the district sample to
better ensure: (1) adequate student sample sizes from both reguiﬁt and special
schools and (2) diétribu%%on of the sample to reflect dispersion with respect
to geographic location, district size, special education services offered, and

»

urbanicity,

- +

2 Curriculum Information Center, Jncorpora%ed, 600 Ross Building, 1726
Champa Street, Denver, Colorado, 80202.
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The study design called for the selection of two regular and one special

¥

school (when present) in each sample district, and subsequently.to select five

. han%&capped students at each regular sschool and Eight.hfﬁ Jcapped students at
each:special-school. (Selection of a-fixed number of qﬁdents was highly
desirable from an ope;ational viewpoint since student samples would be selected
at sample schools by/RTI {ielq_staff scattered throughout the nation.)‘ To

S N
better ensure these sample’ sizes, districts were stratified on the presence/

. ¥ -
absence of special schools in the district. Pf.so, a special "small stratum'

of districts (i.e., di%tricts having fewer than two regular schools and/o;
‘fewer than 300 students) was established to control the selection of distr{gts
that might not have at least two regular schools enrclling at least five
handicappéd students. —— ’

Indirect stratification was used to ensure dispersion of the district
sample with respect to geoglaphic location, urbanicity, presence of varying
amounts of special education services in the1histrict, and magnitude of student
enroliment. 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 ;Egioné. Second, within.each census region and
partial frame, distéicts were sorted by nine distrlct size categories. To
minimize changes across census region-district‘sizg boundaries, ordering was
alternated gnallest to largest, largest to ;pallest, etc. Third, within each
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'sérvice level) on a partial frame,
districts were ordered (alternately) by the three SMSA Lévels. Finally, each
was‘:rdered by a‘special composite size

. , v ) .
measure that was developed to permit the selection of a self-weighting student

of th¢se categories on a partial frame

samplé 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.e., a
probability of one), ,were each placed in a separate strata. In'all, 110 inl
direct and 8.broad direct strata were formed on the district frame,
c, Selection ‘
Two sample’ districts were select'ed without replacement 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

-
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four strats‘of self-representers. Thus, a total of 232 districts were selected
for the Basic Survey. ‘ '

The sampleodesigu called,for the selection of 25 of the Basic Survey
districts for inclusion in the Level 2 Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy.
To better control for geogreghie d%spersiou, district size, service level, and

" urbanicity in makiné this seleqtion, the 118 strata deyeloped\for the Basic
Survey sampling frame were paftitioued (co[lapsed) inte 25 strata. A single-
district was then selected at random from the Schovl Component sampie districts
associated with each of these 25 strata. '

e, 0f fhe 232 districts selected to support the school component, 22 dis-
tr1cts failed to cooperate and 2 districts were ineligible (one turned out to
e a state!Speczal feczlity and the other one did not serve haud1capped stu?
dents). _All of the level 2 districts were respondents. District nonresponse
‘wag analyzed over the level¥ of each control variable used to form eacb‘of the _
indirect strata on the district Erame,ln order to determlne if nonresponse was
occurrlug in a ndom fash;on. Vo such teudency could be supported

-

2, Sch Sampling Procedures

-

T Procedures for obtaining the school sample are discussed in three

parts: (af construction of the frame; (b) strat1£1cat1on of ghe sampling
frd&e, and (c) se1ect1on of the sample. & '
¥

.. Samph_g Frame ( : -
Each dlstr1ct selected intoxthe Basic Survey sample was asked

)

A

to éomplefe a School Data Sheet that included the number of hend1capped stu-
“‘I.dents in -each school in the drstr1ct and the. 1dentpf1catlon of any special
schools that employed only a pull-out program from regular schools (students

Ln such programs are asslgned for enroIlment purposes to the regular school).

These data‘were used w1th the %IC data file to, construcththe school samp11ng

frame. .

A list of "the schools in each sample district was made from the CIC file,
as updated by the 1nformatlou obtained from d1str1cts through ghe Schoel Data
Sheets (i.e., schools des1gnated as closed or not serving hand1capped students

. were deleted and new schools were added). The revised frame included school
identifiers (name, school ID, district and subdistrict ID [of applicable], and
stete location), -grade range, emplogment size, type tregular or speciql),
whether or not school had current year IEPs for its handicapped studeﬁts, and
whether or not specrel schools served only handicapped students on a pull-out

b Al

basis from regular schools. 4 . ‘ _ .

5'1"‘




Strat1f1cat1on p - - o e

.The school frame in each sample district was first stratified
(separate frdmes formed) by school type. Each of these<ﬁubframes was then
‘®rdered by * lowest grade taught, by h1ghest grade taught, and by enrollment.
Strata (zones) were formed on each subframe s0-as td;cbnta1n approxlmately an
equal estimated number of enrolled hand1capped students in edch strata The
number of zones ber subframe<was set equal to the district's allocat1ox’of
sample sohools of the assoc1ated type (thé sample- design called'for an average
of two regular schools agd 3ﬁe sng§1al school per d1str1ct)

ﬂj +” €. . Selection e ‘ ..
’

. -
v

s ; One. school was selected from each zone on -each subframe uslng
probab;llbaes proportional to .the estimated numhpr of enrolled handlcapped
< s

studqus In all, 519 .schools were.selected 443 of these schools were regu-
lar schools and—?6 were 'special schools. Data (1EPs and student and school

‘ quest1onna1res) were received and analyzed from. 507 (43? regplar and 70 spec1al)

-+

of these 519 schools.
3.

*

Procedures for select1ng the student

of the’sameajhrde'ac%ivities'as’delineated
. "

-
b
E}

a. . Sampiing’Ffame

, . The ﬁrincibal‘;; Fach school in the sample was asked to prepare
'a*list:oi all handicagp®i students who were erolled in the school as of ¥
‘*l December 1978. Thiﬁflfst which, was to be prepared in advanqe of the site-

h ' -
v1s1t team’s arr1val in the school d;stﬂ;ct also included for each student
_f 4

.23 student s bJ.rthdate, whether or. npt al #rent y:jr I,'EP was available, and,
mo

e name of the spéc1al aducation teachér who was t knbwledgeable about’ the

Lcurrent year IEP. In a few 1solated cases, sudh lists had to be c0nstructed
by RTL field. staff using .school re%prdss To construct the f1na1 sampl1ng
frame, the Mists were screendd to remove dupllcate names, age-lgellglbles
(students outs1de ‘the 3‘21 age range), and students for* whom currenf year IEPs
had not been prepared P D “. Lot

b. Strat1£1cat1on

* [l

- .- ~  No dizegt strat1f1cat1on was used on the student frames; hoqgver,
control ,ever the compds1t1on of each student sample was exerciPded by order1ng

the student 11st1ng by the Spec1al educat1on teacher adgociated wWith each




< sfudent. - Systematic sampling of such ordered lists tended to maximize the
number® of distinct special education teachers assbciated with sample students
(it was felt that IEPs'pgeﬁareé by the same teacher would tend to have similar

. 1
properties).

a
-

c. Selectioﬁ )
¢ The' study des1gn called for the select1on of a average of five
el1g1bleghand1capped students from each gegular school and an average of e1ght
eligible handicapped students at each spec1al_s8h .  However, thiere are
'cert' survey economics associated with the all on of a fixed student
‘samé;!Psiie to each school;~i.e., the "emp loyment o imple} sampling procedures
_in &inhfield work and the removal of the need for-field staff to interact with
'samPl1ng staff at RTI in order to arrive at a specific sample size allocation
-at each school. As a-result, a decision was made to select exactly five'
tudents'at every regular,school and ex2ctly eight students at every special

Tr—

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

‘.&yltzmate student szgpl1ng\we1ghts and, hence, in a probable’ reductlon in

h prec1s1on lévels assbciated with parameter estimates. ,
‘The sﬁudent sample was selected 2t each school by RTI f1eld staff us1ng a
‘ cxrcular systemat1c select19n strategy with a random start point. A total of
Z ?OSLEtudenQS were selected 2, 162" of whom were enrolled in regular schools
and 5
collgcted for 2,657 of these students. The remaining 48 students included 18
iﬁeligibl@‘l(identifie’d at RTI after the student sampling'-lists had been

rgceived frém field staff) and 30 students for whom'letters of perm1ss1on

of ﬁgom,were enrokled in spec1al schools. .Bas1c Survey data yere . (\

could not be abtained Lrom parents and/or field staff could not locate an IEP
that was said to. ekist. . : s

4. Sa@pl1ng Procedures for Level 1 Students

)
. For., each- Basic Survey sample student, 2 determ1nat1on was made by

RTI field staff as:to the Slesence or absggce of an IEP for the previous year. -
The teacheramost knowledgeable about eacﬂtpreV1ous year IEP (whefi such an IEP
was available) was also recorded, If more than two Level 1 eligible students
were identified .in a s;hool two students werB seleCted at random and, w1thout
replacemenf’ The order ip wh1ch these students were selected was noted for
use 1n sélecting students for the Level 2 sample., If two or less studqnts

were so identified, they were automat1cally sélected into the sample

& ¥ -
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In all, 828 of the Basic Survey students at 436 of the schools were
selected into the Level 1 Substudy. To qual1£y as a respondent the student
had to be eligible “and both the prev1ous year IBP and Student Characteristics
Questlonnalre (in add1t1on to these documents for the current year) had to be
avallable 4 total of 796 students’ qualified as respondents‘ 6?5,of these

‘students' were enrolled ,in regular schools and 121 were enrolled in spEoial

schools. . "

5. Sanpling Procedures . for Level 2 Students

¢ Since only unweighted analyses were to be cond&cted w1th Level 2
data, this sample was selected more informally from the Basic Survey sample:
schools‘lncluded in‘the 25 school districts selected for the Level 2 Suostudy
(see subsection l.c above)., A total sample of 53 regular and 8 special
soﬁéols were included in these districts. One Level 2 student was selected
from each of these schools as follows: '

. a) If the school had two Level 1 students, the student selected £1rst
-t into the Level 1 sample was selected. ‘
b) If the school had only one Level 1 student, this student was selected.
c) {f:tﬁe school did not have a Lével 1 student’, one of the school's
Basic Survey sampleq;tudents was selected at random. .
In all, 61 stiydents were selected, all of whom were respondents.
‘ "

Fac111ty Component

¥

The' Fac111ty Substudy was supported through a separate two-stage cluster

¥, design having facilities at the first stage of sampling and handicapped
—t

students at the second stége -

L

» 1. Fac111ty Sampling Procedgres

For discussion purposes, this task consisted of five activities:
.(a) construction of sampling frame; (b) stratification -for selection of
initial sample; (¢) selection of initial sample; (d) stratification for selec-

tion of fipnal sample; and (e) selection of final sample.

[
o

a. Construction of.Sampling Frame

The following steps were involved in constructing the sempling

frame: )
T, .
1) Lists of special education faeilities were obtained separately*from
CIC and the Office of Civil Rights (OCR). - &




Fl -

These frames were hand-matched based on fac111ty name, address,’

. city, “and zip’ code to obta1n a combined frame in®which each fac1l1ty
was 1dent1f1ed as being on bbth files (CIC -QCR matched), on the CIC

: f11e only, or on the OCR filp only. . ‘J , )

3) ¢. The combined frame was then handmatched with the USOE 1977 "“437
file" gf institutions rEceiving P.L. 89-313 monies (i:e::\Tnstituﬁ
tions with a program code 2 and, an agency type 2} to create a ré-

) vised combined frame ‘with each listed facility idgntified as. being
in one of four subframes. These four subframes are def1ned “as the
£911ow1ng “four files! * (a) the &37 f11e, (b) both the CIC and OCR
files only (CICJUCR/@atch-only), (c) the CIC file only (CIC-only),_
and (d) the OCR, file only (OCR-only). '

This rev1sed combined’ frame was then purged:’ gf 1ne11g1bles 1i.e.

. LY

facilities in Alaska, Hawaii, New Mexico, and Nevada,3 fac1lit1es
listed on CIC files that are- administered by LEAs and were thus.
eligible for the School Component sample, and 52 facilities” that
were participating in an ongo1ng BEH study) _'

The end product of these efforts was the Fac111ty Component sampling frame. :.‘

b. Stratification for Select1on of Initial Sample

There was a concern that many of thé fac111t1es listed on the
sampling frame might no longer be in ex1stence és coﬁ}d not be 1ocated with
the information available on the frame. Hence, a two-stage select1on procedure
was employed. At the first stage, 155 facilities were selecﬁed and screened
to verify that they were currently in operatgon: These screenxng contacts
were made at the state’level in the states in which the fac111ty was 1ocated'
gbased on addresses listed in the frame). f‘t\second stage 1nvo1ved se1ect1ng
a subsample of 79 of the 123 facilities that surv1v2d the Stage 1’ screen1ng

To select the Stage 1 sample, each of the four subframes was strat§f1ed..
The 437 subframe. was separated into four censns.regions and then'ordered .
within region by th"amount of grant received (1ow-to-h1gh ordering was e ‘
ployed in the f1rst région, h1gh-to-low 1n the second, low-to~high in. the
third, and high~to~loy in the fourth). Eifty-one strata of apéroximately'

Nevada decided to not participate in the State/Special facilit& Substudya
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equal total grant amounts were sequentially formed on the ordered frame. The
" number of strata was set equal ‘to the desired sample size for ‘the subframe.
Each of the other three subframes was 5eparated into four census regions
and then ordered alphabetically by state withifi each region (grant amounts
= were not available f?r these facilities). On €ach subframe, strata containing
an approximately equal number of facilities were then formed. The number of
strata foi'each subframe,/whlch weré also based on de31red sample sizes, were®
‘as follpws.h 22 for CIC- OCR match only; 24 for CIC only; and 58 for OCR only.

=

-~ . ec. Selectlon of Initial (Stage®l) Sample

. One’ facility was selected at random from each of’the 155 strata

on the combrned frape. ' * * -

-

-
-

d. . Stratlflcatlon for Selection of Final (Stage 2)‘Samp1e

L

3' A Td_. Ogithe 155 fac111t1es selected for initial screening, 32 were
deemed 1ne1igzb1e (2 from the 437 file and 30 from the other three files).
Most of the 1ne1131ble facilities were so classified because they either no

PR longer existed. or_they did not-serve, students in the 3-21 age range.

* The 155>e1131b1e facilities 1n1t1a11y selected for screening-were strati-
fied by file location, i.e., 437 subframe versus the non- &Sf subframes (the
dther three subframes combined). Each of the three non-éS? strata were further
stratified by three t1me periods.* Within each of the thee time-period
strata, add1t10na1 strata were formed to control for the selection of facili- .
ties by theiv re31dent1allnonre51dent1a1 status and by the types of handicaps

) assoc1ated wlth theix students (e g., schools for blind or deaf). Indirect

“q& strat1f1cat10n was applled Lo the fadillties i the secbnd time- perled strata

. by orderlng the,fac111t;es by thelraeprollment size and sequentlally forming

- substrata, that had Approx1mate1y equal sigze @eaSure (the ‘number of such sub-

.. . i - . ./ . . . .
strata for each stratum was equal to the desired sample size from the.stratum).

.

& -9 Selection of F1na1 Samﬁlgﬁ . ’ t " Fe
All of the 49 ellglble facilities on the 437 fiIe wersg selected
with certainty. Thirty facilities were Selegted from the .eligible fac111t1es

¥

A The process of sqreenlng the 155 Stage 1 facilities requ;red mutﬁ_more
time than anticipated; i.e!, a perlod of two to three months.. During this
period RTI field staff were availablé for collectidg data from the selected
facilities. To keep the field operation- 1nqmot10n, sampllng of facilities was
done in three time stages-according to established_cutoff times. For example ,
the first stage sample was" selected on or about 1" February from those facili-
ties that had by tpat time been screened.and dete,mlned to be eligible. .The
second and thlrd stages were Londucteq one and two months 1ater, respectively.

{ . Ve ., b 3
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. om the ngn-&3? files. . (See Table A.26 and its related discussion in Appendix A "

for details of selection procedure.) “Of the ;élected 79 facilities, 71 were
classified as respondents (47 of the 49 "437" facilities and 24 of the 30
“nonb&%?" facilities), Two of the "#onresponding” 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 Fqcility:Student Component .,

2. . Student Sampling .Procedures .

The selection of eight studenis at each of the facilities in the .-
sample was accomp}ished utilizing-'the same procedures used to select the Basic
Student sample at eéch speciaf school (see subsection B.3 above). All of the
. 556 students selected into this sample were found to be eligfble,rbut 6 were
, viewed as nonrespondents because they did not have *both a current §ear IEP and

-

a completed Student Characteristics Questionnqige. .
.ﬁ‘; . - , - . . - '

L

D. Deviations Between Implemented and Proposed Saﬁble Designs

Por the 'most part, only minor alterations. were made to the proposed
sample des1gn during the 1mplementat1on phase of the study. These changes
1nc1uded' _ - . t
1) Two states refused to\pdrticipate in the study-;ﬂew Mexicdéd prior to

sample selection and Ngﬁada after sample selection.

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

' ﬁent andfor no more than twé regular schools) was construtted and

used to augmept the district sample to preserve ‘the ihtegf{ty of the.

School Component sample sizes. ' 4 . b
A compos#e study size measure for districts was 1mpLemented in the
School Component to better encourage the.realization of a self-

E weighting student sample (by school type), while.overrepresenting

:handicappe@.stﬁdedts attending special schools and allowing the

-
.

final fixed number of students to be selected at each “sample school
to vary by school type. ]
The allocation {and selection) of the school sample proceeded on a
flow basis as information on consent and revised enroliment data

were rece1ved from samplegdistricts. In all, four "bAtches"” of this

1n£ormat1on 1!¥€'1nvolved (approximately 50 districts per batch)

.

~
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Aé attempt was made to select two Basic Survey students into the’
Level 1 Long1tud1nal Substudy subsample (1gstead of ,one propdsed in’
the sample desrgn) This modification was made because of a concern
that at least one Level”l eligible student might not be 1nc1uded in
the Basic Survey student sample at each of the sample séh&dls, and
served to‘guarantee the ‘integrity of the Level 1 s{h?ent sample
size.

The target populatlon for the Fac111ty Substudy was redefined to

1nc1ude all non-LEA administered institutions in the 48 contiguous
- Unlted States serv1ng hand1capped children aged 3- 21 ~his change

was nece551tated by the 1nab111ty to establlsh the fundlng source of
special education institqtlons listed on current directories.

The: propesed facility frgg@ (based on CIC and Office of Civil Rights

Directories) swas augmented by the USOE 1977 "437" file té reflect

current P.L. 89-313- funded establishments. .

At BEH request, the facility frame was purged of'state~operéted or
state-supported schools for the handicapped that had been selected
for participation in another BEH surQey of facilities receiving
P.L. 89-313 funding. “In ally 52 suych facilities were deleted from
the frame. '

The facility sample was drawn in two stages. In ﬁhe first stage,
155 fécilitiés were selected and their associated states contacted
to secure @éditional relevant information on the nature and statns
of each 1n1t1al sample member (e.g., whether gr not the faC111ty was
“still in operation and the number and age ranges of ch1ldren
enrolled). In the second stage, a subsample of 79 facilities was
selected from among those Stage 1 sample facilities that still

. appeared to be "eligfble. This screening was necessary in order to
péeserve the ihtegrity of the ultimate facility sample size (and the
associated samﬁle of students at these facilities) in light of

recogpized deficiencies in the sampling frame that was available to

RTI for the facilities component.

Summary of Sample Sizes

Varying degrees of nonresponse and ineligibility were experienced 1in

study samples. Table 4.2 provides specific details by analysis unit. The

-
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Table 4.2

1

SAMPLE SIZES SELECTED TO SUPPORT‘IEP SURVEY

. Status -of Sampleiszej‘
Sample Eize' : Lt . Non- .
Analysis i Selected Responding . responding Ineligible

District - 232 | 208 22
- ‘ .

School 519 | s08?/
Regular - ) 43?5/5/

Special n2/e/

Facility

Basic Survey Student
Regular
Bpecial

Level %1 Student
Regular
Special

~

Fs T

Level 2 Student
Regular
Special

L)

Facility Student 556 550

a/

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. .

b/

Figure 1nc1udes two facilities that served hand1capped students but. did
not develop any.lEPs. X . .
c/ s g

= One of the special schools was subsegently xeclass1f1ed 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.




response rates for the study are quite adequate and there is no reason to
suspect that study f1nd1ngs have been systematically 1ased by nonresponse
However, the pqtent1a1 for the realized level of nonresponse to systematically

bias the sample.results is discussed at some Yength in Appendixes A and B.

- - '
a * '

II1. SAMPLING ERROR -CONSIDERATIONS
The results of any.survey based on a sample of a population (rather than
on the eﬁtire populatidn) are subject to sampling variaBility. The~samp1fng

error (or standard error) provides a mé4sure of the rapge ’n which 3
he time. For

sample estimate can be expected to falld% cerﬁa1n proport1on

example, it may. be estimated that 86 percent of all IEPs contain a statement

of the srndent s present level of educational performance 1f 1t is calculated
that the sampling error for thls estimate.was 2 percentage po1nts, then accord-
ing to the Central L1m1t Theorem, 95 percent of all possible samples of that
same size selected in the same way would vield estimates of betweep 82 percent
and 90 percent (that is, 86 percent + 2 standard error units) for the percent ~
of IEPs that contain performance level information. That is, one would be 95
percent sure that the true population figure (percentage) is within the interval
of 82 to 90 percent. The following probablllty 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 £all

within £ 1 SE of the sample figure.

b)  About 90 percent of the time the true population figure will fall

within + 1.6 SE of the sample figure. .-

c)  About 95 percent of the time the true populat1on flgure w111 fall

within * 2 SE of the sample flgure.

d) About 99 percent of the .time the true populat1on figure will fall

within * 2.6 SE,of the sample figure.

The decasion to obtain information from a sample rather than from the
entire population is.made in the interest of reducing:costsy both in terms of
money and the burﬁen on‘the population to be surveyed. The—partiqular samplk
design chosen is the one which is'expected to vield 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

a5 63
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samples. Also, for the same samplé design and sample size, the closer a

percentage is té;g or 100, the ‘smaller the sampling error.:

Details of the standard erfor computation for the survey are prestnted in

Appendix B.
~ . a. . ' N

IIT1. SAMPLE DESCRIPTIONS

[ * . *

The tables presented in this section provide descripti§e information
"about the Basic Survey and State/Special Facility Substudy samples. Similar

information about the Retrospectivé Longitudinal Substudy, which is 9'%ub-

éample of the Basic Survey sample, is presented with the results. of that
substudy in Volume 1V. _These descriptive data, which show the distribution of
various sample units (districts, schools/institutions, or students) by mdjor

c1355151cat10n groups, indicate that the sampling strategy was'¥xtremely

-

successful in obtaining the des1red sample dispersion.

-
»
+*

A, Basic Survey Sample . ,

Table 4.3 shows the distflbution of districts, schools, and students over
United States Off}ce of Education Regions; Tables 4.4 and 4.5 presents the
distribution of school districts over size-of-enrollment and per=-pupil expen-
diture fategories, respectively; Tables 4.6 and 4.7 provide distributions of
sample schools by §ize*and type of community in which they are located
(Ta?lE 4.6) and by their grade-level organization and designation as regular
or spécial schools (Ighlshi;:); and Tables 4.8-4.11 show the distribution of ,
sample students by age and~gchool type (Table 4.8), by grade lewel and sex ¢
(Table 4.9), by race (Table 4.10), and by_the nature and sever1ty of handl-
capping condition (Table 4.11).

-

State/Special Facility Substudy Sample

Table 4.12 shows the distribution ;?“facilities'in the sample by.threé
size-of~enrollment categoriés; Table 4.13 gives Phe distribution of facilities
by their primary purpose. Students in the facility sample are described in
Tables 4.14-4, 1? by grade level and sex (Table &4.14), age (Table 4.15), race
(Table 4.16), and nature and severity of handicapping condition (Table 4.17).

-
-
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A Table 4.3

L]

BISTRIBUTION OF BAS]C SURVEY SAMPLE UNITS BY USOE REGION

L) -

e m—AA AA - wA am P ——

—————— e ————— i —— — i ———— i

- . ..Numbee and Percenlof Sample Units
Districls _ Schools . Studem s
Regular jmay 'Eﬁecnel Regular . Special Totals

- L

* United States
Glirce of bducstron - -
((BS(E) Regron. |- Humbes  Pegognt| Nombee Prccedt Huabeg Peecent| Nushes Porcent Numbier  Percent | Huabee Percent

. [
a 1% . ) 6.9 4 5.6 ) 1%, 11 23 - . 173 6.
kegron 11 19 . 43 9.9 L, .l. 201 9.4 8 . . 209 . 1.
214 10.1 77 ; 297 10
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. Table 4.4

** BASIC SURVEY SAMPLE SCHOOL DISTRICTS'CLASSIFIED.
' BY SIZE OF,K STUDENT ENROLLMENT

Districts in Sample

‘Size of Eanrollment 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

WMo W W W W

Total

L4

f

LT "Table 4.5.
BASIC*SURVEY SAMPLE .SCHOOL DISTRICTS-.CLASSIFIED - '
BY 'LEVEL'OF ANNUAL PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE -

i r ’, . "

~

.
“ gy

~Districts in Sample

Amnual RET-Pupil ) : < - )
Expenqiture Level - . . Number “. " * Percedt
— . e — T~ : ;
1,099 or less - . ) . 729 o 13.9
1,100-1,299 R R . 15.9
1,300-1,409 . ;' 43 ' *20.7
™™ 1,500-1,699 ) ) . _ ‘35‘\\_ - - 16.8
1,700-1,899 R B 7 11.5
1,999-2;099 I B ‘ 96
2,100 of more ¢ o~ . 10.6

Undetermined . . - ‘ _ 1.0

_Total




LY
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- Table 4.6

+
-

1

BASIC SURVEY Sgg;“’ SCHOOLS CLASSIFIED BY

SIZE AND TYPE OF COMMUNITY
5 # '

Schools in Sample

Number

Percent

Size and Type'of Community

_§naiiirurallor farming community

Small city or town under 50,000 and not .
a suburb of a city 50,000 or more'

City of 50,000 - 200,000 and not a suburb
_of a city 200,000 or more

Suburb of a city 50,000 - 200,000

City of 200,000 - 500,000 and mot a suburb
of a c1t9 500,000 or more

Suburb of a city 206,000 - 500,000
City of over 500,000

—

"Syburb of a city over 500,000

- 104

4

146

-

79

40

22
16
44
56

20,5

{

28.8

15.6

7.9

4.3
3.2

Toté%

Table 4.7

BASIC SURVEY SAMPLE SCHOOLS ELASSIFIED BY TYPE
OF ' SCHOOL AND GRADE /AGE-LEVEL ORGANIZATION

1

. Régular‘Schgpls

Speeial Schools

¥

Total

Number

Grade Level Organization Percent

F Number

Percent

Number Percent

A

.

Elementary 326 64.3

Secondary yo 7 * 100 19.7

k]

Elegentary/Secondary 0. 2.0

- [

3 2.6
.’fr?

51

1.4

10.1

339 .66.9

147 21.1

61 12.0

1

Total

436

86.0

"1 14, 02/

100.0

a/-

=’ , Detail does not add to total because of

rounding.
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' Table 4.8 - .

AGE DISTﬁIBUTION OF BASIC SﬁRVEY SAMbLE STUDENTS, BY SCHOOL TYPE

School Type -

-

* Regular - Special Total

. H
Student Age Number Percent® | Number Percent®/

Number PercentE/

3 year olds "3 0.1 . 5 09
4 year olds 6 0.3 : ~11 2.1
Slyear olds 1.6 a 20 3.8
6 year olds 5.0 .19 3.6
7 year olds. S 7.2 26 4.9
8 year olds 9.%Y 39 7.3
' 9 year olds : 7.3 34 6.4
olds ;?.9 ] 25 4.7
Jear olds | [ 7.6 32 6.0
ifgkeﬁg olds 7.1 28 5.3
13 year olds_ . 1.7 32 6.0
18year olds i 8.2 31 5.8
15 ygar old§. _ ¢ 9.9 40 7.5
16 year olds 9.9 - 44 8.3
117 year olds i 6.0 45 8.5 A4 173
18 vear oldk . A " 38 7.2
19 year old " 1.5 - 23 4.3 55

20 year ol 'i' " 0.2 15 2.8 20

21 year ) 0.1 %4 © 4.5 ' 26

!
Total . 2,ﬁ26 100.0 531 100.08 |- 2,657 ' 100.

LT = S T N o R Y B I « T R e I -~ B « LU~ B = A = =]
o oo — O WL 00 £ oo £ o~ W W e 00wl = O O

1

. !

"New Mexico }Hzlined to participate pribr-to study design implementation.
. * .

All percents are based on column totals.

-

Percents do not total 100 due to rounding error.

"y
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‘Table 49 . .-

| +"GRADE LEVEL AND ésx°01é3§1$ufiqm;pr BASIC SURVEY SAMPLE-STUBENTS

b - r
v

T . - T = 7 . L

. < 1 -\ \ ] LY " v
W s Sex - D o
b . e " -
i { ’ . Hale ° i Fehale : TFotal
Gradé Level 1- Number Percent-/ Number- Percenth& Number - PercentE/

[ =T

- “T . - . . r'-"..t, . . \ .
 Pre-k - Yasc e, 18 0.7 330 1.2

’

w2 C3.0

4

Ungraded/
Updegermined ;

4

Tptal'
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Table 4.10

. »

. RACE DISTRIBUTION OF BASIC SURVEY 'SAI'IPLE STUDENTS

N s/

o B ®*  +  Studeats

w
T,

Race ' . Number Percent

American Tadian or Alaskan:Nativg a8

L -

‘1 Asian or Pacific Islander
Black, Not Hispanic
Hispanic -

. .
White, Not Hispanic

To téj.




Table 4.11

u|s1-mwrmn OF pasic SUHVF.‘:‘ SAMPLE STUDENTS, BY HATURE AND SEVENITY OF WAHDILAPPIHG (:CﬂiD_l‘l'lt:lHa

'Severity of (‘.onditio:a

Mild *Hodecate - - Severe

_Humber Pecccnt%‘(_ Humker Percentsl Huuber- Pg_r(.enf.: Number Percent

'H&ally Retarded 640 65. .27.6 70 -1 . 981 28.5

Learming 0:4fbled , 442 & - 42.4 ' ) 1,026

. .
Emotionably Disturbed 110 38. ﬁ . 286
% -

Specth Taparred 334 . ¥%.8 16.9 722
¥
Veaf of liard of Nearing” ] 21 . 3.4 42- 424 99

orthopehically fapaired ~ . . 40..0 23 . 25 8 89

Vitually Jlandicapped 18° 0.5 _ 4l 14, 25.4 - 59
. O - ..
Other lhealth lupaired C 42.3 54 "30.9 47 26.9 175

- R - - a e e e i e e Y e s —— e - e e T — s an

- - H
toral 1,673 49.3 1,242 3.4 522 . H3 L 3,437 100,0

RS VA L e e o .._._____._1_._....____..:--.,_:-.—-' [
. — e -— Wi — -—

e e e et |

R PN P R E I ——— P —
The natufe and severity of cath sindent's comhition was determined and speirfred ¥or each student by brs{luer
spetal elucation teacher. ¢ ' . .

L]

—t
L/ Ttas volyun provides Lhe total Nunbers and perents of reported disabilitics fot tlue s.'mplt. sl.mlehts ‘I'Ilg total
mmlul ut vwmbitiom exceeds the sample Au.e bt guiae SoOx mtudmlts Iave au]tiple du.ahl}ltl-es

l
1

1

"
[l

f l’eucula. " l.lll.al wolumos are Iuse.l off Cow lol..llm, 1.e., the llumlu.r of students shown 1o the cotrebp"“df"a row ofs

the Inst cudnmi . . . . . . '

- [

ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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ot » -
'DISTRIBUTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACIDXTY SAMPLE
CLASSIFIED BY, SIZE OF STUDENT ENROBLMENT

=,

Size of Enrollment ' " ' } Percent

1-49

. 50-200

,261 or‘:mcffe)

Tétal
" »

’

Table 4.13

. DISTRIBUTION OF STATE/SPECIAﬁ.FACILITY SAMPLE
CLASSIFIED BY PRIMARY PURPOSE OF FACILITY

+

*

Primary Purpose - : i Percent
LA M

' .'Resgdehtial‘tfeatment that includes
‘educational services . . .

.

‘

Day care treatment that 1nc1udes educa-
* .. tional serv1ces . .
Day care and ‘residential tre#ment.that
in¢ludes educational service

. Educatiopal services only

| Other

ﬂpdqtermiﬁed

- -

-~ '

4
“Togul.
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.Table 4.14 .

“a

GRADE LEVEL AND SEX DISTRIBUTTON OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SAﬁPPE STUDENTS

.o

Grade Level

L

sex®/

: Male

Female

Total

4
]

!

G
Number

Percen

t thber'

Percent

Number

Percent

<

Pre=K
K

o0 o~ O e N

—
<

11 -
Q120

Ungraded/
Undetermined

" 22
12

A

[ o A = I D~ D VS R o

- N W = W = W Ln

]
-~

Pl

[ 7S]
w

1.2
1.5

70.5

—
wn

[ o Y 7 Y Y 7 I S o TR - -

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"9.

A
73.9

37
20

6.7
" 3.6
1.6
0.7
1.5
0.6

0.§

2.6 °

2.7

1.1
1.3

71.8

‘Total

.

I

339

100.0

b/ 211

100.0-~",

b/

. 350

100.0

.3/

. r .
information was available.

e

* -

%Percents do not total 106 due to rourxing error,

= All-percenﬁs are based on a total sample of students for whom sex




. Table 4. 15

-~

AEE DISTRIBUTIOH OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SAMPLE STUDENTS

—

STy

Student Ape ‘ ‘ | Percent?

year olds ’ 12
year olds 28

year olds
year olds . X 12
year olds 27

yeatr olds 17

A R N - "L VL R
L= R S I A - - R

year olds - . 24

[

10 year olds

11 year olds 27

- }2-year olds : . 33
13 year olds . bé
14 year olds . 164
15 year olds ’ 38
16 year olds . 35
17 year 61dd ' 33
18 year olds . 28
19 year olds . ) 28
20 year olds 21
Zl.year olds . K 12

. Taun

Total -7 550,

All. percenas are based on column totals. , *

Percenae do not total 100 due to round1ﬁg e;rot H




Table 4.16 S %

RACE DISTRIBUTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SAMPLE STUDENTS

Race Number Percentel

-

American Indian or Alaskan Native ‘ 0.2
Asian or Pacific Islgnder B 0.4
Black, Not Hispanic ; 18.9
Hispanic ' _ o 3:5
White, Not Hispanic \ I . . + 17.1.

Total - STt 100.9'3/

411 percents are based on column totals.

Percents do not totdl 106 due to rounding error.

-




- ' Table 4.17

DISTRIBUTION OF FACIifﬂ@ STUDENTS, BY NATURE AND SEVERITY OF CONDITIONE}

X

Severity of Conditions

Mild Moderate -« Severe . Totalhf

Nature &f Condition . | Number PercentE/ Number PercentEf Number PercentE/ Number Percent

Y%

5
19

71 12,
21 ’
40

13 -

; Hentally Retarded 13 9
! 8
3
4
39 7
6
4
2
4

:Learning Disabled 6

!Emotionally Disturbed 10

7

.9

5

:Speech Impaired 7
Deaf and Hard of Hearing
14
13
* 34 :
305 55.

' Orthopedically Impaired

yl

Visually Handicapped

— = e O D B e N

W o -~ a0 w o &
e O 0 = O O 00 o0

Other Health Impaired
Multiple Conditionsg 20

2.4
1.1
1.9
1.1
0.2
0.4
0.0
0.%
3.6

215

ot
[
L
A=)

. 63 1. . 28, 330 60.0 550 - 100.

i »

P N s ~ " . PR '
a/ The nature and severity of each“student's condition was determined and specified for each student
his/her special education teacher. ’ :

b/ This column’ provides the total numbe¥s and percents of reported disabilities by severitg levq} for
the sample students. The total number of conditions exceeds the sample size because some &tudents hive
multiple disabilities. .

P7E) </ Percents in. these columns are based on row totals, i.e., the number of students shown in the
;;}vcorrespondtng row of the last column. ' . -

d , A v
;r/ Detail does not add to total because of rounding.
* ..

v L]
-
P

L}
L] & '
B c."t_":'J 1.




Chapter 5

Instrumentation

¢

Seven instruments yere developed and field tested for collecting the data

for the Basic Survey and its related substudies: IEP Evaluation Checklist,
Stﬁﬂent Characteristics Questionnaire, School Characteristics Quéstionnaire,
School District Characteristics Questionnaire, State/Special Facility Charac-
teristics Questioanaire, Sampling Information Protocol, and Level 2 SuSstudy
Protocol. These instruments are desc;ibed in ghis chapte¥. The justification
for each item of each of these instruments is presented in the design report
(see footnote 1 in Chapter 1). ‘ ) * ‘

Four additional Data-ofﬂRqufajForms aiso were prepared for recording
information obtaineq in informalfdiscussious yith school, school districg, and
state/special facility personnel. Each of these forms is.described 3long 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 Reporting-:Sheet) were developed to assift RTI field per-

.sonnel in selecting the student sample at each sample ‘school and fa?ility.

While these in-house forms were referenced earlier in Table 3.1, they are not

described herg. A
IEP EVALUATION CHECKLIST

The IEP Evaluation Checklist (see Appendix C) was deve}gped to complle
data ‘regarding the properties and contents of IEPs*!;Each IEP collected 1n the
national survey was carefully reviewed at RTI by trained evaluators who then

4
entered or checked the approprlate information in the IEP Checkllst The,

Checklist was designed so that, once completed by the evaiuator, ‘the entered

data could be keyed directly onto machine-readable files f4r subsequent analy-

sis. + - .

The IEP Evaluatlon Checklist was specifically 1ntended to provide answers }
" to the first six Basic Survey questions (see Table 3.1). To provide answers }\
to.these questions, the Checklist includes 492 response optlons grouped under
16 general information headings. These general information headings request

_descriptive data regarding to what extent and in whag'fqrmat mandated
=




i

.

, informatidn is included in IEPs, "and to what extent and in what format addi-
£y

! t1onal 1nformat10n is 1nt1uded to improve the v1ab111ty of these docoments .as

instructional plans. The pr0cedures used to enter data in the: Checklist is

il descr1Bed in Section III of Chapter s '
A e D .

S‘l'Uﬁ-:)I? CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE (AND DATA-OF-RECORD FORH &)

“ The. StudentéCharacteristlcs Questionnaire (see Append1x D) is & two-page
quest1onn 1re that was completed for each studedt, in ‘the Survey sample by the
neacher mest knowledgeahle about ,the student s .IEB. ,(Two Student Character-
1st1cs Questlonnaires were cpmpleted for each student in the Retrospectlve

. Longitudlnai Substudy, 1 e.,” for “those students for whom IEPs were collected
‘for two consEcutlve years ) This questionnaire ‘provided information regarding
the character;stlcs of ., students receiving &pecial educationel ‘services 1in
pnblic schools and state/special fsdilities; the participants in the develop-
ment and approval of IEPs, tne service pettings in which students received the
special educat1onal services specified in IEPs, and the proport1on of the

i academic week that students spent receiving these spec1al services.
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 knonledgeable about each sample student's

- [ '
IEP. The information is in regard to whether the student’'s special education

placement i% in the sample school, in some other school, or in both. .
. . . =

N ¢

‘III. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE (AND DATA-OF~REQORD FORM 2)

1 . * ’ ’ R
The one-page School Characteristiég Questionnaire (see Appehdix E) was
conpleted by the principal tor designee) of each school in the samplet during

L1

1 Section 602 of the Education fér All Handicapped Children Act of 1975
(P.L. 94-142)" states that an IEP shall jpclude "(A) a statement of the present
levels of educational performance of su child, (B) a statement of annual
goals, 1nc1ud1ng short-term 1nstructi§na obJectlves, (¢) 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, in regular educational programs,
(§1))] thq\projected data for initiation and anticipated duratidm of such services,
and_(E)‘appropriate objective criteria and evaluation procedures and schedulés
for determining, on at least an anhual basis, whether 1nstruct10n31 ObJECthGS
are being achieved.”

79
5.2 4
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the time that IEPs were _being collected in his/her school by the RTI survey

specf%l%ét.),Thig instrument was used to-provide basic descpiptive information
_about’ the type of scheol, type of community, and available special education
resources. ‘The§§ data were used to describe the schools in which students in
the sample were being sqr;ed, and to determine the existence of §ignificant
relationships between school characteristics on one hand, and the properties
and contents 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.
iwith 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 school-on a
pull-out basis. ’ 3
t

IV. -SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE
(AND 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 located.
In addition to describing the districts, the data was used to determine the
existence of significant relationships between distriGt characteristics and

the properties and content of the IEPs and the type of special services beigg
, . v,

< - -

provided.

The Data-of-Record Form 1: School District Information (see\Appendix F%
is a one-page form used to record information obtained in informal discus§ion
with school district personnel. The information is 1n regard to the number of
intgrmediate districts or cooperative arrangements through which Haﬁdicapped
students are served, and the approximate number, by Q:ndi%apﬁing condition, of

students so served. - - -




+

V. STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE
(AND DATA-OF-RECORD FORM™ 3) '

) The“three-pag; State/Special Facility Characteristics Questionnaire (see
Appendix G).was completed by the director or other appropriate personmnel it
each of the facilities in a sample of state/special.Eacilities, The data from
this questionﬁaire were .used for basically the same two purpgses as the School
Characteristics Questionnaire and the School Disﬁrict Characteristics Ques-
tionnaire; i.e., the dataAwerg used to describe the facilities in the sample,
and to determine the existence bf 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 (see'
Appendix G) is a one-page form used to record information obtained in informal
discussion wit@ State/Special Facility personnel. The information is in
regard to the handicapped stﬁdeng enrollment and the siatus of handicapped

students who do not yet have IEPs.

-~

VI. -LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY PROTOCOL

‘

. The ten-page Level 2 Substudy Protocol (see Appendiz H) outlined the

field procedures to be followed in collecting data for 2 small subsample of
studengs This "data collection activity was carried out by RTI professional'
» staff members or consultants and consisted of intérviewing relevant staEF
(e.g., the student s teachers, parents, schocl principal, special education
coordinator), of classroom observations, and of a study of each sample stu-
denﬂ'é school records. The data collected during these unstructured data
collection activities consisted of entfigs on data record forms (see Appen-
dix H) and of narrative summaries. Thesd data were used to describe the
speciél education and related.services aci:a/}y rece1ved by handicapped stu-
dents, to comparg this 'special education program as actually implemented with
the special ‘education program as documented in the IEP, and to determine the
nature of, and reasons for, any discrepancies between the two,_ In addition, the
Qata‘were used to estimate the degree of familiarity of parents with thegﬁ

contents of their children’s IEPs.

27

.\
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VII. SAMPLING INFORMATION PROTOCOL z
- " ) {
_ , 5 : .
The Sampling Information-Protocol {see Appendix I} outlined the proce~-

dures to be féllowed by RTI survey specialists in collecting cezfain school

and school districtﬂreiated information (including enroilment_ izes) via
contact with the school district s&berintendent. These data were iatended .to
meet two needs. First, the data were used, along with other availableg dats,
as a basis for .selecting sample schools within each saﬁplé ‘district: And
second, the dat; were used to describe schools and school districts in which

students receiving special education services were enrolled.

*
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Data {'.‘.:Jl.?et:'e!i.nnl Recei?pt'. Control, IEP Coding, a_nd-I_)-ata Processing
K K . . — S

+ . .

+

Thif chapp&ipro s an overvi.ew. of the procélures usednr.o collect and

process the largeamount of dar.a _required 'to meet the objectives of "the nat:.onal
.survey, these procedures are descrl.l;ued in f].ve sect:.on_@:’d.s. follows dar.a._
collection (Sec&o%\l), receg.pr. control *(Section II): IEP cod:.ng (Section III),
data procg.ss.mg» (Sect:.on I‘U), and conf1dent1a11ty procedures (Section V).

-
o

%, L s
" 1. DATA COLLECTION Py

-
Ll

“ Basic Surve 3 L " A )

1. Ga1n;ng Cooperatlon . . S - ‘ .

"Stahdard school .survey protocol vlas followed in‘ an ef’forr? to gain
dooperauon from 232 selectpd’ school d1str1cts (LEAs) in &3 statfes, -Contacts
began in early December, 19?8 wlth a .lettef from BEH"to the Ch].ef:St%e School
Off1cer (CSEO) of each state.. 1nclua’ed in the survey~samp]:e (see App‘endlx J)

- The letter was d?srgn.ed to J.nform the .C§SO of theu survey, to adv1se thay
school d1str1ct3’ m the state h.ad been selected for part1c1pat10n, aruﬁ td -
request‘cooﬁ‘eratron from the State F.du‘cauon Agency (SEA). . A last of selec*-ted
_LEAs withm the state accompanled the letLer e CSSO was requested to .nam

LEd

the D1rector of Sp cial Educqtmn for «the SEA .as Ftate coo-rdlna‘l:or for the
. sur\rey’ A cop%lof each CSSO lett’er also was sent Lo- r.he app;q)prl.atwe: sthte
epresent ve of t‘.he Con'lm::.ttge on Evaluatl.on and_ Informatl.on Systems (‘QEIS)
| Q‘f the Cfca.l of Cl'u.ef Stegte Scheo}[ Officers. ~ o )
T Approx:mately one., weﬁ after he €880 letters were ma1Led 3.§preject
. staff member teléphoned the *D].re Ytor & 'Specl.al Edi:catl.on of each state in-
. ~cluded 1.n “the samp.'r:e Dur,lng these c’alls, SEA cooperatmn was sol1c&ted
requesr.s for 'addl.tronal 1nfomatlonﬁwere handled, and procedures for‘ contacts
with samp.lr\ LEAs wmtlun each state we‘l.‘e Elgre‘adépl:)nn.'b a numbex; of options were,
offe’red fo,r ihe cohdu,ct 0£ LEA ma:l‘l.ngs,_t*elei)hone foll&w up, and data, collec-
. t:mn' schedullng to ,_Lnsqre 'that SEA-pre'ferred prtotcuco,l wc:u.l:d‘ be“ followed.
The’se optiong :anged from' all arrangements with- L.EAs l:femg campleted by the * }
state éoq-rd113tor'td all arrangemehts Belng made d1recr.ly with l.EAs from(! .

BEH/RTI g -




- -

;\fter complet1on of the telephone contaet with each SEA, a letter was
sent from RTI conf1rm1ng arrangemehts agreed upon (see Appendix- K). All 43
contapted states agreed to cocperate.. Lo . e
f Contacts ‘with safiple LEAs were initiated in January, 1979, with informa- -
'_t1oo packages -prepared at ﬁTI and mailed from BEH The package contaimed a |
" cover letter from BEH :(see Appendix L), a summary descr1pt1on of the survey
" {see Appendix M), apd a copy of the ap%ropnate CSS0 letter. The cover: 1etter,
addressed to the LEA supermtendeot, explamed the survey,- 1ndrca£ed thateﬂ'le
d1str1ct- had been selected for part1cipat:|':on, iavited the super1ntendent to

des13nate the district’ spec:1a1‘ education a1rector or another staff membeﬂr; as

coordznator, an¢ advised that the LEA would be ¢ontacted within a few dags .
’ ”regarding partJ.c1pat'1on These ma111ngs were made d1rect1y to\sample LEAs ﬂ."“ L
" with c;op1es to the desigriated state coordinator and the CEIg,representatwe ®
for ‘the state, except- 1o those cases where the SEA ‘had ‘selected. o contactry..
op‘tzon requlrlng maili from ghe stat® level. In these latter cases packages
f failed frgm BEH to the .des1gnated state cbordidator -

for d;sj;nbutu* - T " RN -~
\

mailing. These calls were made by RTI field superv1sors""§'°Dur1ng the telephone

for ea.ch samplq' LEA w
Telephone follow-up with LEAs began approx1mate1y two weeks aafter the

-4
conversation with a superlntendent or designated LEA coo:dl.nator, efforts were
N - rl 1 <
made to: ,H. oo . 'l Da, v . .}. T e Ay Lt
" a) Solieit the .d1swi£t s cc?’dp‘erat.lcn in the SlfrVé’Y;*"

v aP
. b) - Determme fhe des1red procedure for conta.ctmg sample schpzols within
"the L;‘.A .. | -. .
c} Obt?,tn ’currént .'school and enrollment information reguired to select
- 1 1
. sample ’sch,oo q . S b

Each field superv1sor was prov1ded with’ written procedures ‘for, conductmg the’

-
..

{"'- -

- [

T LEA contacts and was ij.efed for the act1v1ty by aﬁtelephone conference call .
w1th a proJect survey’ spec1a1“1.st Results were telephoned to. -RTI S0 that
school sampléd select1o;l and preparat1ons for schpol contacts could be completed
. Contacts were made w1th 232 sample LEAs. . Of these, 208 agreed_to partrc1pate,
’ m 22 declined, and 2 were Eleterrnmed to be 1§1g1b1e e

L}
L]

* - Contﬁcts with pr_1nc1pa1s of sample schiols Beg‘:m mth a mall'l.ng from RTI,

¥

" » Nhic,p. conta'frled a cover 1etter $rom the projest -director, a summary of school&

"‘i

w " +
}f

.

.

* a“&lv1t1es for the su‘},- and a Eonf1dent1a1‘1ty of data- statement, (see Appen- -

‘ﬁ' !
. , gl
_+dix N)}. Copies _of these materials were sent to the LEA supermtendent

L8y,




™S . ] .

LEA coordinator,’SEé goordinator, and the state CEIS repré#sentative. Appro%i-'
mately two weeks afrer the school mailing, the RTI field supervisor’responsible
- for data collectlon 1n a sthool telephoned the school te answer questions,
. obtain iﬁreement to. part1c1pate, and schedyle’ a dafa coldection vigit. Qf the
519 schools selected for the sample, 508 agreed to participate, 9 declined,

and 2 were determified to be 1nel1g1ble$ ,
2. Training Field Staff ’ ) ‘ T

Sixgeen field superv1sors were traihed at hTf in'ﬁid-february, 1979.
Tralning was based on a'compgehensive .project manual, designed to serve as &
ttaining manual +as well as a procedural manual during field work. The manual
and the training covered procedures for school contactsltschedu!lng data 4?
collection, shipping completed work to RTI, progress reporting,-dnd deta1led'

. .
- *

specifications for studeﬂtisample selection and data collection.
' n Sample LEAs «. _ . . o e e

- .3, Data Lollection
< At the time scheduled during the velephone contact, "the f1eld super-

v1sor traveled to an LEA and first met with the LEA coord1nator to confirm .
arrangements for school data collectlon and to complete a School District
Characteristics Questlonqalre (see Append1x F}). A Data-of-Record Form 1 (see
v Appendix FJ was completed by the field sup%rv1sor. Follow1n% this 1ntroduatorm
meet1ng,.t§e field superv1soc v1s1ted the sample schools within the LEA. 7 at

L}

each school “the followrns-bas1c survey tasks were completed: - P Ty ‘x

L8
or desi

.a) EF:Lna]marra ments for data collectlon were made with ‘the Rfincipal
. \ g . . - . V. -{-’. '

., . . . 3
A completed School Character1st1cs Quest1$nna1re (see Apr;dix E) -
was oBta1ned - , “ir
A sample- of ‘students with’ currept year lE?s was selected follow1ng
specif1ed procedures (see Sg9ction I.B.3 of Chapter 4) '
Unique 1dent1f1cat1on num%ers were a951gned to each sample student.
. Sample student’ IEPs JEre photocop1ed and pe;sonally 1dent1fy1ng
'lnformatfon was’ deleted.
f]r a s1gned Memoranﬁum for the File (see Append1x 0y was placed in-each
' sample student s IEP folder. -~ - .. .. . ‘o o -
g). A‘comﬁleted Student Character1st1€?.Questronna1re.(see Appeﬂdrx D)
for -each sample student was obtalned from the teacherﬁmost famrlrar:'

*{ with the student's IEP. | X ' i .. N

.




LRy

' 'th) A Data of- Recocd Form 2 (see Appendlx E) was completed for each.

"\ sample school, amd a: “Dita- ~of: Reeord Form 4 (see Appeddlx D) was
completed for each student in the? sam,ple. T -*

i) - All collected materials . were’ scab edlted to insure completeness.

-

-
completloncof dat7 collect.on act1v1t1es at gach sample sehool wlthm an*

LEA, the field supervisor batched all completed documeots by school’ and shipped .
'&hem to RTI. A courtesy call was made to Yhe . LE% oﬁfrce before-de arLure from

the area. . o M _ g i - Lo ; .

Throughout data’collection, RTI field staff complied‘with any special
’ pol1cies or procedures of sample LEAs and sfﬁ“ols (e g , obtalnlng pareotal
consent requ1remeot§ flle acceis by schboL personnel only) In addition,

- every effort was: made - t6 cohduct data.collectlon in a manner that® would result

v
in minimal disruption of school act1v1tLes.--Generally; cooperatlon of school”

»

‘persoanel with the survey activities was outstanfling. . o
! ' N .. .‘

. . r A

Longitudinal Substudies . ~

gitudina : i.upﬂ» T o .

. L. Level 1 - ., . ', b . . ) .

o

Efforts were made tb collect data for “the Lewel 1 Retrospectrye

+

-~ '

Long1tud1nal15uhstudy in each sample school .involved ‘i e-Basic Survey

3ampl§ng procedures were applied by the fleld superv1sor to randomly select
two students, Ior whom a prlor year iEP existed, from the Basic Survey sample
Then, f011001ng procedures employed for Basid Survey data collastlon a_copy
of each selected student s prior. year IER was(mdd; and a completed*étudent

-

Characterlstlcs Queétlonnarre was obtalned from the teacher mostifamrilar wlth (

the student’s prior year: program Lo,

' %- fevel.2 T cL o : .
Data for the Level 2 Retrospective Longltud1nal S s{udy were col- -
lected in a subsample of 25 school districts. These v1s1ts were made by<RTI
proEesélQoal staff\and consultants., Each v1s1t cons1sted of cpllectlon of all
data, “as desérlbed above, for ‘the Bas1c Survey and the’ Legel 1 Retrospectlve
Eongltudlnal Substudy and _1n addition, (of Lnterv1eas, observatlons, and study
of school records ‘tegarding the speclal educat1on program of one handlcapped
student in each sample school. These ddta colleculon procedures are descrlbed

© in deta1l in Volume IV Chapter 3.




-

StatelSpec1a1 Fac111ty Substudl; o R - T,

. Data co].lect1on activities, simildr ‘to those descr1bed for the Basic Sur-
vey,. were conducted in a S‘aluple of'—non I.EA adr;un:.stel}ed state/spec1a1 fac111-.
‘ tl.es for lfhe hand1cappefd ’Approv’/gas obta1ned from appropr:.ate state- level'
adm:.n:.strators pnor to’'contacts w‘h sample facilities. Mailings, s1m11ar to
school ma111.ngs prev1ous1y descr1bed werfe made to. the fac111t1es ‘Follow-up .
'. telephone contacts to obta;.n cooperat1on and schedule data collection were
made by RTI f1e1d supennsors, who then visited assigned facilities to conduct
figld work, Procedupés empl&yed,.were those des1gned for the Bas1c Survey,
with the exceptiqns ‘that no School District Characteridtics Questa.onna1re was
-'th‘ained‘ a"St-a“te/Special Facilities Questionnaire #ee Appendi G) replaced
the School Characteéristics Qnestlotman'e am:l é Data‘-of-Record Form 3'(see
Appendlx G) replaced the Form 1 and Form 2. - - s
Excellent cooperat:l.on was experienced wlth sarnpled fac111t1es of 77
eligible facilities ipclided in the sample and determmed to be e11gfb1e for

s

the survey, 73 part:.c1pated and 4 dec11ned.
, .

LII. 'RECEIPT CONTROL

L] - -..
- - - - - 1-
-
4

" Completed documents rece:l.ved at RTI were, subjected to carefully spec1f1ed"
recelpt-~control act1v1t1es v A project survey assistant checked in each shlp-
men,t,‘ making certa1n that all reql.ured documenté ‘for each sample d1str1ct or
facility were included. Then, all documents were checked to 1nsure that

un1que 1dent1£1ers had been properly assigped and accurately entered on ‘each

&

Décuments were then'batched by type for processing. ‘.

-
L

. P -

o Data receipt was moditored -by' the ose of an automated control system.
Under this system, a r%cord was maintained in a. master chntrol file for each
district, school, and- studént in thé"' sample. As each do(:ument ‘passed through

the vanotfs stages of proéessmg, event." reco‘rds,werefcreated' (either through

manual keymg or autopatic generatlon by data-entry or ed1t1niprograms) that
rds, the control

ref]!e'ct‘.-ed changes’ ,11:’1 ent' status.. Us1ng the event reco

£11e yfs permd1cally, updated and repo:‘ts were generated summarlzmg the . ]
' cu.r.rent status of each documen? and changes smce~ the lagr updateh. In those

-cases where events v1olated a p:edetemuned sequence o-r a spec1£1edip”er10d 3

t].lne_passed betwe-en changes in. status, warn1ng -messages were, printed and

action was taken to resolve the.pr_obr_]‘.bms.




In addltlouﬁ%b mondtoring the status of each document thﬁ control fLIe

malntarned jinformation on each document’s locat1on Th1s 1nformat1on\permltted

*rapid retrleval of * documents at any stage of in-house prece551ng

-

tom

* III. IEP CODING

.
.

X .

The partlculars of the "IEP Checkllst COdng procedures can be ﬁ.pnd in
'Appendlx P. The purpose of E£1s'subsect10n is to: (a) descrlbe the coder-
‘training process, (b) review thé method and the intént of the qnallty control
activities, and (c) report brlefly on the 'system that»was form:%lvely devgloped

‘to 1Eforporate unant1c1pated varlatlons in IEP characterlst}cs

"Coder Tralniqg :'; .

The IEP Evaluatlon Checkllsts were completed by seven hi
and fully tra1ned coders. All seven coders had had' .preyio acadeﬁic'énd wo:k_
experience in the area of spec1a1'educat10n" 4 onebweek tralnlng program Wwas
de51gned based on the known entry level of ,the "seven coders. This grogram
) involved both actlve and récept1ve learning deemed necessar!uto‘meet the
coder-training task objectives.. The QbJectlves for coder training were of two
. major types; déne. pertaining .to the accuracy and appropriateness of arf Lpd1v1dua1
coder's checkllst seletctions, and the 'second pertaining to the uniformty of
the problem-solv1ng process exerc1sed by. the seven membefe of the 90d1ﬁ§ team.
A comprehen51ve coding manual was devised based on ant1c1pated characterlst1c§
of 1EPs (and on character1st1cs of IEPs coded during the field trial). Coder
tralnlng begap with a thorough review- of this manual, and 1nc1uded practice o
codld&_of six IEPs represent1ng a variety of 1EP types “and a sampling of
ant1c1pated coding problems By means of tralnlng conferences that followed .
“each 6f ‘the 51x practice IEP codings, the seven coders were 1nstructed in the
con51stent applxcatlon of the develpped odlng protgcols and were led through
several egamples of dedqctLve resolutlon of nonsgandard data placements
Whenever,coders experlenced dlfflcufty in applying’'the guidelines prov1ded 10

the codlng manual the: gyiginal ¢ manual vas pranded't? clarify these

problﬁm areas..
]

i




v
B. Quality Conﬁﬁil Procedures"

The major ‘portion bof the’ qua11ty control procedures were asszgned to a

b -

s1ngle person to maximize coder accuracy, to ass1st coders in handling non*
standard data,'and to max1%}ze Jintercoder reliability. This 1ud1v1dual Was *

' ava1lable at all times for® consultatlons with codgrs when "they’ encountered
d1ff1cult1es in handling nonstandard IEP data This 1nd1v1dua1 also recoded
at least one IEP per d1str1ct (aVeraglng one IEP out of a batch of eight),

‘ colipared this IEP checkllst with the checklist prepared by the coder, recorded
any d1fferences in a standard- log form, and conferred individually with coders
to explaiw any problems found in the1r cod1ng The aim of ‘these problem-
focused conferences wlth coders was to 1ncrease coder understanding of the
rationale behind the known cod;ng protocols in such a way that all coders .

+ would follow a similar system of log1c (leading to similar rd‘ulgs) in their °

' zadsyidual resolutions of coding except1ona11t1esu_ After consensus had Been,'

! reached (thorough d1scuss1on of preferred placement and the raxlonale for that
. placement} between the 1nd1v1dual coders and the quallty control monitor, the

code oceded tg correct the errors in the IEF that had been checked and to

d1£f1cu1t1es When necessary, coders also went back to past batches

'_to corrqc v reeurrent error that later had been 1dent1f1ed through the

: ”Quallt? fFon tol procedures Any daff1cult1es encountered by the qualaity
'; control‘pon or that" s¢emed llkely to affect other coders, were relaved to all

seved n;}be $ of the dodlng team. For each error found, " the respons1ble coder

‘lj recorded, /in the qﬁhl1ty control monitor's error kpg, the nymber of other fEPs

that hé needed to be checked for the possibility.of contaiging the error, and

.. the dpfaber: of IEPs that had fequ1red correct1on of that error "The ofaginal -
c--r-g,manual for, ¢oders was rev1sed sand snpplemented where necess1tated by

rd

A current d1f£1cu1t1es rn the cod1ng oﬁ particular 1téms .\} .

e - %
_—

. - .t . , . . 1

. L .

Incorporat1on of Unantrc1pa§ed Var;at1on

- ExceptLona} data*on IEPS was an oecurrence of’ suff1c1ent frequency to

r mer1tabr1ef comment herev. It became clea; early in the cod1ng task that IEPs

sty .

Btra_igb\foﬁ?ard .;:\nci QMple ‘lost. od1ng placements requ




: generate log1ca1 extens1ons of existing coding regulatlbns 1n order to make
placements in the most appropriate categofmes This element of extreme diverr
s1ty in £1e1d -collected mater1a1 was deqltufith through a contindous process-
involving qua11ty control chec%1ng, -toder consensus d1scuss1ons, and clar1f1~
cation of rationale fot coding decisions. The coding regnlations codia{ned in
Appendix P reflect the outcome of this continoously expanding coding §rocess.

. : . " — )
I

- . LY

IV. DATA PROCESSING

4

Pr1or to data encry, each batch of documénts Was thoroughly edited by
tra1ned data editors who followed &dit specificatigns developed by a proJect
survey spec1a11st When an error was d1scover?d the flawed document was
routed to project staff members respons1bbe for resolution Such resolutions

__ were comple;edmhy telephone.dontact with the field staff member_;e_pons1ble oL,
by direct telephone contact w1th_the sampje d1strrct, school, or facllxtg.

Data entry *for the‘projec; was performed using an in-house Data General
mini-system. For each fbrm; software was written that enabled opérators to
perfoqm‘simple edits, such .as checks on data type and valid.ranges. A 10& %
percegt "key-verify" system was used to insure quality control. Under this .
system, each document was keyed twice During ‘the secend key1ng, each key-
stroke was compared ‘with tﬁat from the first keying. Where ﬁhe two d1d not !
match, the terminal "locked,” forcing .the operator‘to recheck "the document
bekore reentering the data. Use of this method reduced, the rate of ed1t

* failures due to keying errors to less than one percent. - A

"Using the above stem, data weré‘keyedﬂdirectly to’ d1§k At Jariéus

>

Antervals the disk files wete transferred to tape and sent.to the Triang
.

o~
» Pniversities Computing Center (TUCC) where they were reformatted and prep#red'

't ghggﬁyée proces51ng ’ o e ’ .

-
Once data were converted EP mac e- readable orm, mofe extensrve edltlng

was undertahen us1ng genera11zed 59 tware, dr1ven codebodks Erro?&&gr;

‘d1screpanc1es detected by .thg ed1t1ng prograﬂs in out- of-range d ta,

lack dﬁ,cons1steucy’§nong LWO 0T more 1tems For purposes ;%‘latef‘analys

dnst1n¢t1ons ware  Made .in th edited £1le.between £ro§er1y sk1pped +data (due . l

' oyto specxiied skip pat€erns§ -and m1ss1ng data




. Tﬁe‘general edit pfograms made no changes ;ifzig:data,'except for the
conversion of.proberly skiﬁbed data to tHe apprépriate codes. Instead, the
programs:produ:egflfsts of all documents failing edits, and-a list of £ll’data
items involved in such failures. Each 1nput file was splxt into am output -
f1le conta1n1ng records that passed a ed1t‘checks, and: one containing those

t fatled at least one. Where necessary, hard-copy documents were retrieved
.to.determine what corrections neededqto be made to correct failures. In sonie
cases, ‘it was necessary to contact field‘staff schools, or fac111t1es to
resalve discrepancies. -On the basis of these checks, lists oi correctlons
‘were generated, and changes made to the data files via online updat1ng programs

i After corrections we'te made, the files contalnmug the corrected records

ﬁere remerged with those that had 1n1t1ally'passed ed?i.' The merged files:

were then made availab¥® for analysis. T

- P e — e e Ap— e

V. CONFIDENTIALITY PROCEDURES

°Several procedures were employed to maintain con:1dent1al1ty of ° pazt1c1-

panty' data . These ptocedures; some of which were ment 1oned previously in’

thi& chapter, are .summarized 1mﬁt is' section.

A presentation of ‘confident¥ality and pr1vacv requirements was 1ircluded
' 1n tna;;{;g sesSrﬁns jor RT1 fﬁperVLsors, f1eld -staff, and othet on- site staff
members who handled data. To aid in this activi ty, the Survey Specialist’s

1, whlch whs‘ﬁeveloped Kor+ this study, conta1ned specific policy state- :
n anouym1ty and conf dent1ak1ty as well a5 on the rights of respondents,
Jipcludi gmta, right of: 1nfonu1? consent and the right to privacy, '

rioi to 1txating data collectiom activities in the schools. schooi
principa¥g’ ér fac1l1gy directors were provided with (a) a conf1dent1a11ty-of-

"~

- data statement (seﬁlﬁppend1x NJ which was prepargﬁ Jo1ntly by RTI and a member
- »~of the Prqvacy and” Inff;matxon Rights Staff USOE, and (b} an example letter
2\ “tf" Ehe ?r1%§épal Ed1tector) m;gﬁt w1sh oo mail to parents of handicapped
"students in hls/hes schoo&%an.order to obta1n their permiss~n for RTI personnel
o *ess tl'Le files of bﬁelr c'ﬁ:bldl;en The conﬁ.d@otl.allty-of data statement * .
notes:ﬂhat tha chlect1on pﬂntedures plarned far the survey would be in: '
compliance w;;h %oth the" ?r?vacy Act of 1974, that every precautxon would be

)
exercised to proﬁet’. :he identzty of .every study ﬁzartmlpantf and that :ol-
—lectedlraw data woyld be tseﬁ only by RTI personnel The example letter,

6.9




thqu@? not required by the Privacy Act, the Buckley Amendment, or P.L. ?4-142,
was required on occasion by local or state policies, .

A con£1dent1a11ty flemorandum (see Appendlx 0) was placed in_each studeet s
£11e fyom which data were collected. This memorandum, wh1ch was s1gneq,by the
person access1ng the file, br1e?1y explained the study "and stated that all
dataﬁGBIIected from a student's f11e, would be handled in str1ctest cenf1dence
in cenferm1ty with all applicable state and Federal privacy laws . In addition,’
upon”request, district confidentiality forms also were signed.

- ' All perscnally 1dent1fy1ng information on individual particibants was

removed prior to temoval of data collected from a particular school or facility.

However, 'proper editing and_analysie of the data réquired 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,

) wh:Lle still protecting the anonym1ty and conf.“ennahty of data telated to .
part1c1patfhg LEAs and schools, through assignment of ID numbers to the names
and addresses of these schoals/state/spec1a1 facilities. This list, which was
maintained it RTI and ‘treated as Th{ghly confidential"” was destroyed whenﬁell
datd processiag and analysis actlvitie§ were coﬁeleted The linkage betwéen
student and teacher ID numbers and names was left at the school/state/spec1al
facility (w1th'the princ1pa1/d1rector) w1th,1n&truct1ens that it be destroyed
at the beginning’of'the 19?9780 school Kiar, at which time the data had beep/
'edited and “preliminary analyses completedJ

All handling of source documents (questionnaires and photocopied IEPSI at
RTI was done under the technical supervfsion'of professional survey staff,
. Storage for source documents was provided in a secure roemg access to whach
was controlled (1.e.,-entr§ signed for) by the professional staff member in
charge of receiptecontrel, verification, and coding operations. - -

Data collection instruments recéﬁved daily in.the mail were dealt with om
a flow basis.. Overnight storage was pfovideé in a2 locked and secure work ]

space. When processing was completed, all source hard-copy documents were
‘ . =

secured 1n an ordered accessible manner until data processang was completed.

3




Chapter 7

Data Analysis

) °, ‘.

This chapter provides an overview of the analyses condusted to address
the questions posed for the study (see Table 3.1). For-discussion purposes,
this -overview is presented ép three subsections. The fiést section covers the
Basitc Survey, the State/Special Facilities Substudy, and Level 1yof the Retro-
spective Longitudinal Substudy. The second section discusses Level 2 of the

Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy. The third subsection presents a brief

discussion of the procedures uId to .determine the statistical and educational

significance of cbmparat1ve andlyses of measures for two subpopulations (e.g.,

. comparisons of the characteristics of IEPs prepared for regular and special

schgol students). - )

¢
. L
s

BASIC SURVEY, STATE/SPECIAL FACILITIES SUBSTUDY, AND LEVEL 1
- OF THE RETROSPECTIVE LGNGITUDINAL SUBSTUDY .

P

Creation of Work Files . . .

IEP survey data analyses, with the exception of those for\the Level 2
Substudy, rnvolved computer analytic procedures. These procedures were managed
through the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) program pactkage, including
software developed by RTI to interface with SAS. ‘Accqrdingly, an initial step }
in approachlng data analysis w#s to create a set of SAS data sets from the
edited raw data files. .A total of six such data sets were created, cqrrespend- ’
ing to dlffgrent sampling levels Each™ data set contained idformation from
one or more of the}survey instruments, and also contained certain sample
1nformat10n decessary té the analyses of the strat1f1ed, clustered design.
Th1s latter 1nformat1on included an adjusted we1ght that was based on a raw
weight. ghe raw we1ght was derived from the sample de51gn and modified to
take into account nonresponse by such techniques as we1ght1ng class adgustmeﬁt
procedures appropriate to the particular sample level. Details concern1ng the
computat1on of the adjusted weights are presented in Appendix B. o

Of the six 8AS a?ta sets, three contained 1nformat1on about student

samples One; the bas1c survey data sét, conta1ned for each student in the

basic survey sample a data record with all‘1hformat1on from that student's IEP




% 1Y
Evaluation Checklist and the Student Ch racteristic Questionnaire and asso-
_ciatéd Data-of-Record Form. It alsc contained information from the School and
Schoel District Characteristics Questionnaires and associated Data-of-Record
Forms for the school and district in whi ch the particular student was enrolled.
L

Similarly, a State/Spec1a1 Facility student data set contained for each student
in the State/Special Facllity sample a record composed of 1nformation from an

+

IEP Evaluation Checklist, d Student Characteristic Questionnaire, and the 3
appropriate State/Special Facility Characteristic, Questionnaire and associated
Data-of-Record Form. A Level L Substuﬂy data set contained school, student,
and IEP Evaluation "Checklist inforﬁation similar t¢ that of the basic student
file and, additiospally, information from the IEP E¢alu%tion Checklist and
Student Characteristic Questionnaire for the prigr §ear. The other three SAS
data sets contained information on the schools, facilities, and districts
invelved- in the study. The school data.set contained.one record for eacﬁ
responding schoot‘corresponding to'the School Characteristic Questionneire and
its asstcrated Data-of-Record Form: Similarly, the facility and district data
sets contained the FaCility Charactéristic Questiongaire and. the District
Characteristic Questiconnaire, respectively

-B. Analytic Procedures

The majority of data analyses were of two general types. One type of
analygis provided percentages of cases falling into various of categpriés.
The other type provided estimates of mean values. For ‘bath types of analyses
Q: e, percentgges or estimates of mean values), data were reported for an
entire population or were reported separately for_subgroups of that population.’
For example, man§ of the results présented-in this report concerniﬁg the Basic
Survey students are reported for the total Basic Survey sample, for the sample
broken down into age categories (3~ a, 6312, 13-15, 16- -21) and by-type'pﬁ

" school {regular school or special school).»

Most of, the 'readily available software packages would have treated the

sample as rndependent random observations, ignoring the sam?Ie design. Thas
approache though coayenieut, would bave been inappropriate since 1t wouid not
account for unequal probabilities of mselection. The application of sampling
’ weights is possible through sofie software packages, allowing correct estimates
of ﬁarameters, but appropriate error var1ance esthates typically are not

prgma\- Ia fact, it is not possible to obtain explicit expressions for

- | 9
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variance estimates of some’ complex <€est statistics within complex survey
sample designs; however, there are various approXimation procedures available.
.To produce statistics appropriately taking into account ‘the sample¢design and
welghts and td produce standerd errors for the estimates based thereon, RTI's
. SESUDAAN program was'useq.1 Th1s program has been imbedded as a procedure
step in RTI’s SAS Procedures Library. ‘It provides weighted estimates of

2 and the estimate of _

‘proportions or means, their associated standard errors,
the total populetiou (e.g., the sum of weights on which the estimates were
:based): . l

In most cases, SAS program steps were eXecuted before thefrunning of
SESUDAAN to create composite variebles, to exclude missing value codes from
Ehe-computatiog‘of means, erc. For example,.one simple recode involved tﬁe
ﬂefiuitiee of categories for the pumber of pages in IEPs.- )

' Computer-assisted data analysis was aecomblished on a flow basis as
decisio?i were made ~concerning the tabulfr presentations necessary to answer ‘
various study questions.. The estimalés needed for the tabiles were spec1fled

) by key project researchers.  Progrpmmer analysts then computed the necessary

estimidtes which were transcribed onto the final tables.
. 2

I1. LEVEL 2 OF THE RETROSPECTIVE LONGITUDINAL SUBSTUDY

] r e
SR IR N ™

Because of the pature of the data and the small sample.size, data goilect-

.

ed for the Level 2 Retrospective Longlrudieal Substudy were hand-tabulated.
. ) -

1 Shah, "B. V., SESUDAAN: Standard Errors Program for Computlng of, Stan-~,
dardized Rates from‘gample Survey Data. Research Triangle Park, North Carolina:
Researth Tridngle  Institute, 1979. "An earlier developed program by Shah,
- STDERR, 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 .
e¢lements in a population, one. can only estimate population values. If, for
example, one wished:to know the number of IEPs with a certain character1st1c
for the populatlon of handicapped children with IEPs, one conld estimate this
from sample data. When probability sawpling is used,-it is posﬁible to compute
‘estihates that’ar% unbiased. The statistical meaning of the tefm "unbiased”
is rhmt the expected value of the estimate has the same value as the population, -~ ,,

’ value one is estimating. That is, the average' valud of the estimates for all
pdssible 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 eStlmate is termed the sampling error (or standard error) of the estimate.
The magnltude of ‘the sampling error is related to two factors over which th
sampler- can exert some Comtrol, i.e., the' siZe of: the sample and the proced
‘'used in selecting the sample.

7.3 . C A
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WQilﬁ data regarding the content of the actual special education grégraﬁé for
the sample students were collected in unstructured interviews with school
personnel, much of these data were summarized on data record formez This
permitted comparisone to be made between the’ actuaf pragram (3as outlined in
the.daee record forms) and the program as specffie&“in the IEP (as represegted.
by the actual aod the IEP Evaluation Mhecklist prepared Yor {he'EEP).

Additional datZgfo support these comparisons then were.gleaned from the narra~

tive summaries of site-visit activities and findiggs.
L
" I1. DETERMINATION OF STATISTICAL AND EDUCATIONAL
SIGNIFICANCE FOR COMPARATIVE ANALYS

.".

Most of the comparative analyses for the survey data involved“cemp&ting -
and ‘contrasting coupts and }foportioﬁs fdrl:we subpopulations; e. g‘,‘comparing‘
the proportion of regular school IEPs that contain evaluation proc%dures to
the’ proportlonﬁof special school IEPs that comtaln this lnkorﬁqtlon \These s
statlstlcs and their standard errors were est1mate& taqug 1nto con31derat10n
the sample design parameters The reader is remlnded that 111 survey flndlngs

dther than those of the Level 2 Eong;tudlnal Substudy.are estlmaees of popu-

"
-~

lation parameters and shouild be 1nterpreted accord{ngly 'y .

When repbrt1ng and comparlng the results qf these analyses for dlfferent
suprpulat1ons, two factbrs were taken into conalderatlon {a) therprobabzl- .

-

ity that observed dlfferences were due to chance sampllaﬁszrors'(Qpetistical

significance) agd (b) the practical importance (educatiof . significance) of '

observed differences. ) ) . ¢

Because'&f,the large hdhber of combarisons Lavolved, it was not feasihle
‘ to compute the rea112ed level of 51gn1£1cance for each comparlson Rather,
the following guidelines were used to aid in rullng out chance diffexences:

a) Differences whlch have' a magnltude of less than 1.5 txmes the stand-. -

-+ ard error of the dlfference assdczated with the measures, s werd con-

sidered -td be "deflnltely non51gn1£1cqnt ", ’ " ;e.

.

. leferencfes oﬁfthe magnitude of 1. 5 to 2 standar#rrors werd.inter- -
epreted as being "suggestive of significant differenées. »

-~ c') leferences of.2 or more standard . errors were cons:.dered te be. .

“
. . T

statlstlcally 31gn1f1cant
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The second category, "suggested differences," was included. because of the

exploratory nature of these comparat1ve analyses and the conservative approach
used to determine if observed d}fferences betueen measures are statistically
significant. Suggestive differences, though they are too small to be consid-
ered statistically significant at the level suggested for this study, ar;
large enough to use for generating potential hypotheses for testing in future.
stud1es » -‘ ' . '

.' The dlfferenks presented in this report are those which are statistically
significant at or beyond about the -05 level. This means that 2 sample gif-
ference of this magn1tude can be expected to occur in repeated, samp11ngs only

flve times in a hundred 1£.the actual difference is zero. While these r sults

very likely reflect actual performnce differences between groups, they provide

-

no information about j;f causes of these differences.

In making comparisons between two means/proportions for 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:
-

SEj = J(sam)2 + '(Sl-‘.m)z

» Y

. : » .
where SEMI and SEMZ are the standard errors of the two measures. The reader

can easily apply this formula since it uses diyectly the standard errors

b

computed .and reported rn the appendixesgéor each of the means/proportions.
This formula assumes that the measures being compared were based on two inde- .
pendent samples, i.e., thal ements in one of the samples were independent of
elements in the other samplea Th1s assumption is quite valid for the compar1~
sons made between Bas1c Survey and State/Special Facility students waever
the student samples belng compared within each of thesﬁ studies are not inde-
' pendent samples since they were selected under a consohdat‘ sample design
and share a common hierarchy of sample units; e«g , some of the 6-12 year old
students, whose IEPs are being compared to those of 13+15 year old students,
may share (attend) the same school/fac111ty, or the same school d1str1ct as
some of the. }3-15 year olds to whom they are be1ng compared. A more comp11~
cated formula that includes a covariance-tgmm is reduired for making tests of

significance between groups of data that are correlated; i.e.,
e

‘SED = J(SEm)f2 + (sr,m)2 - 2°Cov (M1, M2)

7.5
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. ‘
‘However: computation of the covarianceltbrm is a complicated proéedure for the
complex sample design of this study. . - L
Tésﬁs made oh a sﬁall, representative sample of coMparisons indicate thdt
the correlation between these groups was small and the, standard error of the
difﬁg:ence computed Ey the formula for independent samgles tends to yield _“
results that are slightly gonservativé (d.e., the probébility-of.making a

Tépe L'irror is lower). That is, a difference of two standard efrors actually

!
represents a true significaqce level slightly less than .05. However, this

mq;e-conservifive estimate is countered by the fact tha; my&;iple’measures are .
being compared for each sample unit (e.g., number of objectives, goa{s, pages,
etc., in the’ IEP), thus increasing the probability that differenceé'between.'
‘one g& more of these multiple measures will be "statistically_significanf.?
For example, when 20 comparisons are made betwégpqthg IEPs of two groups of
students, one would_.expect to reach the .05 level of significance by.chance
alone for one comparison. ‘ ‘

" Given these gonsiderations, the more simplistic formﬁla.was used to‘tesf
for statistically signiéicant differences in the Basic Suévey and Facilitiés
Substudy. However, the formula for testimg correlated daﬁa wds used in testing
comparisons for th;Levgl I Longitudinal Substudy. Chanée data for ‘this

substudy were highly correlated since repeated measures were based on the same
. * L]
students at two points ip time (prior year and_current vear). S

The reader is also further cautioned nmot to equate statistical siénifi-
cance and practical or educatiomal impértance. Unlike the technical issue of
statistical significance, the importance or educational $ignificance of fi;ﬂ-
ings i% & matter of judgémént.. Infﬁaking this'judgemgnt,‘both the magnitude
of the difference and the importance of the area in which the difference
occurred‘should be considered. That is, a small,diffifedce in “a broad 9r
educationally important area, such as the extent to which annpal objectives

are’ specified in IEPs, is more apt to be considered educationally significant .

_than a large difference in a narrow or less important area, .such as the extent

to which IEPs-are typewritten. Although statistical significance doeg not
imply educational significance, the above guidelines for determining statisti.%al
significan¢e are important in judging the magnitude of\educ%}ibpél effects in -

that one should be reasonahly confident that differences which appear to be




' presented in the append1xes efiable readers to apply tests of stat1st;ca1

slgnxfztance in order to make their owa independent judgements about the
statistical and/or educational -significance of specific f1nd1ngs. For the
Lével 1 longitudinal study, Volume IV provides the reader with somé guidelines

for estimating the effect that the correlation between student groups has.on

the standard error of the difference as computed by the-formula for indepen-
dent samples.
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Appendix A

-
¢

Specific Details on Implementation of Sample Design

1. OVERVIEW.AND ORGANIZATION OF* APPENDIX

- [
-

o
The intent of thls appendlx is to prov1de speclflq details on the actual

-

1mp1ementat10n of the sampling plan. For some audiences, the level of detall
w111 be unwa:ranted, posslbly even to the*polnt of causmg“ confusion; however,
it is d1ff1cu¥§ to avoid this feature 'in a rigorous tecﬁﬂ;cal appendix.of thls
nature. For expedlence, it w111 be assumed that the reader is intimately
familiar with' the details of the proposed sample design. The discussions only
focus on_ the operatlonallzatlon of design concepts (i.e., strafa, size measures,
réallocation of sample size, etc.), with little attention given to descrrblng
the trans1t1on between stages of sampllng . )

The matertal is ofganized -into two parts. Specifically, Section II deals
with the School Component samples, leaving the Facility Component sahples to
be treated in Section III. Wlthln each section, the discussion of samples is
organized in accordance wlth the desagn hiegarthy (i.e., districts, followed
by schools and students im Section IT; facilities followed by students in
Sectiof IIIJ. Flnally, in discussions surroundlng the ScHool Component (i.e,

!

Sé/gghpwllj*ﬁ?aterlals -supporting a given stage of sampling are organized by

L]

component, (i.e., School, Level'1, and Level 2).
+ . - . Fi

11. ,Doéﬁni-:mane{ OF SCHOOL COMPONENT SAMPLING PROCEDURES

? . :
The School Componsnt was supported ghrough a single consolidated three-

stage cluster design having public school districts 3t the first sktage, schools
at the second and handicapped students at thé third stage of sampling.
D1scuss1ons w111 émphasize procedures used at the first stage of sampling

(1 e., d1str1cts) in order to fully establish the credibility of the realized

sapple at the national level. Each sgage of sampling will be discussed in

v 1

’
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< Disdrict Samﬁlingi’roteduresr‘ . "

SeIectioe of the district samﬁle'entailedr
1) Abstractien of district frame from CIC files.
2) - Resolution of frame ambiguities. - C o

5.3 Formation‘of stritification'apd size variables on the district file.

4) Selettion of districb size measure. -
5) Construetiop of strata on district frame
6) Selection of d1str1ct $amPle for Basic Survey
'?) '.Select1on of Lewvel 2 subsample of dLstr1cts
gY- Summary Q£ d1str1ct samples.
9) Respondlng status of district sample.

Each ubtask'wlll be addressed in turn.

- 1. Abstract1on of Dlstr1ct Frame From CIC Files o

*

A mach1ne readablg data file conta1n1ng school and school district
edrollment Ainfotmation for the academ1c year 1978-79 was received f rogi’ the
Currlculum Informat1on(Cenbér (CIC) in mid-October 1978. Upon receipt of .the
£11e, 2 fr&me tontalnrng a11 publlc school districts within the geographic
conflnes of’ the study was censtructed For each district, information was
retained on: (a) tae number qf schools in the district (by special education,
vocational, adqlt:_andlotﬁer)i’(b) the district énrollment (as reported by
district); ’( ) tﬁe'sum of enrollments of.all schools within the district (by
type), (d) an 1nd1cator defiq1ag whether ar not the d1str1ct is contained in a
Standard'HMetropolitan Staf15t1cal Area (SHSA) (e} state and district identi-
figrs; and (f) a count af thg-number of subdistricts administered at least in
part by each dlstr1ct In.all, the frame contained 14,325 districts, includ-
ing 158 districts perfarmlhg admrn1strat1ve functions for 715 subdistricts.
D1screpan¢1:s with. pub11sheﬂ Nat1onal Center for Educat1on Stat1st1gs (NCES)
data on d1 trict counts.(agart from our study excluding Alaska, Hawaii, New
Mexico, aqd all terrltorlal properties) lie pri r11y in the CIC treatment of
small dlstr1cts (i.e., dlstrrsts haV1ng fewer than 300 students), in the chaos
" surrounding admin1strat1ve tnits in Nebraska, and in the organiZation of 4.
adm1n1strat1ve levels in New Eagiand .. i ’
2. Resd?ut1on of'%rame Ambigu1t1es ‘

¢t In construct1ng the-d1strict frame, 1arge discrepancies occasionally

‘occurred between the distr1ct-¢nrollment appearing on the file, amrd the sum

-t

of enrollments of schools wlthi& ‘the district, Such discrepancies were

’ *
b‘p
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¢ ..
investigated‘further,'and corrected where possible. A list of districts
exh1b1t1ng large (that is, greater than 10 percent) d1screpanc1es was prov1ded
to CIC upon request. For the most part d1screpanc1es were found to ar1se due
to pull-otlt’ programs in vocat1ona1‘schools (with subsequent double count1ng of
' students),- to the dec1s1on not to 1nqlude adult edutation schools in arriving
' at the district figure, and to tﬂé def1n1ng of a pseudo district in each state -

“to account for the State Educat;on Agency. UnequwocablyJ CIC personnel felt

-

that the district enrollment figure was,most reflect1ve of the school popula-
tion be1ng served and th1s judgement was reflected in any and a11 future
est1mates that were made.

.. ‘
3. Formation of Stratification and Size Variables

In ordar -to construdt first- stage strata, each district record was
augmented with variables des1gnat1ng census reg1on, district size, and service -
level” (see Tables /A.1-A.3 for definition of levels associated with each vari-
able). In addition, the ipdicator for Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area |
(SMSA) Y on the CIC file is defined in Table A.4. Finally,'the family of
candidate d1str1ct size measures for the. IEP Survey all involve the number of
hand1capped students in each school Bgistrict bys school type (i.e. regular

versus special school enrollment).”. This variable (by school type) was esti-

mated and added to .each district record using the methodology.outlined in
Attachment 1. . ' - '

+

L]

b Selection of District Size Measure \

The intent of the School Component;study design was to pr_oduce a ‘:

self-weighting samplé of handicapped students at special schools having.rateA

rg» and a self-w?ighting sample of handicapped students at non-special schaols

(termed regular) at rate r,. In addition: =

R’
a) ‘Special and RegulagiSchool cemponents were to be supported by*

common f1rst stage sample of districts. .

b) Student sample sizes varied by school type (i.e.,.five at regular

LI

school and eight at special school).

In combination, these requlrements make it advantageous to employ an adjusted/-?

.-._o.

tomposite size measure in select1qg the district sample. In de£1n1ng such 2.

\ s

e
= a ": -
' The Census Bureau de£1nes an SMSA (as of 1970) as a geograph1calﬁhreﬁrr,_‘
taining at leasy one city with a population exceeding 50,000. ,

I
~ . . N W
fw
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Table A.1
. 1
Listing of States and Their A;sociangd Census‘RiFion

State Name ° State Abbrev. . State No. Census Region,

Alabama 01
Arizona: . . 04
Arkansas, _ 05
- California - i . 06
Colorado - . 08
Connecticut : ) 09
Delaware ' 19
Districét of Columbia 11
Florida 12
Georgia B 13
Idaho 16
Illinois . 17
Indiana ) 18
Towa . 19
Kansas . ' ) 20
* Kentucky 2l
Loupisiana- 22
Maine 23
Maryland 24
Massachusetts . . 25
» Michigan 26
‘Minnesota - 27
Mississippi ’ 28
. Missouri ) 29
Montana . 30
Nebraska . 31
Nevada ~ : 32
New Hampshire 33
New Jersey ) . 34
New York 36
North Carolina 37
North Dakota 38
Ohio . i 39
- Oklahoma 40
Oregon : 41
Pennsylvania ) ‘ 42
Rhode Island ) 44
South Carolina 45
South Dakota 46
Tennessee . 47
Texas 48
Utah ' 49
Vermont . . S50
Virginia . . 51
Washington ’ 53 °
West Virginia . 54
Wisconsin 55
. Wyoming ' . 56

.

¢

-
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Table A.2
SPECIFICATION OF DISTRICT SIZE VARIABLE

" District Size t Enrollment Range -

&

{0,99]
{100,299]
{300,599]
[600,999)
(1000,2999]
f3000,4999]
[5000,9999]
[10000,24959]
[25000,%®]

»
»

O~ Wk

Table .A.3 '
SPECIFICATION OF SERVICE LEVEL VARIABLE

Service /// o Description of Services

/VZI District has speciaf educationschool and

at least one non-special s¢hool having
class(es) organized for the particular
purpose~of providing instruction to
exceptional children,

. District has special ‘education school(s)
but no non-specifl school with any class(es}
organized for the particular purpose of
providing 1nstructrbn “to except1onal children

Same as service level 1 except district has
no special school(s).

Same as service level 2 except district has
no~gpecial education School(s).

[

Table A.4 ..
SPECIFICATION OF SMSA VARIABLE

1

' SMSA Level . Degcription

Inner port1on of Standard Metropolitan
" Statistical Area (SMSA)

Remainder of SMSA
Non-SMSA .

A 105
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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

L. 2250
R 5 XM
L]

-

XR(+) = number of handicapped students enrolled in regular (i.e.,
non~-special) schools on frame. .

£ . . .
Similarly, 520 (i.e.,, 8 x 659 handicapped students were to be selected to

gupport the Special School Component so that

'
f

X:(+) number of handicapped sbydents enrolled in special
' education schools on frame. 2 s

Fidally, the handikapped pépulation servéd in regular schools can be partitioned
ra -

- /

XR'S(+) + XRIS(+)

&“ f

where
number of handicapped students served in regular schools

XRIS(+) that are administered in an LEA containing a special

. education school.

. . *
. . number of handicapped students served in .regular schools
XR|§(+) = that are administered in an LEA not containing a special
education school.

*

i
!

With this notation in hand, set

i




and define the size measure for district i as

Fl

XS(?) + fRISXRIS(i) ' if 4istrjgt i has special 5Ch°°ﬁ(§)

fRI §X'Rf§(1) ‘ 'Oth:erw:i.se
The selected size measure can be viewed as the proportional allocation,
of the appropriate school sample after stratifying districts as §
versus S and allocating 65 districts (or equnivalently, 65 special and
130 regular schools) to strata S, and 160 districts (or equ1valent1y,
320 regular schools) to strata S, i'e,, e P ,

» Pt

Xg(i) . XRis(l)

t'65 "'X_(ﬂ') A XR|5(+) [

XRIS(l)
XRIS(+)
As such, after stratifying districts on § versus S, the -inclusion probabilfty'
for a district would be . . )

k)

Notice that

2 Xi
ies

2 X,

ie§ *

and hence that.




-
Ty

This representation will prose use£u15in quantifying selfirepresenters and in

discﬁ§sing the allocation of the intended schoql sample siZeyacross components:

Finally, using the methodology of the previous section, frame estimates were

¥

determined to be:

- - P

-

F]

X = 7 170,795

N A ‘
XRIS(+) 1,152,928

le (*) = 1,933,849

sf§T“= .00038b573.

fars

fRLé' .00016?473

000112756

. - ’ . . o o - Co
At. the outset, it was recognized .that the estimated, district sizesméasure
was dxtremely crude. y ) .

Stratification on District Frame

Stratification on the district frame was intended to:

; a) | Better guarantee 1ntegr1ty of Séhool Component sample sizes.

.

b) Distribute sample over ! t
' (1) geogrephic confines of study (see Table A.1)
(2) tcompiete range of'services (see Table_A.S)
(8) district enrollment categories (see.Table A.2)
() urbanicity (see Table A.4)

. R ] ) .
Serve, as base for realizing the required self-weighting sample

. of students. - ) > '

Consbruction of strata will be discussed 'in relatron to the first tweo themes

- . . - ¢ +* ©
in’ turn ’ -

. » + -

a. ‘Stratification and sample allocatibn schemes to

1ntegr1ty of School Component sample sizes. The study desigq?L

sample- districts 1nc1ud1ng 65 districts that are in common for the Spec1al and
Regular School Components Direct stratification .on ,presence/absence of
special® education schools in district" "(derfoted by S/S respectively) resulted
in 835 $-districts and 13,490 S-districts being identified on fhe district
frame. The district sample was then‘slf;eet:d as 65 S-districts and 160
8-districts. Lates; it will be shown tﬁgt this distribution of the gample

size reflects a proportrongﬁ allocation of the Regular Scheol.Component samplet

S .Z()é; ‘

A.8
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with respect to the estimated nu@Qer of handicapped students sérved in this
settin;. This condition will be shown to be sufficient to produce an overall
self-weighting Regular School COonnent sample of students when coupled with
., the 1mposed school and student selection strateg1es '

LA The study des1gn'called for the select1on of two reguhar and one special
school ,in each sample d1str1ct (wheﬁ«presqnt), and subsequently to select five
handlcapped students at ‘each regular school, gnd eight handicapped students at
each special schosl. By def1n1t1on eadh S-sample district contains a-special
educat1oﬂ school, and w1thout except1on (accordﬁng to CIC f1le) enroll more
than e1ghttstude%ts (all pr‘esumed to be handicapped).. As such, guarantee1‘n-g_’\

the S~district sample size serves to guarantee all sample sizes for the Special

+

School Component. Mpre care was needed to make the same claim!for the Regular
School Component. . >

To "support" the Regular School *Component, a sample district must allow
? . - - - ‘

L]

(if scheme were "perfect’): ) - ' -

-

f X 1) Two regular schools to be selected (poss1bly‘even greater number of

P
> schoole under revised school ‘sample size allocation’ using distr1ct
\ -

level data cpllected during- field operat1ons) - )

2) Five hand1capped students to be selected at each sample regular
school. ) ’

» . R

Unfortunately, not all school districts- can "support” the Regular School
'Component To accomodate this, a Smill Stratum (SS) was "established on tﬁ:‘

_- disttict frame with membership belng defined as "d1str1cts having fewer than

£wo regular schools and/or fewer than 300 students."? . .

In all, 388 conta1ned 3 734 districts (268, 37083) which were part1t1oned in

Table 4.5 into five categor1es on the basis of the number of regular schools
in the district and the. size of the district's student enrollment., S§ °
d;str1ots were then cross-classified by category andqpresence/absence of

special education schooI(s) Table A, 6 prov1des the deta1ls - o

.

. - . - -
’ [

Note that: '

a) Less than two tegular schools violates 1ntended school allocation.
b) Fewer 'than-300 students may cause districts to not bother serving
* handigapped students, or, if they do, to have fewer than fiveé per
. school, e.g., 3.52 percent of the school-aged population in Vermont
:~ is handicapped (BEH Data Notéds, September .1977)., Hence, a school ‘
" must have 142 students on average tb reflect five handicapped stu- -
dents there (and district would requlre a winimum of 284 studefits
;and two such regular ‘schools). .

i
o

A.9
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PARTITIONING OF SMALL STRATUM DISTRICTS' INTO ITS GOMPONENT PARTS o

" Table A.5

4

4

s

e éategggy Number _

# Regular Schools

. Category_bescription

District Enrollment

5

300
300
300 *
300
300

Table A.6

DECOMPOSITION OF SyALL STRATUM DISTRICTS INTO CATEGORY
BY PRESENCE/ABSENCE OF SPECIAL SCHOOLS

[

! Caﬁegory

Service

Number

L

t 3

4

"All S-distric%é in $S were formed as one stratum, whereas to reflect our

uncertainty over school sample size' in the 8S-§ districts, four regular school

" strata were formed=-Table A.7 provides the details.

Next, districts were to be selected without.replacement (which guatantees

" all selections are distin&t), and hence, the-inclusion probability must be no

larger than 1.0. f% 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.& contains the details. .

Lig




+ Table A.7

STRATIFICATION OF SMALL STRATUM DfSTRICTS ..
THAT DO'NOT HAVE SPECIAL SCHOOLS

+

‘Expected School NorkloadE/

Stratum  Category(ies) # Districts (Relative to Full Support)

1 1,2 104 - 0
2 3 1756 5
3 4 798 ' '5
4 5 1050 1

¥

alf ‘Table 8.5 g1ves number of régular schools present n, in
district according to CIC file and 1nformat1on allows th1§ 1ndex
to be formed (i.e., 1:1:Ln(1:|.R 2)/2).

I
+

Table A.8

IDENTIFICATION OF SELF-REPRESENTING DISTRICTS
»

@ Identificatiaon

Stratum County District Ciéy Size Heasurei/

47 370000  New York ©10.30
71585000  Chicago | 5.63
37 161500 Los Angeles 5. ?2
174000  Philadelphia |. __;gg

" " 2567

L -
" s

a/ In Section II.A.4 it wds shown that any S-district having X >3
constitutes a self-representer.

Co i .
In all then, 11 broad strata were formed on the districk frame. To preserve

the intended school sample sizes, allocation of the. district sample size

" should be proporticnal tg'the size measure--Table-A.g provides the details,
Now in order to guarantee that -all d{stricts aré distinct, wiﬁhoué re-

placement sampling was' employed. As such, each district in the self-repreéent-

idﬁ strata constituted a separate stratum and was selected Gi;h certainty.

" The ﬁispéoportionality so induced (i.e., 8.6 = &) was reallocated to the
, \ . .

Ao 11 L




Table A.9 -

,¢DENT1FICAT£bN-OF DIRECT’STRATA

al

4 czsw 8.6)2 0 (-)

805 (16? 7, 55. 97 " 9,782.{309.1, 154.5)

Y (1«6& 6) 104 (.3, .2)
1,756 (2.4, 1.2) .

798 (6.1, 3.1)

1,050 (2.2, 1.1)

Total - 835 (195, 65) ° . 134490 (320, 160)

(a, b) represent: - ' P

a - sum of size measure for stratum. Ve
- b,~ proportional allocation of 65- S- districts or 160 §- d1str1cts

*  (as applicdable). :

-

- -
.
»
-~
v s

. normel S stratum (i.e., 60.5 tow) in-worder that the district sample will be .~
preserved (the scﬁool sample “size wgild égve taken care of itself without.
reallocaﬂioq!.. Finally, to re#l{ze the correct number of "full support"
districts’ in the small stratum, it wa® decided to over-represent this Broad
stratum, §pecifice11y, propgrtional allocations wére rounded to the\m’mre‘stﬂr .
-integer (oinimum of ode) “and then'doubled (partial justificﬁtion can be seen
from Table-A.7 in that such a scheme generates the correct number of "equival-
ents” of full support districts). Table A,10\s sumarizes the final allocation.

b. - Indirect Stratificﬂ?ion of Distkict Frame " The study design )

A 3

called for strat1f1catlon to “reflect . d13pers1on w1th respect to geographic

~1ocat1on (via census reg1ons), d1strrct s1ze (v1a enrollment), special educa-
t1on services offered (v1a serV1ce level), and urban1c1ty {via SMSA indicator).
‘To* 1ntroduce these, .2 device known as "zoning" partial frames was used (sepa-

: rately in normal-S frame, normél-S frame, . aud stratum 3 of SS-8 frame--all
other broad Qtrata are unable to support further strat1f1cab1on and still

sat1sfy the deslgn requlrement of support1pg a pnoport1onal allocation of two

112




’;2' Table A 10

L

AL'I.OCAT,IC;N OF BISTRICT SAHPLE

[ + "

districts per ultxmate stratum) hSpec1£1c911y, each partial frame was, flrst
sorted by®™Census region. Secondly, within each census. region and part1a1
frame, districts were rnen sorted by Q}str1cn s}ze. To minimize changes
across census regicon=district size Boundaries, brdering was alternated
smallest to largest, Largest to smallest etc.  Thirdly, w1th1n each censusr
reg1on(d1str1ct sizen Category on a part1a1:§rame, districts were ordered by.
service level (aga1e\1n alternating fashidn). Fourthly, within each census
region-~- d1str1ct si'ze- serv1ce level categoxy on a partial frame, districts were
ordered (aiternately).by-SHSA. Finally,,K in each ultimate category of each
partial frame, distr{ctsowere ordered byftne estimated district size measure.

Eacq;Part1a1 frame Was then part1tloned into equal -sized zones (based on the{i

d1str1ct size measure) that would s:’port a proportional allocat1on of two

sample districts. In 11eu of "sp11t ing" digtricts at the boundary, heuristic
rules were developed, for adjusting stratum bolndiries so as to reflect strata -
having only complete districts. Im all, 110 indirect strata (and 8 original
direct (broad) stn@ta) were formed on the district frame--Table A1l provldes
the details. - _ : "‘;

. 6. Selection of District Sampie for Basic Study

Two sample d1stricts were. selected without replacement in each
u1t1mate strata (except for self- repfesenters where, of course, only one

d1str1ct‘qu'se1ected1 using pt’EEbiL1ty.proport1onal to the estimated

-




Table &. 11

STRATIFICATION ON DISTRICT FRAME

3

District Type Direct Strata " Indirect Strata ,Total Strata

L) - *,

SR L & - (one per self-rep-
. resenter) -

r
+

(normal
(normal-

-3)
$)

(ss-8) .

(85-§ cat. 1)

(SS § cat. 2)
cat. 3)
cat. 4)

. Id
district size measure/ The distribution ‘of the sample of districts over the

levels of control variablés 13 g;ven in Table A. 12. The sllght dev1aEigg§
from proport1onal allocations observed in Table A.12 can be fccoufited for by:

.a) Randomizatlon used in selectlng sample within zones. - )

.

b) Causing zones to contain only entire d1str1cts

-

¢} * Rounding errér in using dlrect stratification for salf- representers,

small districts (including 4 subst;ata.with1n)

.

. Selection of Level 2 Subsaﬁple of Districts

The study design'calis for seven S-districts and 17 S-districts to
. be selected into the Level Two subsample. As such, under proportlonai alloca
‘tion, S=-strata ‘should reflect a cumulative size measure' of approx1mate1y 27. 9

(i.e., 195/71,whereas S-strata sh8uld reflect a2 cumulative size measure of

rapprox1mate1y 188 (= 320/17). Embedding this into the.original broad strata .

produced the allocation of Table A.13.
The S5 was further partitioned into:

f, 58-8 . '
Level 2 Stratum 1 . : ) {see Table A.7) .
/ $§-S (strata 1,2,3) ’ .

-

- / :
Level 2 Stratum,?2 " 85-5 (stratum 4)

-
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Such a partﬁtioning‘reflects the reality that stratum one sample districts

. fail to proﬁlde a full complement of. schools for the study (i.e, fewer than
two regulat'schools) whereas stratum, two districts do provide full school
support (bu& may suffer in their studeat support) .

-« As 1ngthe School Component, zonlng (i.e., indirect strat1f1catlon) was

* used to sdpplement the five. d1rect strata on the Level 2 frame and thereby
provide gfeater control over geographlc dispersion, district size, service
level, and'urbanicity. Specif;cally, the ordered mormal-S frame was parti-
51oned into six .zoues (or equlvalently, every five zones for the Schobl Com~- .
ponent were collapsed) and the normal S frame was aartltloned into sixteen
zones (or equwalently, every 5 of the firsg, 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

contfol:variables is given in Table A. l&w

8. Summary of District Samples Lo .

The d1str1ct sample supporting the School éomponent conslﬁks of 232
LEAs*‘Table A 15 provides the details for spec1£1c substudy involvement. For
completeness, Table -A.16 prov1des the d1str1but1on of sample d1strrcts by
state and activity. Furthermore, Figure A.1 provides a couaty-level depiction

of the overall sample sites within the geographic confipes of’ the study.

< 9. Responding Status of District Samgle .

' Of +the 232 districts selected to support the School Component 22
d1str1cts falled“to .cooperate, and 2 districts were 1ne113ib1e "(one was a
state/spec1a1 faclllty and one did not serve handlcapped students) Table
A.17 provides the marginal d1str1butronvof nonrespondlng districts oyer the
levels of each control variable used in forming indirect strata (;snes) on the
district freme. During the implementatron phaser of the stuoy; district non-
response was analyzed (raw as well as weighted by the inverse of the selection
‘probability) on -a flow basis in order to assess.whether nonresponse was

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

-

LI % }
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Table A 12 "

"DISTRIPUTIQH OF SA“PLE DISTRICTS ACROSS LEVELS OF CONTROL VARIABEESa/

Iy
L} O =)

R ? ,
{ Level GeEsps: sRegion District’ Size Service Level SHSA
' * " - " - A

= ) Bl L3

L

©53 ' (54.82) : .76) 62 « (62.69) 37(40.88)
66 ‘(65.81) .80) 4 (3.31)° 112(113.18)
(73.54) ‘ .72) 155 (157.9 ) 83( 77.94)
C 39 (37.83) 12 - (9.51) 11 , (8.10) “ ‘
v - 44 .96) -
- : 31 .88) . -~
- 49 .19) -
- 42 .04) -
- 39 16) -

f

F

\oou-.ao\ms:-wm.-'

Total 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 the study design would be
expected to realize over a large nymber of repeated selectlons of the sample.

- .

Table AI13

. ALLOCATION OF LEVEL 2 SUBSAMPLE TO BROAD SCHOOL COMPONENT STRATA

Broad Strata- Proporfional Allocation ° - Actual Allocation-

—

SR . ' . .. - .92 .
Normal-$

Normai-$ .—_‘

SS NPT 64 (= .06 + .58)

-




DISTRIBUTION OF LONGITUDINAL LEVEL 2 DISRICTS ,

Table A&

b

.

-~

ACROSS LEVELS OF CONTROL VARTARLES ¢

F a1 1

Level Census _ Region

District

. Size

Service

[L )

Level

SMS5A

Z

(6:17)

- {.11)

(.

(7.12)
(7.61)
(4.10)

O 0O wd OV I L N

(.
(1.
(4.
(3.
(4.
(4.
(4.

69)
95)
07)
75)
53)
66)
41)
83)

1

16

1

( 6.11)

(

.38)

(16.78).

( .98)

|3

5(4.75)
15(11.85)
5( 8.40)

4

N I b &0 it D

b
wn

T

’ ALLOCATIbN OF SAMPLE DISTRICTS TO STUDY COMPONENTS

Table A.15

-~

L

Activity Level

4

' Substudy lpvblvement

1
Number of Sample DistrictJ
Supporting Activity

Regular School Component
Special Sghool Component
Longitudyhal Level 1 Component

Y. '
Regular School Component
Special Sghool Component .
Longitudﬁgal Level 1 Componeht
Longitudinal Level-2 Component
»
Regular §chool Component
Longitudinal Level 1 Compohent”

Regular Sthool Component
Longitudinal Level 1 Component
Longitudinal Level 2 Component

58




Table A.16 -
SCHOGL COMPONENT SAMPLE DISTRICTS BY STATE AND ACTIVITY EvELS -

Activity Level
2

Total Number of
Sample Districts

—
£~

State Name

Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut .
Florida
Georgia

Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky’

. Louisiana,
Maine
Maryland.
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota~
H{ssjssippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
New:Jersey

New York' -
North Carglina
North Dakota -
Ohio

Oklahoma %
Qregon .
Pennsylvanta
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Qtah

Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Total i 149

Grand Total T 66 232 166 P

- [
a/ TFigures in parentheses rgpresent the number of sample districts included
in count that were expected to require only "a partial workload in the field.

—

—

—
—
g
—
o
o
»

¢

.
A

1
13
1
1
0
)
1
8
&
5
2
5
.1
3
0
9
6
4
2
5
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Table A.17 .

DISTRIBUTION OF NONRESPONDING DISTRICTS OVER LEVELS OF
CONTROL VARIABLES USED FOR STRATIFICATION-/

——

' Control Variable

Census Region District Size Service

DO =] O LN L L S e
Ww b~ oo

.
-

ha
£

See Table A4.12 for the intended district sample size for each cell.

Fl

c
.

School Sampling Procedures

. . [ .
Selection of the school sample in a given district entailed:
1) -Receipt of summary information on District Data §heet (including

agreement to participate) from district.

2) Determination of sample size allocation for district (by school

type).
3) Constrgggioh of Pchool frame (by schoob~t&pe) for district.~
4Y  Stratification of each school’ frame in district. ;
5) Selectlon of sample schools. B - ,
6) Recordxng of- respondlng statUS of sample schools.
subtask will be addressed in turd.

l.* Receipt of Summary Information : .

Sample dlstrlcts were asked to complete a School Data Sheet that
1nc1uded information on . . .
a) . Npmber of handicapped students served in district (b¢ school type)u

b) Identification of regular schools not having any handicapped students.




identif%cati&n of special schdols employing only a pull-out, prograﬁ
from fegular_schools. ’ r )
Addition (deletion)_of any'new {closed) regulaf pflspecial scﬁbolq
considered.to be under some_administrative control of .the sample
¢ district. ’ ’ ) S ’ . ’
To aid %P these éctivities, sample districts were-provideﬂ_with a list of
schools (by type) that are associated with the district according 'to the’CIC
file;‘Qata on the number og sEhools (by type),.enrollment.i% disgrict schools
(by tipe), and ,the estimbted ‘‘amber of haﬁdicappgd students (by type). Fﬁ/é
2. School Sample Size Allocation _ *

X

The study design ‘called for select1on of an average of two reg&la\hﬂ//'
"schools per sample distr1ct (both S and §)and one special school per S-sample

"district. 1In add1t1on, a constant workload of three schools/S district and

two schools/§- dlstr1cthwas considered optimal. To ach1eve this, denote

[ T
f . £ -

Ys(i) =' allocation of special schools to district’i,

A

?R(i) = allocation of regular sehools to district i,

:st(i)
.,
1

(1)

i- an S-district (=

TR =
- RISXRIS(l)

i an §-distriqt (=

. Such an allocation has &he propett1es.
-

.a) Meets' constant workload

fSXS(i) + leﬁgRIS(i) :=

Y ysgi)'+ Ygig(i) =




b. Under perfect size measuxes, total s?hool sampleqs1ze for Special and

+

Regular School Component are ‘guaranteed. For example, .

LY

4

- ' (i) -
. £Xs
Y (t_) = R z j..——
S -igs Ty

65 (if sample estimates-population totél‘exaftly)

. o, ]
' ]

-

Ypis(*) =130 and yp 5 = 320, <o that
& ) =450

The cBnd{tion of "perfect size meésures“ can be adjysted for using.

the School Data Sheet information so that school sample sizes are
exactly met in theory. ' ) : .

To "adJust" the school sample size allocatlon (by type) to district i, we Rave

size measures estimated from thie dlstrict frame, and hopefully 1mprqved esti~ |}

mated based oh.thg School DataﬁSheet--Tabie A.18 summarizes this position.

-4
Table 4.18

" L

. SCHEMATIC OF DATA ELEMENTS UNDER PROPOSED UPDATE OF STUDY SIZE MEASURES

»

. Parameters ’ . Iaitial L ‘Revised
of Interest ¥ Estimates ° o Estimates
R (£rame) | , " . (school data sheet)

£ -

Frist XgysV) L WIS
Xmé(i)‘.. a 'axklt'é(i)." . / Egigti)

w0 KW )

. _ coos ' »
With'this in mind, let #

¢
. . 232 E(:.)
E('I') = *rz
‘.§ s Y




65

—

Eg(+)

130

e —

Eqg(®

320
Epig(™)

Then set the'Qevised allocations to be

s

S
fp1§ Fpy§ (V)
== A

i

- -

wﬁich guafﬁntzé the total gample sizes by component.(i.e., are hot dependent on

, perfect size feasures). ' Notice, however, that although

kil i y ‘

that a given districty may bg allocated more (or less) than three schools
(far SJdiﬁtricts)_and two sthools (fpr S-districts). Specifically, districts -

get a larger allocation wher for special schools
. . o .

¥

AJ3"124




Es(i) : i&s(i)

E(+) X

*

e

and for reguler'schools, witen

ERls(l) N XRIS(i)
‘3;5‘” ey

ER|§(i) ; - %p3i e

s for S-district
ER‘§(+) XRI§(+) '

[

; »
, for 8~district °

-
-

One's ability fo adjust at the. 'second stage for inadequacies .at the first |,
4

stage of sg&pllng are therefore constra1ned by: p— »

ae) Presencet;f (ys(;) YR[S(l) YRIS(l)) schools (as the case may be)
’ in the i~ sample d1str;ct « ) - _ ,

b) The trade-off Between attaining desired sample sizes and the reali-
zation that school characteristics are setondary to those of'the ,y,i’*
district in -assessing IEP content tdﬁd hence that the marginal
utility of "extra" school data may be m1n1mal)

_ For the sake of completeness, it should be noted ghat {ys(l) YRIS(l)’ yRIS(l)}
are not constra1ned to be.integers. Apart from heur1st1cgroundfng rules to
achieve 1nteger allocat1ons, consideration was given to 1mp1epent1ng controlled
se1ect1on to avoid rounding errors while preserving total sample sizes. Time
‘pressures and cost implications, -however, preclude& this approach and.heurrstic

®ounding rules wepre applied. Despite this shortcomingh it will later‘be shown

\tﬂat re-allocation of the student sample size‘ueuld further encourage the
realization of a self-weighting sample of students . ‘ ‘

l Unfortunately, all returns on the school data sheet were not on hand
prlor to making the school allocations. As such, and in f&ght of the late OMB
approval received for this study, the school sample was selected in essentially
four batches of approximately 50 d1str1cts each (late districts were cledned

"up in a fifth batch)--Table A.19 contains the details. '

4 .
In making these gcations, initial estimates of underlying parameters

(i.e., Xs(i), 'X'Ris(i)’ Xmg(i)) were used for a give d}}st%t whenever




h&&‘z .Table A.19
. ALLOCATION OF SCHOOL SAMPLE SIZE BY BATCH AND SCHOOL TYPE

-

3

‘. Number of ’_ . Number of Scﬁzols Allocated

Batch  Districts Allocated To __ ° Regular Special

36 . T . . T ' 10
7. N 1A 28
) 119 - 18

76 11

23 8-

Tot&l\ T S , ‘ , 75

TN

revised eseimates were mnot aqailaole (l.e.,’Es(i), ERls(i), 53\5‘13)‘. In

. addition, district nonresponse was. adjusted for on a flow basis, in order to

~

realrze de51red sample sizes. =~ - L . -

' 3. Construct1on of School Sampllng Frames

- AFor eagh sample d1§$r1ct, a .list of schools was made from the CIC
’ llle Schobls de51gnated as closed or not serving hand1capped students were
purged from these frames, and new schools (i. e schools under at least partial
. administrative control of the d1str1cts that were missing on the CIC files)

-were added The revised ffame ;ncluded 1nformat1on on school name, grades
: taught (low grade, high grade?, enrollment, school type, and a CIC identifiea-
tion number (state, d1str1ct ID, ‘subdistrict ID (1f "applicable), school ID)).
In add1t1on, regular schOols known to enroll only hand1capped students not
hav1ng current year IEPs, and 5pec1aI ‘schools ®nly serving handicapped children ‘
from regular schools on 4- pull-out basxs, wére so identified. Finally, the,
revised number ¢f handicapped student§ enrolled in the d1str1ct (by school
type) Q\? allocated to schools (by type) in proportxon to the CIC enrollﬁ/ot ’
to serve as the estimated schacl Slzq heasure (by type). Exceptions to this
latter pract1ce"occureo whenever distr1cts prov1ded the number of handicapped
students enrolled in ‘aach sqpool uﬁd&r their jorisdiction, or wﬁen certain
schools uere designated by the dis%r;ct as serving a disproportional (based on
enrollment) number of handicépped students. "v

» 4

~
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§_ratifi;ation of School framekin Each Sample District

The school frame in each sample d1str1ct was first stratified by
school type (actually, sepd&ate "frames formed) Each subframe was then ordered
by low grade taught, by h1gh grade taught, and enrollment (in that orde}).
Strata (zones) were then seqnentiaily formed on each subframe s¢ as to congain
approxlmately an equal est1mated number of enrolled hand1capped students (by
subframe) The, dumber of zones per subframe was set equal to the rev1sed
district allocation of sample schools of, the assoc1ated type

-/

5, Selection‘of Sample Schools’ € ' .

One school was selected from each zone on each subframe using prob-

abilities proportiqnal to the estimated number of enrolled handicapped students.
In-all, 519 schools. were se?ected, including 444 regular and 75 special schools.
AS was pfeviously 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
) g R -
A.19), . ) .

. ~ * -

6. Respond{ng Status of Sample Schools

The responding status of ‘the 519 schools se}e d .to support the’
.Schoo} Component is summar{zed inAIable A.20. In all fairness, additionel
" school (and student) data were received in July 1979 hfter commencement of
preliminary data_enalyses'tasks. To facilitate the meeting of‘tight-dead'
lineg, such'ﬁatq were treqﬁed.as nonresponse and excluded from further analyses.
' . Yoo .
v

{‘ . Table A.20 -

¥

-~

RESPONDING STATUS OF SCHOOL COMPONENT SAMPLE SCHOOLS BY TYRE

. % _ Responding Status
School Type Number Selected | Responding Nonresponding Ineligible

Regular - . 446 ¢ 438 5w 3/

.,
AL

Spécial s S0 4

¥

a/ An additional sample school enrblled Kandicapped students but did no€
presently complete IEPs» for their students, As such,,relative to the multi-
stage student sample,’ this school was classified as ineligible rather than
as a_gesp&ndent as was done in this table.

i ' L4 W)
.

4
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StudentaSampl1ng Procedureg

-

The School Component is supported by three nested student samples:
1) Basic Survey studeJt Sam; e,

*2) Level 1 Longitudinal Substzéy student eample.

3) Level.2 Longitudimal Substudy student- sample .

Each will be discussed in turnm.

1. ,Basic¢ Survey Student “Sample.

R 4
Selection of the studeni sample entailed:

_a) L1st1ng of handicapped students enrolled in a sample school,
'b)  Purging of ineligibles from frame.
¢) Ordering of frame. ‘
d) Student sample Size allochtion for each school.
ae) Selectlon of student sample. '
£) Recording respond1ng status of student samgple.
Each subtask wf&l_?e nddressed in turn. 4
a), Listing of Handicapped Students.’ Prior to the site visit to
each schedf:/the principal (or de51gnate) was asked“to prepare a list of a11

. "* handicapped students enrolled in the school as of. 1 December, 19?8 Informa-

tion concerning age, presence of current year IEP, and identification of the
special education tencher mest ﬁnowledgeable about thetcurrenf year IEP, were
also required for each 11steé hand1capped studentpy In isolated cases, suth a
list had te 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 taréet population, students for whom no current year IEP had been
prepared, and'age-ineligible students (i.e., students older than Za_and younger
than ¥ years'old) were deleted” from the list of otherwisefgdigible handicapped
students at the scpool. Finally, stupent duplicétes (if any) were removed‘at ,
this time. In most cases, school personnel performed these activities prior
to the arrival of the RTI data collectors;

-

. c) 0rder1ng of Student Frame. No direct stratification was used on

student frames. Control over the composition of each student sample vas
exercised by ordering the student frahe by the special edufat1on teacher

associated with each student. In the nbsencé of teacher information, every
“effort was made to order the student frame using'n surrogate variable (e.g.,

Eandicapping condition). Selection of aﬁsystemntic sanple from spch an ordered

a

A.27 12§
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frame will then tend to maximize the number of distinct special éducation

‘teachers associated 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 Fn average of eight eligible bandicapped students at each special
school. Consideratlon was glven to allogating these student sample sizes
based* on school-level data collected in the field. To explain the underlying -
mechadi%j, let S : ‘
selection probability for district i

-
£

conditional selection probability for school J in district i’
given district already selected

»

number og hand1Capped students on frame at school j in
district i v -

number of sample schools in district'i,

if -School j is-a special school
B;herwise

[y

if school j is a regulat school

otherwise .




a T

Sel f~weighting of the ultimate student'sample (by school type) could have been

- > * . . 2. ‘e
further encouraged by then allocating nij students to school j in district i

according to . )

: H:- -
- ’ *
; rR . , .
520 7—1—1—-—— if school j is a special school
Hs("') ) ‘,' * -,
i T

2250 —1 AL _if school j is 2 regular school,

Hy(+)

[ 4

Pl
<

where'526 and 5250 are the overall desired student sample si;es for their
school type. In theory, such an §pproa;h'wou1d'have required interaction
between RTI and the field staff collecting data at each school concerning
first'the-m;gnitude of Hij’ and, . once aL1133Fp1e schools had been contgcted3
to assign the desired student sample size e-lllo:."cn:_.:'um.h As previously noted,
however, late receipt of OMB clearante for the study reguired that the school
sample be dynamiéglly allocated and selected, and that field collecéion pro-
cedurds at -these samq}e schools be carried out on a flow basis. In light of’
the:survey economics associated with the allocation of a fixed studeft sample
size td each school (specifically, siﬁbler field procedures and'removal of the
need for field staff té iutgract,with sampling‘staff at RTI }n arriving at .
. student sample size allocations), the decision was made to select five students
’ _at every regq}ar school, and eight students at every special school. The
'pfice paid for this simplicity éame in the form of increased variation in thg
ﬁltimate studeng,sampling weights and hence, in the ﬁrobable deterioYation of
precision levels associatedswith ﬁ%rame;er estimites.

A
e) Selection of the Basic Survey Student Sample. The student

sample at each school was seléc;ed'using a circular systematic selection

strategy with a random start-point.3 Specifically, if m 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 oneé samﬁie school and therefore does not warrant elaborate
documentation.




L - L & L

splected_from an ordered frame of N students, the éaméie would consist of =

- o -
. frame members having sequential numbers

r

; r + kc. (mod N) - if ﬁ #r + ke

)i " otherwise

-

F}

(i.e., infegér pagt of N divide& by n)

random intéger number selqpted to be no larger than N and.
no smaller than 1. P

4

Proceeding in suqh 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 wrinkle 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 leavé fo chance the realization of a
larger than intended student sample size at any school).,

) Responding Status of Basic ‘Survey Student‘'Sample. Field pro-

cedures resulted in the selection of 2705 sample students, @ncluding 2162
students enrolled in regudlar schools, and 543 studenfs enrelled in special
schools. Table A.21 contains the responding status of this student sample.
By way of ¢xplanation, ineligibles reflect inefficiency in the student
frame constructed at ¢ach school (usual}y due' to the determination that the
list of handicapped students was not completely purged of ineligibles} whereas
nonré;pondents are primarily associated with the non-receipt of letters of
permissiofd (required in several districps) 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 Paving Soth an IEP Checklia& and a Student Characteris-
tic Questionnaire (SCQ) for the current year were designated as respondents.

2, Level One Loggituﬂinal Student Sample !

Selection of ?he Level 1 student sample entailed:
a) ldenfification of Basic Study sample students having retrospec-~

tive year IEP present at the school.
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Table A.21

RESPONDING STATUS OF STUDENTS SELECTED TO SUPFORT THE BASIC SURVEY

Responding Status

School Type Sample Size Selected Responding Nonresponding Imeligible
= LJ N ) 2 : \
d Y

Reguler . 2163 . 2126 . 12
Special .. 542 .- 531 . ]

Total 2705 ’ 2657 18

—

b) Selection of Level 1 student subsample.
¢) Recording the respond1ng status of Level 1 student Subsample
Each subtask will be discussed in tura. '

4

a) Identification of Level 1 Eligibles. * For 'each Basic Survey

sample student, a determinatiof was made as to the presence (or absence) of an
IEP for the previous school year: The teacher most'knowledgeable about each
previous year IEP (when present) was also recorded.

b) Selection of Level 1 Student Subsample. An attempt was made to

select two Level 1 eligibles at random and without replacement at each sample

schoel. To facilitate possible subsampling at a later time, the order of

£
selection into the component was also recorded. '

¢) Responding Status of Level 1.Student Subsample. In all, 828

Basic SurVey’étudénts at 436 schools were selected to support the Level 1
Longitudinal ‘Component. Table A.22 provides the responding status of this
4 student sample by school type. . - v

] In order to qualify as a respondent for the Lével 1 Longitudinal Sub-
study, both the previous ‘year IEP and SCQ (in addition to these documents for
the current year) had to be avallable jn time for analysis.

3: Level Two Longltudlnal Student Sample

> The Level-2 Longitudinal student sample was formally intended to
consist of the first-selected Level 1 sample student at each school in a
Level 2 sdmple district. For the most part, however, student level data

collected to support this component was not to be analyzed in accordance with

L]
4
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" Table A.22.

RESPONDING STATUS OF STUDENTS SELECTED IN FIELD TO SUPPORT

. THE LEVEL 1 LONGITUDINAL cotpoNENTZ/

-

L

¥

r4

Number of Students,

Sélected .

Responding Status

Respondiné

Nonresponding

School Type

Regular
Special -

703
125

r
L}

675.
-121

18
3

Inellgible

10
1

Overall

- 828 .
;

796 .

21

i1

a/ Field. staff collected at least ocne el1g1ble Level 1 student at 436 schools

(3?2 regular, 64 special). s .
PR - v‘ . .l

f

>

Rather, it was planned that only un-
With this in mind,  the Level 2 student

its underlying probability etructure:
weighted analyses would be carried out.
sample was informally supplemented by'selecting.gne)Basic Survey sample
Student at random at those schools haviﬂ% no Level 1 eligibles. Furthermore,
ne Level 2 npnresponse wvas exper1enced at any levels (i.e., districts, sghools,
'and students) and, by not necessar1ly requiring certaid documents tb be present
In all,- 61

students (53 regulal, 8 special) were selected to support Level 2 activities,

no 1nel1gibjlity.was 1ncurred,;n the ultimate .student sample.

DOéUMEﬁ?ﬂTlE% OF FACILITY COMPONENT SAMPLING PROCEDURES

.

- IIT.
r .
= The Facillty Component was supported- through a separatg two- stage cluster
desrgn bav1ng facilities at the f1rst stage, anj)hand1capped students at the

second (final) stage of sampling. D1scuss1ons will emphasize procedures used

) at the\first stage of sampling'(i.e’, fac1l1t1es) in order to fully establish
the validlty of the realized sample at the national level. #Student shmpling‘

e procedures coincide with those employed at spec1al education schools in the
School Component except for one minor deviation.that will briefly be descr1bed\

Each stage o@usampl1ng will'be discussed in turn.




‘Facility Samplimg Procedures

Selection of the fac111ty sample Bntailed:
1) Constructlon of an acceptable facility frame.
i) Allocation of facility sample.
3) Stratification of faciljty sample.
4) Select{on of initial faciliky sample.
5) Post-stratification of initial- facility sample.
6) Allocatiod of final facility s;mple to post-strata.
7)  Selection of final facility sample. '
8) Respondgng status of final «facility sample.
~Each subtask will be discusse& in turn. . s

¥

l. Construction of an Acceptablé Facility Frame

The matter of constructing an,adequate framelbﬂ non-EEA administeréd

L 4 ,
institutions providing special education and related services to handicapped

students was discussed at length in the'fisal report on the design of the IEP
Survey.? Work proceeded in the following order:
a) Lists of specialﬁgdd?étibn facilities were obtained from CIC and the
Office of Ciyil Rights (OCR). ' '

b) Candidate frames were hand-matched based 'on facility name, ad&ress,

»

city, and zip code.

c) A combined frame was formed (matched, CIC-only, and OCR-only).

dj Combined file was hand-matched with 1977 "437 file" of institutions
receiving P.L. 89-313 monies (i?e., program code 2 and agency type 2)
using name (and handicapping’ conditions, when available) to furnish
some confidence that i large part of the monies/participants were
bei ounted for by our multiple list frame construction efforts.
A revised }ombined file was formed (437, CIC-OCR matched-only,
CIﬁ-onf;z OCR=-only). ‘

Revised combined file was purged of ineligibles (i.e., facilities in

+ -

Alaska and Hawaii were purged since they are out51de geographic
confinessof the study; New Mexico and Nevada fac11it1es were removed
since these states refused to participate; all facilities listed on

CIC files: that are administered by LEAs were removed:since these

) 4  Pyecha, J. N., Drummond,D. J., et -al. Design of a National Survey.of
Individualized Education Programs for Handicapped Children. Research Triangle
Park, N.C.: Reseérch Triangle Institute, November 1978
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were eligible for the School Componéhbglfacilities in an ongoing BEH .

study of‘fécilities were "deleted at the request #f the project

‘offtcer. : ' -
The end product of these efforts is then the Fac111ty Component frame--details
are prOV1ded in Table A 23. Reservat1ons were repeatedly expressed 2o BEH
concernlng the quality of thls reallzed frame, .especially with regard to
1n§gnded 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 listingszof same unit on frame; ability to iden-

tify frame members in field).

! ) %
\KJ’ _ Table 4.23

NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS BY SOURCE ON THE FACILITY FRAME

Numbey of
Source File ™ Facilities on File

437 ) 656
Matched but not on %37 ’ 251,
CIC only and mot on 437 1,223 ‘
OCR only and not on 437 2,947

Total 5,077

'f

Allocation of In1t1al Facility Sample . : ' j;

Previous studies indicated that facilities not listed on the 437
file exh1b1ted a high rate of ineligibility (insofar as facilities no; longer
being in existence or field staff not being’ able to locate the facility based
on the frame information). Furthermore, 437 fac111£1es, by def1n1t10n,.were'
recipients of P.L. 8§-313 monies in 1977 and were therefore known to hé&é’been
in existence at that time (as opposed to OCR*only facilities that were 1nc1uded
_ perhaps on pre-1976 Iigts). For these reasons, a two-stage select1on procedure
was decided on: 2

Stage 1: Selection of approxlmdiely 150 facilities -

for pre-screening ,t..the state level. .

+ -

i




. - ?
Stage 2: Subsampling'of approximately 75 fgfiiities
" to formally support’ the Facility’ Component
The stage 1 sample s1ze was allocated to ‘the subframes defined by the columns
of Tabhle A. 23 so as to approximately equalize .the average sampling rate of &3?
and matched (but -not 437) facilities, and to equallze the sampling fhte of

T OCR-only and CIC-only fac111t1es (but at about one quarter of the prev1ous

rate)--Table A.24 provides the details. T

Table Az,

ALLOCATION OF INITIAL FACILITY SAMPLE BY FRAME SOURCE 3/

Number of Facilities Allocated to

437 CIC-OCR Matched CIC~only OCR-only

- S . 23 - 24 : ‘58
(.0777) (.0876) (.0196) .. (.0197)

-

( ) denotes the average sampling rate on given subframe.

-

Stratification of Initial Facility Sample

Stratification was carried out independently on each sobframe.' For
ease of‘expooition, stratification on each subframe will be discussed in turn.
" a) &5? Subframe: In preparation for specifying strata on this
subframe, facilities were separated into Ehe four census regions
(see Table‘A.l), and ordered by the amount of the grant. This
latter ordeoing was from low to high in the first region, high
to low in toe second, low to high in the third, and high to lpw
' in the fourth This. method produces a more continuous 115?*
(i.e., contlgnous £a¢111t1es are sore similar in size of grant)
‘than would otherwise be offered under a strict numerical order-
ing based on the same variables. §trata of equal total’ grant
'amouot were then sequentially formed on the order frame. The
total number of such strata was set equal to the desired sample

size,




each Q“

b) MNon-437 Sobframes: In preparation for derining strata o

such subframe, facilities were seoerated into the sus °
regions and ordered alpﬁabetically by state within ¢ On
each subframe,-étreta.containing an approximately equal number

. - . L
of facilities were then sequentially formed, vwith the number of

N

such strata being set equal to the desired sehple‘size for that

-

., subframe. .

Selection ‘ofisthe In#tial Facility Sample \

One facility was selected at random from each stratum defined on the

overall “frame. For the &3?~ﬁnbframe, this approx1mated selection of a prob-

~¥ab111ty proportional-to-gfant amount sampIe of facilities.

-

5.f Post~ Strat1f1cataon of In1t1al Fac111ty Sample

.

R 0Of the_ 155 fac11§t1es 1n1t1ally selected to support the Fac1llty
Component, 32 factlftles wete deemed to be ineligible (2 from the 437 f11e,

and 30 from the nog-437 file), primarily Because the fac111ty did not serve
handicapped students ;n the 3-21 age range or the agency no longer existed.
E11glble facilities were stratified by source (i.e., 43? versus non-&S?), and
within the non-437 post-stratum 1nto three furthér. post- strata represent1ng
t1me of selection., As such, non-437 eligibles were post- strat1f1ed by time
S per1od (8,ir 63, 3 in time periods 1, 2, and 3; respect1vely) *In time period
three further strata were formed: two of these corresponded to new states®
(1 ‘e., states not represented 1n the 3chool Compowent sample), whereas the
remaln1ng,stratum had six fac111t1es from states already represented in the
School Component sample, For tﬁg most part, time period'l rgpresented the
'start-up of field activities ‘on the Fac111ty Component Similarly, time
period 3 represented the clean-up of fleid act1u1t1es, wh1ch fncluded three
e1131b1e nouvég? fac111t1es as a single pbsttstratym F1nally, time per1od %'
bore the brunt of the subsampling of non~437-eligibles. In 2ll, four further,
strata were formed fof these lattér groups based on res1dentlar¥nonres1dent1al
. status and listing of a—spec1f1c handicdpping éﬁnd1t1ons/not 11st1ng a spec1f1c
* handicapping condition for each ellglble fac1lity--Tab1e A.25. conta1ni’tha

+*

dete1ls

" . ' s ~
5 Rational here was that expefse of sol1c1t1ng cooperation could onIy be
-Just1f1ed 1f we'were going tQ retain un1ts in wltimate subsample.

- _,_,.fﬂ\
i d
A.36
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. _Tablé'a.zs

POST:EEE&IIFICATION OF TIME PERIOD 2 ELIGIBLE NOY-437 fACILITIES

1

X . Residential, R Nonresidential, R  Total

Specific Handicap,.H 7 18 -
P ic, P _ “9?’"\

. L -

Nonspecific Handicap, H 10 : 38

Total i ' 17 63.

T Sy

Allocation of Final Facility Sample

All eligible 437 initial samplé members were to be selected with
certainty ‘into the final facility sample. Remaining sample facilities would
"be selécted from non-437 eligibles, where, to allow for the possibility of
furffier facility ineligibility, a total of 30 facilities would be sampled at
-thfee seperate }%me points over the course of the data collection ﬁérjod.

" Table A.26 summarizes the final facjility sample allocation.

!
-

Table 4.26

ALLOCATION OF THE' FINAL FACILITY SAMPLE TO POST-STRATA

Y T

]

ﬁumber

Post=Stratum members in post-stiatum cation number

[ {
ofs eligible initial éamplé a{/Szmpl.‘: Subsample
11
' !

O

N o

. .
" 437 L 4 g "
Time ,Period 1 8 6 -
- SRt '
SR2
Other

Time Period 2

Time Period 3

Topal.
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For the most part, samplesallocations .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. estimated 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 .

if itB

L
facility on CIC-only,or OCR-only files

L]
A

if i*® facility on matched file’

*

. s .-
The time period 2 samble allocation was then distributed’to post-strata-in

proportion to this cont¥ived size measure. Equiwvalently, the tﬂmg pe;iod'2

sample size was allocated to substrata in proportion to the weighted number of

3

enrolled hand1capped students,
-

7.. Selection of the Final Facility Sample -

The final facility'sample is comprised of the,suﬁsaéble selected in
‘ ¥

:'each post-stratum ¢of Table A.26. The first three subsamples identified*in

AN

v

Table A.26 involves census1ng ail el1g1bles associated with their respective

post-strata. Samples.é and 9 were selected independently using simple random .

samﬁling without replacement in each case, Only 1n‘samples 5-8 was further
control 1mposed on the selection of facilities, Spec1£1calry, fac1l1t1es were
ordered by the adjusted fac1l1ty size measure; substrata were thén sequentzally
formed hav1ng approx1mately equal total adJustta size measures and &qual in

number to the'desired sampl& size for the post-stratum One fac1l:.ty was then

' independently selected in each stratum (zone) using probab1l1t1es proport1onal

to the adjusted slze measure, Equ1valently, the weighted nufiber of enrolled

hand1capped students could have been used in l1eu of .the adJusted size. measure

8. Respond1ng Status of Final Facility Sample . s

The responding status.of the 79 facilities selected to support the
Facility Component is summarized in Table 4.27; 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 ungerlying frame.’

B.. Facility Student Sampling Procedures i ‘ .

-

At _facility in the,sample, an attempt was made to gelect eight
stude n accorddnce with the seﬁe procedures uased to identify the Basic

4.38
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Table A.27

/ o *
"RESPONDING STATUS OF BACILITY COMPONENT SAMPLE FACILITIES BY SOURCE -

s

+

N B - . *

, » " Responding Status

" Number facilities i
selected - |- .Responding "Nonresgonding Ineligible=

. uaf s, T e | 0(2)
Non-437 SV SR I 91 : 4(30)

Total = 79 . LT 4(32)

3/ Ineligible here is in reference to members ih the final fecility sample.
Pr¥or to this, 32 inpitial facility Rample members were deemed to be ineligible
(2 from the 437 file, and 30 from the non-437 file).  The latter figures are
noted in parentheses. : . . *

5 | Based on sample fa¢ilities thought to have at least one enrolled handi--
capped stndent having a ‘Current year IEP. Tho facilities (classified here

as ipeligibles) completed qnestlonna1res but do not devélop IEPs' for their .
" handicapped students. // ’

+

LY

3

. . .
P " . ' >
. - - - .

4"‘

Survey student sample at each spec1a1 schoo} "No retrospect1ve year subsample
was selected, nor was any Level 2 data collectgon intended.« In all, 3556
;  students were selected to support the FaC111ty Component. Ultimately, all
sample students were found ta be e!ﬁg1b1e but 31x*members had to_ be v1ewed as
-nonrespondents As in the échoo} component to be classified as a respondent
the student must have both an IEP and completed Student €haracteristits Ques-

tionnaire. One or both of these 1tems were not avallable for these six students.

e
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Attachment 1 °
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3

Estimating Si%e of -Handicapped Population by School Type

The IEP study was Lampered 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 handicdpped- students, by state, served under P.L. 94-142
" ' ‘
2. Percent of school-aged pdpulatiog, by state, that are handi-
‘ capped (pk) '
3. District enrollment in special eduep?ion schools (Si)'
4. Distr%?t enrollment (Di) A ' y .
(BEH Data Notes September 1977 for 1. & 2. éqd the CIC file for 3. & 4.)

K

L3

"To get estimates for district i in state k,fhe defined

Di(R)”-

Hy 2 (s; *+p D (R))
ick

and finally,

* L]
S; ¢ ngi(k)
=

—

was used as' the Esﬁﬁmate 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 school) and'hi - Si (for regular

® @ =
142 -




L]

schools), respectively. The rationale for adjusting the handMsapped propor-

* - -
tions (i.e., Py to_pk) can be seen as folTows: //
' L3

LY
1

- ®
2 h, £ (8. +p,D.(R))
jek b KT

-

B - He vy

< D.(R)
gk 1

+ ~2 |(8, + p,D.(R)
iek['l ki i

Hy

z S‘ +
i

z Di(R)
ik

iek

Hy

r
Al

That' is, sf;te estimates 3 la BEH are preserved while eSsuming the special

schopl enrcllment is correctly specified in every instanpce,

L

NOTE: There are other logical ways for distributing Hk to districts--varying

practiceS’%or administering Special schools and for accepting enrollment

‘ *
make it almost impossible to define a "best" guestimate.




Appendix B U

‘Coqutatlon of Sampllng Weights, Adjustment for

Nonresponse, and Standard Errors

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




Appeddix B
"

Comﬁhtgtjon of Sampling Weights, Adjugtment for

Nonresponse, and Standard Exrors
o

e
I. OVERVIEW
L ’ ' »

The analyses planned for the IEP Survey span four components:
1)  School Component .
2) lLevel l Longitudinal Component
3) Level 2 Longitudinal Component
4) Facility Compon;nt. -
Appendix A ;arlier described both the comsolidated 3-stage design supporting
the first three components and the separate 2-stage design supporfing the last
component. In all, statistical inferences will be pade to seven target popuia- .
tions. In addition, the multistage structure of the supporting design will
require that'tbree further target populations ﬁe addtessed. Discussions will ‘

be distributed over Six topic areas: ’

1) General form of study parameters/estimates.

ol 2) Underlying target populations.

3) . Computation of raw sampling weights.
4) Treatment of nonresponse. - ’
“5) Adjustmenté for large sampling weights,.

6) | Computation of,approx1mate standard errors,

 Throughout this append1x it will be assumed that the reader is familiar wlth

the concepts under1y1ng classical iEfii;j}Ealw}aferénce s

II. GENERAL FORM OF PARAMETERS/ESTIMATES

General Form of Parameters ~

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

Y

most part, population totals ( ans, proportions) and differences bhetweeh

.

population totts (means, proportions) for a given reporting category on a

characteristic of interest will be th focus of onr attention. Tp express

- .




S -

‘tﬁese estimators in the case of-a g;ratified multistage (multiphase) saﬁple,
it is notationally convenient to view the conceptual,target population.frame
of N units in terms of H strata uniquely associated. with actual first-stage
units. Specifically, if a total for a -characteristic'Y is the populaticn

parameter of interest, then this parameter, gY++’ takes on the form’

+*
%

N, -
2 Y. . ey
je1 W 3,th ‘

. value of characteristic measured on unit hj (i.e., j?h
. - . L3
th conceptual frame member ip stratum h),

i

l 1 if unit hj belongs to reporting group g 3

0 otherwise, .

-

number of frame members in stratum h (h = 1,2,++,H)

Similarly, the associated population mean for characteristic Y in reborting

group g, gp*, can be.represented as

Y
H 82" 1

£ M
z Z X .-
=1 j=1 8 hj

h
Comparisons of totals (means) between two reporting groups (g1 and 8y say)

for the .characteristic take on the form .




[

L]

B.  General Form of Estimates o

. In every analytic component, the entire Qpﬁulation under considération
was not observed. Rather, a probability sample from the populatiod of interg
est was selected. To aecount for this, sample estimates for population
parameters of interest "(i.e., totals, means, contrasts in same) will require
.r;sponses,recorded for each analysis unit to be wéighted'inversely to its
probability of selection. Specifically, the general form of an estimator for
a population total in re?brting group g, can be written as

e q!.'r.

J
H "hoy, X, H "n
s 3z —LE3 - 3 S W R
h=1 j=1  "bj h=1 j=1 I g

probability that jth unit in stritum h gets selected
' into the study, 4 )

.

- /1'\-.\
number of observations selected from stratum h

r

For convenience, whj willﬁke,referred tp/as the weight associited with the

response obtained od unit hj. In the absence of errors attribuzzble to measure-
(i.e., the

expected value of gY++ r- repeated samples is gY++)' Similarly,\fy? estimate

. . . /- ’
ment or frame construction, such an estimator is unbiased for g L
jrd -

for a reporting group mean would take on the form -
.

R y : AN

gy




In gene{:if this estimator is biased for the intended population parameter
(since it is the ratio of two means).” Specifically, the bias term, denated by

B(+), can be expressed as

~

~ L RN R ' -

~

Xt c.v.(gX++) y

{

where Cov(-,*), 0(+), and c.v.(+) are standard notitfon for covariance, stan-

dard deviation, and coefficient of wvariation respectively. For large samples

then, the resulting bias will ‘become negligible for most sample designs.
Similarqexpressions could be formalized for contrasts between means of

two reporting groups.

Role of Stratification

Once the sample has beem selected and the sampling weight determined, no
further inférmation i6 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 described
for approximating the precision of these point estima;gs. 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 tiﬁe, an attempt will be
made to provide a clearer understanding of the role that stratification vari-

L

“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 '‘B.1 provides the details. Each target

population will be formally defined in turn. -

B.4 ‘148
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Table B.1 ,

-

- 4 P - *
POPULATIONS OF INTEREST\IN THE I?fySURVEY

D
' Population
Compone%} Instruments Status Number

T

EC,SCQ,DRF4
Scheol (gurrent Year) Direct

Level 1 Longitudinal  (Current & previous

Student Year) * Direct

Level 2 Longitudinal . - Pirect
Facility EC,SCQ,DRFS Direct.

bistri Schoé& Component SDhCQ,DRF1 Direct
1strict School Component - Indirect
Scheol Component SCHQ,DRF2 . Direct .

School School Component Indirect

FaciIity Component . SFCQ,DRF3 Direct

Facility Facility Component - Indirect

‘ -

A. School Component Student“l‘arget Population (Population 1) .

) . All children in the 48 cvjtiguous United States and the District of
hi

Columbia (except New Mexico which refused to pariicipate before samples were

drawn) who were, as of 1 December 1978:

1) Between ages 3-21. L

2) Enrolled in a public elementary school administered by a local‘
‘Education'agehcy..

3) Classified by their place .of enrollment as handicapped.

4)  Current year IEP for child:held at place of enrollment.

Relative to the feurth condition, tw&(points sﬁould be madeﬁ\ .

1) Information was-collected on the Yotal number of children meeting
the remaining conditions.

2) Some flexibility was allowed in the field to accomodate situations
where all IEPs were held at a central office jn the district. For
the most paft,‘quever, the IEP document had +to be readily acces~

sible to the school staff. = ) .

| ;'q _ - BS . lgg\




B. "‘*Level 1 Longitud?nal Student Tarket Population (Population 2)

All School Component‘student target population members who also had a
previcus year IEP at éhe place of enrollment. _

' Some flexibiljty-was allowed in the field to allow for situations where
the IEP for the previous year waskheld at another school in the district.
Here again tie key'w:: whether the special educatlon staff could/dld have
access to the prey1ou3,year IEP

e

{ *a
C. LEevel 2 Longitudinal Student Target Populat1on (Populatlon 3}

* Same as Population 2. In 1solated cases, no Level 1 eligibles existed at
a given school {at least w1th1n the School Component student sample) and, for
) evaluation purposes, populat1on 1 members were substituted (well documented
when used). \H\HHEHM\. ‘ -..
Facility Student Target Punlat1on (Population. &) .
Aiiyggil%ren in the 48 contmghous United States and the D1str1c€’o .
Columb a/ (except New Mexico which refused to participate before‘%amples were

drawn) who were, as of 1 December 1978:

-

_ »1}  Between ages 3-21. ' ' / ’
2) “Enrolled in a facility on the facility frame (sSee Section III of
Appenﬁix A) vy ’ < ) _
3)_ Classified by tggtr place of enrollment as handicapped. °
o & 4) Current year IEP for child held at place of enrollment
. In}many'cases,,the notlon of an "IEP"” was far less well-defined at facilities

in comparison.to schools and was given a liberal interpretation.

. -y )
. .Direct School Component District Target Population {Population 5) .

All Local Eduoation Agenc{es in tﬁevgeogcaphic confines of thé study that?
enroll at least one student who, as of 1 December 1978, was between the ages
of 3 and 21 and cla531f1ed as handicapped by the school of enrollment.

Notlce that this populatlon excludes districts not having any handlcapped
students enrolled as of 1 December 1978. Districts enrolling handicapped
* students remain el1glble even if they do not complete an IEP on an}ﬁof their

students. .

* [
—

15,
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Ind1rect School Component D1str1ct Target Pépulition (Populat1on 6)

L}

All L.EAs in the geographm confines of the study that enrcll at least one

population 1 member.’ ” '
As ‘such, population 6 is a proper subset ‘of popuiat1on 5, and provides an
) ¢e££1c1ent first-gtage conceptual frame £or support of the overall Scheol
Component . b ' : SR | -t
S .t T Lt / -

. Direct School Component“School Target-P:opu'lation (Population 1)

" All schools admlﬂ,!‘.te;ed by a dlstnct belonging to populat1on 5 that
enroll at least one ch11d wh%“ as Qf 1 De,cember 19?8 was._

el

»1') Between ages 3-21. ‘

" Classified by the schgol as being Sandica‘pped,,

il .o

? Ind1rect School Co_m:nent School Target Bopulatl.on {Population 8)

. CAll schoois Zdministered by a d1str1ct belongmg to populat1on 6 °that

. enro].l at least one populat1on 1 member. L

. -
‘
1 .
. -
-

Ind1rect Fac111_y Cort_rponent Faqil:LtLTarget Populat1on (Population 10)
ALl fac111t1es listed on’ t‘.‘he fﬁ.ﬁ.ty *53'& that enroll at least’ one "

popl.rlat1on 4 membe .

As’ such population 10 1s a subset: of populat1on 9, and provides an-

e,ffi"cient" first‘-stage co‘ncep‘tual frame for support of the F3c111ty Component.
! 5 h X

. -
- .
LR " -

IV. COMPUTATION OF RAW SAMPLING WEIGHTS
. g a . 4 . B ) h . . :. !

In theory, translat1on of the' general form for populat1on parameters}

= . ¥ n
N

i~ : ' e

-

estimators requu'Es the spep1£1c,at1on of folr ent1t1es

. . 1) Target population.

. . \" h;"
2) " Characteristic of interest.




Reportm?groups of interest.

&)} Sampla.ng weight associated w1th each analy51s unit’

The first concern, involving a st\aie:ent of inténded target populations, was

4
addressed in the prewvious sect1on he second entity, related to defining,

charactensugs of interest, was d1scussed at some length in Chapter 7 of the , N
Final Ri:port1 on the . des:,gn of the IEP Survey. gimilarly, reporting groups,

) 1u¢11c1t1y defmed in the format of proposed analyt.ic' table shells (i.’e.‘; each
cell of every table defines a reporting grou , were discussed at that time.
¥ The remamder of Section IV W‘lll thus addre e‘r.:eo:a:i:ning issoe, namely that

of compu.tmg sampling”weights for.each analy unit.

. f ]

+
+

Wei ght'ing ~Procech.u:e ]

¥

In order to, estimate the parameters discussed in Sectioo II, data collected
on’ a given analysis upnit will be we1ghted by the reciprocal of the probablhty
rof selecting that- un1t 1nto the supporting sampleb After overviewing the
general theo for cﬁmput}ng inclusion probabilities in "the multistage des1gn
‘ suoppfti.ng t;; IEP Study, this -theory will be adapted to the ol;oﬁabili.'ty
" sample supportiog inferences to each individual target populatiop listed in .

-

Table B.1. T - PR ‘ . '

M

. »ﬁ[ 1% Inclusion Probab111t1es for Mu1t1stage Designs
,},5 In generdl; the computatmn of inclusion probab1lit1es for -each (\
. member ‘of a sample selected over multlple stages of a de51gn proceeds in two

>

ste@ L - . -+

aéa_,) Identification of all possible sequences of selections that would

-"have rggulted in unit.i being selected at stage k, (say m, in

k
N - R

aumber).

b)  Computation of the probability that none -of the sequences gre redlized

. . ¢
« 1lNn"a given

-

&lppl_ication of the samplin% methodology.

The inclusion prooability for ur_xitik‘ is the complement of the probabilit}; in
b (iJe., 1-b). In a strict multistage design, sample 'members enter the sample
in a unique sequence (i e.,' m1 =1 ¥i ) For e}'cample, every student selected

to su‘gport the IEP Survey is ckons1de'red» “to be ‘unijuely assocliated either w1th

' .

! Pyecha, J. ‘N., et al. - Design of a National Survey of Individualized -
Edugation Prqgrams (IEPs) for Handicapped Children. -Research TrianglePark,
N.C.: » Research Triangle Institute, Novernkei 1978. .

.1?2
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a given sc@pol (which itself is uniquely associated with a'given district), or
_a given facility. - Lo Coe :? ' ! .
Inclusion probab311t1es in this case raduce to the product of the cond1-
tional probab111t1es for thﬁ associated units at each stage of sampling, and

are expressed in general termé as \ o \

R,
st

[}
LT

L

k

| i, selected .
into sample

=1 n(1 | i, i, rergi, ),
j=1 . 1’72 ST

»

where ' . - .

. (11’12"';’ik) notation that ik~th member on the fipal stage

' X frame is uniquely associated with unit ik-1 at
the (k-1)-st stage of sampling, which in turn
is uniquely associated with unit ik;z on the

(k-2)-nd stage of sampling, etc.)
L f ~
ﬁ(ijl il,iz,'--,ij_i) ~ prebability that uqit ij is selected into the
sample given that units 11’12""*ij-i.were
- selected at the previous stages,

o

n(il| io)_ = n(il)

v

¢ . .
JHandling of Frame Multiplicities

School distr;gts ‘choose to serve their handicapped students in

-

dlverse wqys In d01ng so, seme analysis units are associated w1th multiple
. hlgher stage sampling units (i.e. ) m1 > 1 for some 1k)\ Spec1f1cally
aJ  Schools (espec1ally spec1al schools) are not always entirely admin-
istered. by a single .school distrpict. .

b) Students éan receive special education and/or related services from °
multiple schools crossing ﬂistéié; lines., ) o - .
Students may be listed on school frames more than once (e.g’, 2
’school may keep their records b& handicapping condition so that ahy
child having pultiple handicaps is listed on the‘stuéent frame at

this school more than onte). ‘ .
’ . . . g - ]
In generaly these situations are collectively referred to as frame multi-
plicities. In theory, one should compute tfue inclusion probabilities (i.e.,

[ L]
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accountﬁlg ‘for any f‘rame mult1pl1c1tes associated with a gwen sample member)
For student™ mult1pI1c1t1es on the student frame (i.e., {c.) abové) this was
raccommodated by record1ng the framg numbers associated with each sample member
(1;e.,,an at‘temp‘t was first made’ ,to purge each#tudent frame of duplicates,
but;after the main student sample has selected, the frame was dgain scruti-’
.n1zed in- orqgr to.make the’ requlred determination for sample -members). biven
the sampling interval used in select1ng the c1rcular systematic samplé of’
students the true inclusion probablllty was easily determ1ned In_ the second”
‘focm of frame mult1pl1c1ty,(1 e., (h ) above) true 1nclus1on probab1l1t1es are
much more difficult to compute (s1nce mult1pl1c1t1es may cross dzstr1cts l1nes
and no additional Lnﬁﬁrmatlon is available on districts outside tHe sample)
To accommodate this, the abllity to- praduce unbiased estimates Of populat1om

totals was* preserved by mefely determ1n1ng the mul§#p11c1ty of eath analys1s

unit (i.e., uﬁk) and mult1ply1ng the real1zed sequence ptobab1l1ty By tth

value. R : .- -
Operationally, information ¥as -‘collected on all schools known to
provide spdcial education and/or related services to each sample studeﬁt In
addition, a Judgement‘was made as to whether each so-listed school would be
expected to hold an IEP for that student The current samplihg we1ght wasb
then divided by the number of these schools that were determined to be LEA-
administered accord1ng to the CIC file: F1nquy;'for ‘the first form of multi-
plicity (i.e., (a )), mult1pl1c1t1e9~were resolved by def1n1ng uniqueness
consistent with the CIC file. Operationally sample d1str1cts.were asked to
revise the CIC school frame provided to thes . during initiXl contact to reflect
any additional schéols administered (at least in part) by the d1str1ct -Any ’
school so identified was later deletedjﬁi1t was, found to be assoc1ated wlth

-

another public schoel district on the CIC f1le.

L} . ..' J
It shéuld be noted that these multiplicities collectively occured in less:

than 3 percent of the possible cases and produced only minor dev1at1ons_from

]

the weight assogffated with the realized sSequence.
3. Comput1ng Cond1t1onal Probabilities at Each Stage of Sa_pllng -

The previous subsect1ons outl1ned how inclusion probab1l1t1es for

.

the IEP Study are expressible in terms of products of component conditional
probabilities. These conditional probabilities account, for sample siza,
stratification, usage of size measures, method of randomization, etc. within a

given stage of sampling using methodology thay is well Kknown. Furthermore,'

\ _ 154
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only the student samples were selected in_ the f1e1d--d1str1cts, schools, and
facilities were alloselected on-site at RTI More 1mportant1y, student sam-

. pling procedures were mechanized using standardized forms and individualized
ragdom number tables for each school or facility. As such, the student samples
were deterpinistic given the order of the student frame and. the Level 1 eligi-
biiity status of Basic Study sample members (facilitating the implementation of
quality contrel procedures), and, information required for the computation .of
condltfznal _Student wé1ghts was easily placed in cpmputer readable format,
hﬂnce mr?1m121ng transcr1pt1ou and 1nte;pretat1on errors, etc. Sample des1gn
speclflcatlons in Append1x A were inteaded to be suf ficientBy, detailed so as
to perm1t the reader to 1den31£y how standard statisticalsmethodology should
» have been used to compute these raw sampling weights. No attempt will be made

to spell sut formulae for the component qond1t1ona1 weights.

-
- L - . *

V. ADJUSTMENTS FOR NONRESPONSE

»

8. Overview

“ . Major eﬁforts have, and will bé made to obtain a usabl}e response for each

r‘\qgi;*selected into the sample. Indeed, various aspects of the sample design
outlined id Appendix A (specifically, clustering, use’of a consolddated des'ign,

use of'subsampling,"etc ) were imposed to minimize the need for such efforts.
Desplte these efforts, indeterminable uncerta1nt1es in data (i.e. nonresponse,
1ncons1stenc1gs) will 1nev1tab1y remalnf Spec1f1ca11y, total, analys1s un1t
nonresponse will 'exist in every'pﬂalyt1c category (1 e., d1str1ct-1eve1
school level,'facility-level, ani Studentrlevel), as w111 item nonresponse on
the lnd}vldual 1nstruments used to record 1nformat1op on a given analys1s unit.
Nonrespouse-essoc1ated with this latter source includes” that wh1ch is attribut-
able to respondent refusal, neglect, or inability to complete .one or more
quest1onna1re items (even though they do complete some of. the” items), .as well
’as inadmissible or dncomsistent responses flagged dur1ng data ed1t1ng When -

efforts in obtaining data from nonrespondents {or subsamples of nomrespondents)

have been exhausted, the remaining data 1ndeterm1nanc1es ﬂust -be Jhandled

\ - ' ' -
[

analytically.

. . .
| L [ * : +

Having established the need for analytic treatment of 'data’ indeterminacies,

it should be emphas1zed at the outset that there are no known unbiased or even

consistent methops available for adjust1ng.foeronresponse‘ Many surveys do,




] . 4
hdfrever, utilize imputation .techniques and weight adjustment techniquéds in an

attempt to reduce the effect of nonrespondent bias on §tudy estimates. Qith
this in mind, nonresponse for the IEP Study was handled in' the following

fashion: : ¥ .
-

1

1) ., beighting class adﬁuétments for complete analysis unit nénresﬁense.
2) Reborting of an indeterminate category for item nonresponse.
Such a position would appear to represent a reasonable compromise among.%lter-
natives, in light of the cost of ‘making adjustments, the realized qqél%;y‘of
. study data, and the role intended for paramzter estimates. Haaing said this,-
it remains'only to indicate how weighting class methodology might be applied‘

to data supporting the IEP Study. Before doing so, fhe underlying mechanism

1

L3 -~

will be briefly overviewed.

s

-

B. _Basic Wotation Underl'y‘ing -Discussion of NoureSpohse »

Lonsider a target populdtion of N units which,, unbeknown to the analyst,

.

-,consists of NR members that would respond if sélected into a,probability
sample, and Nﬁ('—' N-H’R) members that would not respond. If 2 population total
for characteristic Y on reporting group g was of interest, our earlier notation

could be re-wr‘itten as . '

sif member i would be a respondent

s;otherwise
g ' .. .
,if member i would be & non~-respondent

,otherwise .




h
[ .

For notatiomal simplicity, sﬁggoéé that no stratification was used at the
first-stage (i.e., H ='}) and that the entire frame is taken as the reporting
group of interest (i.e., ng 1 ¥i): Without loss of generality one can then

r

express the above as

"lY N
NR _F

RMy

R
R

A

f

A probability sample of B members would be selected, and nR respondents realized
(equivalently, ng nonrespondents). The parameters of interest should be

estimated by ) . . . ,

I}
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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.’ Spee{fically, denoting ,

I3

such an estimator by a subscript 1, . . : '
) ’ . * A\

BY) = E(¥) - Y = zv;

®
]
E ( KR Y)

L}

MR My
N

f

‘;1Ignoring noarespondents is mathematically egulvalént to'assuming that the

&haract;ristic of interest is z€ro.for all nodrespondents. Such a tact is
unacceptable to most (if not 3115 analysts who col}ectivély prefer to at least
. attempt to make some form of adjustment. The sihplest and mosf.naive adjust=
ment i; to assume that nonxespondents are “similar".to respondents and to
assign the respondent mean as thé mi}sing nonrespondent value in each case
(i.e., ogefall mean adjustment). Proceeding in this fashion, and fdentlfying

such an estimater by .a subscript 2,” causes .
’ - A . ‘

Y

-

£ -~ ~ -~
B(,¥) ERY, * ¥g gfy)




Similarly

N R“Y R“Y

|

*

‘That is, the bias is a function of the size of the nonresponding stratum and
the difference between the means &f responding and non ding individuals.

Hence, if there are no nonrespondents, ér 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 clags adjustments,

the method decided upon for khe IEP survey, is discusged in the next section.
. v . . .

Weighting Class Adjustments

-

1. General Discussion

v
¥

The welghtlng class adJustment procedure asszgns sample members to
weighting classes based upon information available for both respondents and
nonrespondents. w1th1n these welghtzng classes, an individual is asszgned an
adjusted sampling weight, W:. Spec1f1cally, for the 2t th welghtzng class,
(2= 1;2,...L),

]

*
.

LA if i-th individual is a respondent in
weighting class £,

I
£

if i-th individual is a nonrespondent in
weighting class £,

-
.

R ¥

Sum of sampling wezghts for all analyszs units in wgigﬁting
class £,
«* . 1 . )
+ - .
Sum of sampling weights for all respond1ng analy51s units in
weighting class £ '




-
o

Sample estimates are then obtaited using these nonresponse adjusted weights.
Specifically, for a population total, this third form of ‘adjustment could be

written as

’

+ L
'

354

i % 2

-

»
if unit i belongs to weighting class i -

L]

otherwise

ML= 3 W,

i=1

&

and the weighting classes are allqwed to play the role of strata in the earlier .

notation. As such, «the overall adjusfment scheme is merely applied separately

in each weighting class. Notice that Q\

r -~ -

B(3Y+)-’;‘\E£3T+)
- ‘ . L
= I
=1

L -
I Nz(2) [RPY\D - gy (DT
=1 K

Inspection of this bias term (a similar expression holds for weans under the
weighting class adjustment) suggests that weighting classes should be formed
to maximize the within class homogeneity of responses In addition, simplis-

tic mode111ng atﬁempts mandate that the we1ght1ng classes exhibit d1fferent1al .

B.16
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) : responé?{i;tes. Furthermore empllical evidence sdhgests thet a mieimhm of 20
respondenis é: used in each weighting cell and that to aveid imposing/aggravat-
ing the effects of unegual analysis unit weighting, the weight adjustment
factor should not exceed 2. “To ;chieve theseuconditions, smaller weightieg

.cells should be comb1ned by collapslng the var1ables defining the set of
weighting classes, !
Finally, it should be emphaslzed that the characterlstlcs used to define

welght1ng classes must be ava7$able for both respondents and nonrespondents.
N =y

D.’ Implementing Weighting Class Adjustments ’ .

Weighting class adjustments we}e mede in the probabilitf sample selected
from each population identified in Table B.1. Each’gpplicatiod'ofélhe metﬁodq-
logy wilk be discussed n turn. '

[

1. Nonresponse Adjustments for School Compenent . 7

Nonresponse was exper1enced at the d1str1ct school and studekf
levels of this component (see Append1x A, Tables A.17, A.20, A.21). As.such,
. separate weighting class adJustments were made at each 'stage in order .that'
inforﬁation was available. for both respondents and nonrespoﬁazats (a pre-
requis'_iteﬁérre forming weighting classes). 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 samges of thgﬁhesign. The adjustment at each stage will
be discussed in turn. * '

a, Adjustment for Histrict Nonresponse

- ¥
The realized digtrict sample experienced 22 nonre€spondents (see

Append1x A, Table A1), }Bg{;htlng classes were formed u31ng CI¢c d1$tr1ct “xu
‘ enrollment and census :eg1oﬂ'so that weighting classes within a given reg1on
' had equal total enrollments. The number of welght1ng xlasses WZth1n a give
g census reg1on was heuristically ass1gned--Table B.2 contains further details.

For the purposes of the School Component.,, raw sampllng,we1ghts were adJusted

at the district level uslng the population-based weighting class factor (1 .,

term in parentheses in last column of Table B.2) A\Such an approach has the

., potential both of minimizing the bias and improving precision of the resultglf
i . R . L0

,parameter estimates. ©
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Table B.b

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR DISTRICT NONRESPONSE

a

Weighting
Class Number

Census
Region

- Enrollmeht

Category

Number of Districts

Weight Sumi’_

Responding Nonresponding

Responding ﬁonresponding

b/
Nonresponse=
Adjustment
« Factor

- '

-1

1

"1

26 5
21
21

22

1695.3
(2222)

280.2
(312)

3367.1
(4539)

161.1
(866)

166
(155)

" 3526.9
) (3043)

320
(:395)

82.17 -
(70)

3532.4 5 .
(2596)

107.2 LI
{1271}
13,838.9.7 +
T (14,325)

437.8

4.9

‘ 87.8

-

-20.8

1,616.3

- w (a“‘-B"s)

(1.31) ~
) AHLa//f/

1.26
31

Lot Y

A1) s

.26
.35)

A7
.14)

.00
.93)

Lot Y

Lot Y

01
.86)
12
.23)

+. 06
(.85)

1.02 -
(.73)

1,19

~
— i bty el gy bl bt bl e el e

a/

Wt
Figure in J!%cke;/represents the NR adgusted factor when the true P
of the weighting class adJustqfnt

.
-

f
' W

t L
LY

factor fgrmula

"\f H

O

TR,

B}

: -Figure ¢in bracket’ represents Lhi actual number of- dlStrthS cbnta1ned on thHe CIC d1str1ct frame in this
welghtxng Class ’

Ll

:3ameter value is uked in the numerator
(Instead of the estimate based on the ‘realized sample.?)’

o




b. Adjustment for School Nonresponse .

The realized school sample experlenced 9 nonrespondents (séh
’Append1x A, Table 4.20). Weighting classes were formed by school type-=Table

' B.3 contains the necessary deta1ls

C. Adjustment for Student Nonre_ponsé

The - real1zed student sample re‘ﬁi%ed 30 nonrespondents (see
Appendix &, Table A 21). Weighting classes were formed by school type- ‘Table
B.4 provides the details. ’J n

d. Summary bf School Component Nonresponse Adjustment .

For sample student kein school j of district i',

Mgk = T Mg Meeiy e
If¢A2(1,J,k) 1s the nonresponse adjustment at stage £ for this student the

overall adjusted weight, n ijk’ can be expressed as .

£ .
* - L] - L] 3 » =
ﬂijk = MG R M A (i,3,k) A,(i,5,k) A4(i,],Kk)

- +
* .

Knowing the census region and dis€rict enrollment, A (i,j,k) is Spec1f1ed by
Table B.2Z, Slm1lar1y) school type allows A (1,J,k) and A (1,J,k) to be speci-
f1ed according to Tables B.3 and B.& respect1vely Clearly, the maximum.
overal{ qonresponse,adjusted factor is less than 2 which is generally to be
preferred in most applications. :

Nonresponse Adjustment for Level 1 Longitudinal Component

The Level 1 Longitudinal Component was supported Qy a subsample of
the School Compoment student sample. As such, adjustment of raw Level 1 student
weights for subsampling nontresponse Gg?ébcarried out using the adjusted student -
.weights of the previous section.? Specifically, respondent School Component
sample students 1n the Level 1 subsample were poststratified by school type in

form1ng we1ght1ng classesr-Table B.5 contains the details.

3. Nonresponse Adjustment for Level 2 Longitudinal Compoéent

The Level 2 Longitudinal Component is supported by a.subsample of the

Level 1 student sample. Apart from nonrespons{ experienced in this latter sample,

»

.-
-

2 Id actual fact, Séﬁool Component student weights were also corrected for
unequal weighting (see Section B.VI).
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,Table B.

3.

L

¥ o " i . .
WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR -FOR SCHOOL NONRESD®

L

Pl ]

L
School Weighting
Type . :Class

‘ - ’ ! ’
f Schools:-_

\ Nymber

-

Oy ' i . ’
f _ Sum of Weights

L]
onrésponse| -

mh

Adjusted

bResponding Noﬁrespéﬁdfﬁg

Responding__anregppnding

Factor

L

.[Regular

-

1

3

28

Ty

Special

.68, 848.5 656.5

1,124.2 64.1%

L. ]

o 109954 -

T

1,05702

F

bl

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR STU§5

*

P

")
-

)

)

Nﬁmﬂ%r &f Students..

> 4 Sum of Weights

&
School Weighting
Type Clags

Responding Nonrggponaiﬁg'

— A

Wpesponding No‘nresﬂonding

'Nonresponse

Adjusted.
Factor

Regular

Special

(f

2125 23

.
532 5

———

—p
-
-

2,87, 670 40,010

585 4

2657 30

112,211

T

1 1.01493

-

1.0052

'

'

W K

able B: 5

) "

-

e

¥

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR LSVEL 1 STUDENT SUBSAHPLING NONRESPONSE

-

3

/_'t'\

3

r'3

- . .

VA
Numbe;/éf Studentsjﬁ)

L

. Bchool Weighting

Type Class
—n..

hegﬁlar
s

Spsc 1‘a:1)

:-ndlng Ngnrégbond1ng

Sum of Weights

Responding Nonresponding

Nonrespphse

Adjusted
Facter

1,469,130 38,607

80,148

1.0263

110086 R




no further subsampling nonresponse occurred. ns such, Level 2 data could be
analyzed ‘using the adjusted Level 1 weights corrected for sub‘sampling (i.e.,
'inflat&d by the conditional weight associated #ith subsampling of districts). |,
4. . ‘Nonresponse Adjustment for District Questibnnaires .~
*« The respondent status of both theﬁdlrect and indirect d1str1ct

-

samplesbwere identical (see Appendix A, TaSle A.17). As such, the adJusted :
first-stage sampllng weights for the School Component will be used in analyzing
.data recorded on Dlstrlct Questionnaire for respond1ng districts.

5. Nonrespouse Adjustment for School Questlonnalres -

-

] The d1rect s;h@dl sample experiedced one addltlonal 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 agdin formed by school type (see d1scusslons on adjusting for

" school nonresponse at second stage of .School Component student sample)--Table
B.'6 provides the details. ~ ‘ ' s

- 6. Nonresponse Adjustment-for Facilitv Ceomponent . :

: Nonresponse was experlenced at ¢he facility and student levels of
\this ' component (see " Tables A.27 in Append1x A, and subseqqfnt d1scuss1on§ .
" conéerning selection of Fac111ty students). As such, separatge we1ght1ng class
adjustwents, were made at each stage, and w1lb\'e discussed in turn.

-

*Rdjustment for Facility Nonresponse .

R :  The realized faq%}ity sample experienced 4 noqrespondents_(see

Appendix A; Table A.27). Weighting-;}asses were formed by source--Table B.7

~—

provides the details. '+ . {.

b. Adjustment for Studentcﬁonregponse ' .

—

The reallzed sample of students assoeiated with facilities

+

exper1enced g nonrespondeuts, for which a s1ngle overall adJustment was made--

Table B 8 contains the deta . ' ot o
. '!ii"' i ..
: ?. Nonresponse AdJu ment for Fac111ty Questicnnaires ., * .
. Fac111tywquest&off:;res were received from 73%f 77 eligible sample

facilities (student samples™wgre not selecté&d at 2 of these facilities in that

IEPs were .-not available for the associated liandicapped ,children). As in the
first stage df the Fac111ty CompoﬂEnt, welghtlng classes were formed by sQurce--
Thble B.9 provides the details,




WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE NONRESPONSE

Table B.&

Fi T

School Weighting
Type Class

Nuﬁber of Schools

Responding Noncrespondin

Sum of Weights ' P
. - L
Responding Nonresponding

Nohresﬁonse )
Adjusted
Factor

Regular

Special

-

1

438

5 \

r

69,369.0 656.5

1,124.2 664.1

1.00946

'1lbs?02'

~

%géle B.7

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR FACILITY NONRESPONSE

School Wejghting

Number of Facilities

Sum of Weights

" [Nontesponse

< Adjusted
Factor

Type Class

Responding Nonresponding

Responding Nonresponding

437 . 1

r

Non=437

&

2

47 ’
.9

24 2

‘751 6 -

2,2?9

.1.00799

1.06977

g b’

r

Table B.8

.

WEIGHT ADjUSTMENT FACTOR EOR STUDENT NONRESPONSE AT FACILITIES

8

‘.

Type

.Class

Number of Stﬁdents

e
Sum of Weights

School _‘Weighting .

Responding Nonresponding

AN

Nonrespgnse
Adjusted
Factor

Bequﬂdiﬁg Nonresponding

437,

17
Non-437 2

O
L]

550

-

: ] .
185,309.2 898.5458

4

1.00485

(O SO




= able B.9

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR FACILITY QEESTIOVNAIRE NOVRESPOYSE

] Number of Facilities ‘ghm_of Weights ./ |Nonrespons
Pchool Weighting ' . ) Adjusted

Tyhe Class Responding Nonresponding Respondin;:)NOnresponding Factor
- Fd

3

-

751 . 6 1.00799

‘Non-437 . 2 ' , ‘ 1.06340

VI. . ADJUSTMENTS FOR LARGE SAMPLE WEIGHTS

* Qverview * :
* %he advantages'of an equiprobable sample are well known. For the most
part the sample design supporting the "IEP Survey was intended to produce such
a self-welghtzng structure for all student samples (i.e., School Component,
Qevel 1 Long1tud1na1 Component, Level 2 Longitudinal Componept,,and Facility
~..dem§onent)£ District,'schpol and facility samples were intended to be propor-
. tisnal-te-size (here, essentially the _number of enrolled handitapped students), .
" . a tafl partlcularly advantageous for the estimation of parameters of the form
pﬂoport1dn of handicapped students served in admlnzstratlve units of a given
. tybeﬁr As ‘such, these 1atter samples were.intended to deviate from an equzprob-
able model , In’the formqr_cases, hovever, some degree of unequal weighting
was experzeqcéd iu,everx chponent during.implementation of theﬁproposeq
design. Afterfoutlinrng sources of unequal weighting for each .of these compon-
“Na edts,'a simplistic modsl will)be presented to account for the 1mpact that
" unequal” welghtlng might haugfgi the precision, of study estimates. The strategy
, employed in analyzing the'IEP Survey data to moderate the‘lmpact of the realized
unequal weighting in samples will then be out11ned Flnally, this general
5strategy,lw111 be applzed, in turn, to. each of tite studsnt samples making up

“4ht TEP Survey.’ ..

+
1




Sources oj‘Uneqnel Weigh:ing

1.

School Component Student Sampléd

The School Component student sample was 1ntended tdebe self- welght-

ing by school t¥pe. Deviations among weights exist, however, from one or more

of the followlng sources:

a)

¢

Lack of profile for target populationm 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

da}'.e JQ‘
To better preserve the 1ntegr1ty 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 wvulnerable to'érrors“{n astimating the
underlylng size measure. ,

Respondent burden at d1str10t level could not justify the collect1on
of data on the actual oumber of handlcappeﬁ students enrolled Aat a

- given school in a sample district. Rather, school~level profiles
had to Kg estimated using district-level revised ag¥regates of ahe
total number of ﬁandicapped students enrolled by school type.
Latepess in receiving OHB.clearance‘fer the study required that
.sa@pling ec;ivities be cerried out on a flow basis and precluded

dynamic.aIIOCation-of the student saea}e to a given schoal. Rather,

"a fixed student sample, size, bﬁ school type, was adopted‘for the

study , N

Nonresponse at the dlstrlct level far- exceeded the ant1c1pated levek
and necessltated weighting claSs adJustments ﬁhat by nature, 1nduce.f'
upequal weighting into the respondent sample. For the most pert, .
bias reduction is the aim of these adjustments, and not rhe preserva=
‘tion of a selffweiéhting structure (which 1is aimed primsrly at
minimizing the varianoce).’ R '
School districts cnoose to serve their hanQicepped srudencs in
diverse ways. As such, eorollment-based. size measures can be mis-
leading in® séme cases,. 3" situation worsened by the décision not to

re-allocate the student sample to schop&s based on the crge third-

stage frame size. -

™

- *

N BN

J oL,
AN




' 3
‘Level 1 LongitudinslgCoﬁponent Student Sample

éThe Level 1 Longitudinal Component was originally ihtended to be
» supportediby an equ1proﬁab111ty subsample of the Schoel Component student
sample. Aé such self-we1ght1ng was to have been an inherited property.
Deviation among we1ghts, beyond what was experienced in the School Component
student sample, de however exist from one or more of the following sources:
a) To better guarantee the integrity of the Level 1 studert sample,
School Component sample students at each school were post-stratified

by e11g1b111ty for the Level' 1 component (i.e., presence of retro-

4
spective year *IEP at school) and the subsample selected only from

among e11g1b1e?.- As such, the conditicnal subsampling probability
is .a function of the proportion of elgibiles realized in the School

-Compeonent student samﬁie, which varies by gchool. ' _ :

-

b) P.L. 94-142 is a relat1ve1y Jnew" law and as such, will requ1re time
to implement. In some cases, two Level 1 eligibles werg not real1zed
- in the Schoel Component student sample {and hence, Level L. sample

size could not be achieved at these schools). This was partlcula;ly

-~

true of single grade schools, etc.

-
.-

Level 2 Longitudinal. Component Student Sample : . e

n

The Level 2 Lengitudinal Component was or1g1nally 1ntended¢df ‘be an
equ1probab111ty supsample of the Level 1 Component sample students Spec1f12~'
ally, an equiprobability subsample of Schodl Component sample d1str1cts was to

_be selected.and the Level 1 sample student, first selected .at each 9amp1e
school in the Level 2 district subsample taken into the Lerel 2 studént sample
with, certa1nty Only minog deviations among we1ghts, beyond what was expe;f-’
enced in the, Level 1 Bongitud1na1 Component student samgle, were exper1enced ‘
in this component. For the most part‘ these were pr1mar11y due to round1ng 1n .

N}

the distrzct subsample allocation to achieve the dESLred compos1t1on of
dzstrzcts 1n the 1n-depth Level 2 Component., ~ ’
-

- . , T
4,  Facility Component Student Sample ; _J§ —_ ey '

The.Facility Component student sample was -héﬁééé?ggfsé Self;ﬁeféht-
ing. Deviations among we1ghts ei1st however,_fror one br aore GE the foIlow-
ing sources: E - t . i ;'3 ':‘“ ' :
a) Delays in constructlng an acceptable fay fiame preclqﬂed dp&am1c

allocatlon of the studenc sample.  -lns an ittempt was made to

select a f1xed‘ﬁﬁmber of studentslat,gf '; eliﬁibli sample~fq;111ty

A L]

S~ '-‘"’lfU"aS"
(B.25" A




To have realized an equal probability sample under (a), facilities
would have had to have heen selected in proportion to the number of
associated handicapped children. Unfortnnatély, this infoggation
was not available for the majority of members on the facility frame.
For the most part, howeyer, h3? facilities oere selected in a related
fashion (specifically, approximately in proportion to the size of

grant).

’ ;
- Past experience suggested that apy facility frame would be grossly

inefficient (1/; contdin large numbers of 1ne1131b1e 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 e11glb1e sample members using-
our a priori assessment of the frame efficiency in broad strata.
For the gnost part, such a strategy represents *a d1vergent path fromr
that of hav1ng self-weighting as the ultlmate goal
Withifi the "initial non-437 facility simple, efforts were made (i.e.,
proportionaf'aliocations to post-strata based on the weighted nuﬁber
of enrolled nandicappeq students) to achieve a proporticnal-td-size
sample ror.this snppopqlation.r As such, some approxi;ation to
self-weighting was attempted by source (i.e., 437 versus non-43?)
Unfortunately, selectlon probabilities for the initial fac11xty
sample were sometimes so dissimilar relat;ve to proportlonallty that
the post-stratification prior to the‘final selection of facilities
could provide for only partial compensation. ’ . _'-"- - -

Modeling t he quslble Impact of Unequal Welghtlng

_ The IEP Study if. supported by a strat1£1ed multlstage sample desxgn In

deneral the precision of study estlmates w111 be a functlon of variability

both w1th1n and between each.stage of sampllng Optlmal applICatlons of such
designs occur when the maJorléu.of var1ab111ty w1th respect to stady character~- °
istics exists ec-ihe final -stage of sampllng with this ocqurs next to last
stage’ sample un1ts are treated as strata in the computation of variability
attr1bntab1e to the lagt stage of sampl:ng. Furthermore, in almost all of the ’
shudy components, an equiprobable sample of final stagekunlts 15 selected
'w1th1n each such cond1t1ona1 stratum. As such, the effect of unequal we1ght-
1ng should be satlsfactorlly modeled by a strat1f1ed random sample where

-

. perfect slze measures will be assumed. - . P

171




Notationally, suppose n+j final stage units are selected at random with
replacement from*he N_. units in stratum j (j = 1,2,<<+,k). If stratum j has

" mean “j and variance cj on a chafaq&sristic of interest, Y, the overall mean

of interest is .

+

for which:

is an unbiased estimator.

o

Moreover .

-

o,
—
8.

- ‘ - - " -
+ where nj and Sj are the population proportion and sample proportions of stratum

j members, respecti . This variance is minimized for

[}

(i.e., self-veighting)




Var(y)

which is the variance of the usual sample mean under simple random sampling of

D, units from an unstratified frame., Disportional allocation of sample sizes

‘to strata then results in

* 1

Var(y)

k n?
s L
=l ]

j-d_e

¢

‘is the design effect (i.e., premium paid) for unequal weighting, This design,

effect can be rewritten as

[ i
= common sampling weight for'
. sample members from stratum j

. Note that' the variance is direqtfy proportional to the sum of th:$§ﬁugpﬁ{/
weights of sample members..- The design effect is minimized when
! ' .

%

| ' Q
.(?hat‘ls,

1




(i.e., a proportional allocation of the overall sample size). When this is

doﬁé, every unit contributes an equal amount, Iij = [n++]-1,-to the overall

variance, where

2 (Under a proportional
. allocation of the over-
sample size)

+

'(
k
2
j=1

Observations having a largé weight associated with them (or equivalently,

s

where Iij is "large") have a disportionately large effect on the variance of
the estiﬁated parameter., This conclusion assumes that the strata wvariances
are equal. When this assufption is not warranted, precision is maximized by

. ] .

{;
+:9;

k
2 N

.o j=1.
Note that ugder such an allocation, the sampling rate in each stratum is

a.
)

directly proportional to the stratum standard deviatiom,
\_/-
k]
b ' ,

That is, the sampling rate increases (sampllng welght decreasesf in direct

proportion to the stratum standard devlatlon leferent1al magnitudes in
sampling welghts should thus optimally reflect varlablllty between strata
variances. In particular, in light of the dominance of large weights in
determ1n1ng the variance of the estlmated mean under the assumption of hqpo-

* gcedastic strata, strong evidence should exist that large welghts are asﬁb- ‘

ciated with strata in which individuals exhibit little variability with re-

spect to ‘this characteristic. In the absence of information to the contrary,

37




o . Co . .
the,aﬁalyst is forced to assume that alL-strata are equally variable aqd’that

) fiarge.weights reflect some uncoptrollab{e eveﬁt,{ﬁat caused a marked degiation ’
from selfﬁweightin%- As, such, some soxt of adjustment might be considered .
‘which attempts to counteract ohe ovefwhelmlng 1mpact on varfahce that large
webghts are.known to have, ‘while retaining the 1ntegr1ty of the parameter
estimite under cons1derat1on Strategres for aqpomp11sh1ng this are the
subJect of the next sectron . . o B . =

. & 4

D. - Analytlc Treatment of Large Sampling Welghts . s

+

welghtlng analys1s unit% by, the 1nverse of 1ts associated 1nc1us1on
probablllty 1$ known to Rroduce unbidsed estlmates of populatlon totals.
Uhfortunately, when 1arge weights are present, insistéence on unblasedness ln
estlmaoes of totals may exact, a price in terms the variante of such estlmates :
bﬁlng 1nord1nately 1arge Clearly, d1sportlonéte1y large weights are asso-
clated with some analysis units in the IEP Study. .In toese instances, this
. problem was addressed by smoothlngfthe sampling weights so that no weight
exceeded a certain magnltude and the sum of weights was preserved-under the
smoothitg process. To operationalize such 4 scheme, the fregquency distri-
bution of squared weights associated with analysis units for a given target
population was Eomputed within school.type for the three Schoocl Component
student samples. Within a given'distributgon, weights larger than a chosen
value were set to this value and the weSght sum preserved by smoothing the
excess proportionally over the nontruncated weights. In general, the trunca-
tion, polnt was chosen as some high percentile (e.g., 95, -99) of the d1strfBU-
tion of squared weights. Equivalently, one could have choosgn the truncatlon

point as some multiple of the variance comtribution associated with a self-

weighting design '(i.e., Iij > c[n+f -1). Subjectively, values of ¢ in excess

of .10 are rare but the final choice would ultimately depend on the dispersion
exhibited in the squared weight distribution. The requirement to atcougt for
the truncated portion of raw we1ghts is associated with the stated need to
estimate populatlon totals. Specifically, the sum of sampling weights provides
‘an unb1ased est1mate of the numibr of target population members associated
with a given d1str1butlon and the 1ntegr1ty of, this property 1s preserved
under the proposed sTooth1ng operator. The neXt section documents the app11-

cation of this methodology to each of the.student samples in surn. -




¢ Samples : : .

. L
oL ﬁéight truncation and smoothing was applied to the School. Component

student sample :(by school type) and independently ta the Facility Component

. « E. Application of Weight Tgrncéﬁion gpd Smoothing Methodology to Student

student saﬁple. In }ddition, the unequal weighting design effect was computed

for the two remaining longitudinal student samples. Each application will bé

disecussed in turn. . -

I

i. . School Componeqt Student Sample »

aeight truncation and smoothing were carried out, by school type,
for this component. 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 distriﬁation of

adjusted squared weights was computed and summgrized in Table B.10. Nota-
tionally

' number of weights for which

2

W.

1
n 2
L2 oW,
i=p !

>

T

<

PPy ¥ S LY

I
4

design effect that is realized by censofing the n; largest -
{ < observations from ‘the digtribution. A

The decision was made to truncate the squared weight distribution at the 99.58 -

pércentile (equivalently, at‘Cma

x': 10). Specifically LY

-
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», Table B.l0

EMPIRICAL DISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTED SQUARED WEIGHTS
FOR REGULAR SCHOOL COMPONENT STUDENT SAMPLE

Upper Percenti}e of {wi}ﬁl'

Lo NEN~OOS

—
w oo
WNWNARENODOODOMND

—
o

Upper percentile of distribution of squared weights, {w?}

.n
¢ Z WS
i=1

= percentage of squared weights no larger ;han P




-

From Table B.10, 10 observations were set to this truacated valt;e.3 TQ;kvisJ

W if w., < 35130
i 1~ .

5130 if w_.> 5130 :
To preserve the sum of origiﬂhl weights, nomtruncated weights.were proportioen-
ally inflated. Specifically, the sampling weight adJusted for both noaresponse

"k
and uregual wezghtlng, W , was taken as

L

‘1.00386 ws

5130 otherwise.

3pecial School Component
The Special S#hool Component was ultimately suﬁported 931532
respond}ng 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. .
LT} ' - * "

S
Table B.1ll
EMPIRICAL DISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTEﬁ SQUARED WEIGHTS
FOR SPECIAL SCHOOL COMPOMENT STUDENT SAMPLE
%

* Upper Percentile of {w%}

o

»

=00

0RO mO 00N
-
— et bt gt et gt gt et

-t
P
L3

—
noln g

3 These 10. stuqents were gssociated with 2 sample schools (5 at each) where
district-level idformation 'grossly underestimated the number of enrolled

.~

handicapped students 3t the realized sample schools. .
. ] ]
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The dgcision,was,mad&‘to.t}ﬁncgte the $quared wel.ght d1str1but10n at the B

e

98.50 perﬁcenti"le .(qqflivalen_tly, at € . ° 4) Specahcally

.
" -

<

. % 550

max . . e

(No'Ee:-.’;\ J%eﬁ. average weight was® about 211).
-;From"’fablefﬂB.l'l, 8 obseryat:j;ons were set to-thiyt‘ruricated value.4 That is,
. & . . . "

L
L J

. s, " 14_ vy C*--—SSI)___/ -
if w v 550 . ’
“ A

-

To pleserve the sum of g_J_:'{\gj.na];Lweighté, weights were linearly adeStezf.
v - N '-' . . . .‘ .'d : + — , -~

Spec1f;ea11)r' the samphng we1ght adJnsted foql;h both noncegonse and unequal

we:.ghtamg, v, was taken as - _- o -

‘u_‘

PR - FA
Vot - i .:.\‘?" -
1.0&151 Ve - W .Jwi.
550 , otherwise.
LT 3 ol L e .t
. . i
L e .4’

o, .
Comments on Ulftl.mate Sr_‘ha 1 Component"S'tﬁJdent Welghts

‘.‘. Sample désign efforts for th-e School° Componenz\.of the IEP
: .frvey were plagufed» from the begmm.ng by the lack of a detailed profl.le of
h

e handlcapped fpulauop at ‘the d1str1ct levei. Desp1te thxs, désign efffécts: '

assoczated w:,zh ne%ual-w 1gf1t1ng were held below 1.6 for the School Component

. a very ,acceptable *leve_ for"’a natxonal :Q.lrvey Undoubtedly, had time and
_.} money aIl‘bwed dynanu.c alLot’:qtion of the ult;,mate studEnt ‘?ample based on
stuﬂent f.rame “counts would have dramatl.cally improved the ‘sltuatl.on Indeed -

-should a future suryey o£ 2 s‘1‘m1‘!ar§,natl3'e be carpied out, updating of the
. *-
0% n;e measur.e and reaJ.lot:at.l.on of e ass‘ocm-t.ed sample 'size at each stage fof
Ner

samphng s-hou].ﬁ allow a des1g.n ef.fect cf .2.0r betterrto be reahzed. ‘-
' . n‘ . ,;’
. o st Lo

—" ri *
- The‘#e .students were all assoc1ated‘ with a Smgle Fac1l1ty whfich enroll&
far %hore students ,than were, ;egorted durmgﬁsta;.e contac#s. ‘.

1%y

b‘l&_




07,20 Level 1 Longitudinal Student Sample

The Level 1 Longltudlnal Componént was ultlmately sypported by
, tespohd1ng students (675 regylar, 121 special). .The effed’ of unequal welghtD
. ing,.by school typé, 1s suemarlzed in Tables B.1 ,2 and B, 13 respectlvely The
Lével 1 adJusted welghts made use of the Schogl Compgnent student we1ghts that
had been adJusted for- nonresponsetﬁgg unequal welghtlng Wlth this in mind, a°

dec1slon was méde ndt “to’ further adjust these we1ghts prlor to analggls
+ Al .

*3. ‘Level 2 Longitudinal Student Sa_ple' '

FanY

-

] The Level 2 Longltudlnal Component was ultlmately supported by 50

' respondang students‘(ﬁﬁ aﬁ regular schools.and 8 at spec1a1 schoolsQ . The .
eTfect of unequal weighting, by school type is summarized Jn Tables Bfl& and
B.15, respectively The Level 2.adjusted weights made use! of thﬁ Level'u
Long1tud1nal Cowponent student welghts (and hence the Scheol Component student

. weights). As sucll, some unequal WE1ght1ng adJastment has already been maae to
the student weLghaf for thes component. In<addition, analysms of Level 2 data’
w111 primarily be descr1pt1ve $nd- based solely on raw- data (1 e X sampling
werg@%s seé}to 1). With this in mind; a dec1slon was made not ta furt 33
4djust these-welghts prior to analysis . . T

. b, Facs&ety Component Student Sample e * .

[} * *

-

* The Fac111tv Component vas, u1t1mate1y supported by 550 respondlng

studeﬂts *At ‘thé outset th#.emplrlcal dlstr1but1on‘of adJusted'sqNared

s . f
..wemghts‘was comgqsed dﬁd summar1zed 1n*Tab1e B.16. e N - S

/’The dec1slon was made . to truncate the squared welght dist#itution at the
98. 55 percent11e (or equlvalently, at C ax 6) Spec1f1ca11y,

ﬁ uz :

c
max

550

, 5‘ ". 13?" _-' ’
Ll — = -
wmax ‘ .,

- '
) (Vote‘ Yhe average weight-was about 3393

From Table B, 16 8 students were s¢t 'to-this truncated value. S That isf

-
.

if -w <
‘? 1 =

+

i
13747

.
, . :
[ . . . i

r

These 8.students were alll associated with a‘s{ngle facilaty whqre_est1mated o
handicapped population was conseryative by a ‘factor of 10,

L
’ otherwise o




table B.12
EMEﬂﬁICAL DISTRIBUTION OF ABJUSTED 3QUARED WEIGHTS
#¥OR LEVEL 1 STUDENT SAMPLE QQ'REGULAR SCHOOLS

LY .

Upper Percentile of {Wi}

T 1.19155
1.30421
1.39614
1.68714 , ¥

A1 .54331
1.57516
‘1.61469
1.65996

on L0833 |

T 1.70899,

- ~1,74017

176017
1.74017

C 41,7932
1.810

L

Tdb£§i .13
Y 35 n -
EHPIRIG@& BISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTED SQUARED WEiGHTS

- FOR LEVEL 1 STUDENT, saMPFE N SPECIAL SCHQOLS

Upper-Percentfle of {W?}




. Table B.14-
) ‘L EMPIRICAL BISTRTBUTION OF ADJUSTED SQUARED WEIGHTS
FOR LEVEL 2 STUDENT SAMPLE IN REGULAR SCHOOLS

— "
k]

]

%

'_ b Y 1 ) -
% - LA Upper Pencéntﬁ'il'é,_of {w%}

. dﬁﬁ' ‘I‘able B 1:)

E‘IPIRICAI. DISTRIBUTION- OF ’AD.IUSTED SQUA.R.E‘.Q iv"EIGHTS )
FOR LEVEL 2 STUDENT SAHPI.E IN SPECLAI? SCHOOI.S‘ :

l,‘. 2

T
. ' o N 9 N
Upper Percentile of {wi}
A . "a

P
-.12.50, -
2580 .
3950
'50.00 -
_62,50.,
~ 75,00
"87.50
+100.Q0 .

£

W N e

o0 ~d O U0 £~




.> - Table B.16 . .
L) .

EHPIRICAL“DIﬁ%RIBUTION OF ADEUSTED squ D WEIGHTS
- FOR FACILITY COMPONEM’T STUDENT SAMPLE

1

.

\/\\ . , bm
n, Y Upper Percentile of {Wf}

550 . ) .0. ; _
188 _ .82 ‘ 1.32561
120 , 1.64037
&g - 2.02614
6 - ‘ , ' 2.2012

24 ) . 2.26143 .
16 - ‘ﬂ ) R 2.27859
. : . 2.30662
2.30662

2.3066
2. ?&8917:\--

3
(=)

Sy

. *

.
3
-

W) = N £~ B
3

F I N 1

- ks -

.

Tq preserve the 1ntegr1ty of the sum of original we1ghts, nontruncated we1ghts

were Proportwnally inflated. S'pec:?fl.cally, « 0
L ‘ :

'1 1.06601 w, if w, < 1374

1-37&' . ‘, 'o.then'eise
L

. VIL., COMPUTATION OF 'STANDARD ERRORS

- . ’.

’ " N Fa ]
Overview . -
R

f -

The stratified mult.}.stagé sample™ design for the School Cqmponent of the
IEP Survey 1nv01ves rep11cat1on for. the Purposes of'computmg est1mabes, of

th&sampllng error for lmear .stat.:.shcs Fér the Fac111ty Component, hbwever,

a decision ui made to lllaX].lee strat:.f‘:.catlon coqi'rol for.the relatively

/," - smal‘l samﬁle facf.l}.t}.es by- selecting one fac:.ll.ty per fl.rst stage stratum

. 5/ To reflec‘t +his, samp}nlng er;or est:.mates for totals (or more g erally,

iy lsnear statistlés) were developed based on pseudo.-replxcathn proc dures‘..c,

8 CoChran,.'W: G.. Sarrfpling‘ I‘ech'niq'yes.' Néw- York: * Joha- Wiley and Sons‘,
pp- 141-144, 1963. * L




For both components‘(1 e., School, (mciudmg the two lopg1tud1nal components}
‘and’ Fac111ty} samplmg error estlmates of n,onlmear statistics ¥ere based on.
Taylor senes methods.f ) Spec1f1c details are presented in the followmg.

. LY ¥

., subsections. . . . ‘ T . ; L

» .
* -
. '

* 9B, X General Theory ' !

+ " o 4 ."

1. Samp‘img Error Esr.mar.l.on for Estmated Totals under Re[ﬂcatl.on

It is coanvenient to rewnte the est1mated r.otal for 3 part1cular

charactensta.c of a reportmg group as

5 Y
=1 8%

The sampling variability is thén given I;Y.

' ~ .
Var(gY._H) = hE Var( h+

el .

.
LI

since all covanance terms vam.sh under independent samplmg in each stratum.
The problem thus reduces r.o est;l.matl.hg the variance of an estlmated stratum
rotal. [f the ny mnr.s were. taken with replecemenr., it is more appropnate to
view each stratum estmar.e as the average of 1r.s n, independent estimated of '

\ . ..

the stratum t},otal, that isy as

LN

Woodruff R S., il.mple Method for Approxunatmg Variamce of a Comph-
. cated Est1maté JASA,, Vol.w66 Noi 334 Pp.- &11 &14,,June 1971, .

29.39 .




LI

-~

Var(gYh+) =

.is 2n unb1ased estimate of Var(g )

. ~That is, .

?af(gY++) D V?r(gYh+)
s 20 unbieséﬁ-e§cfmace of VJr(gY++)
_Si&ilarry,

L iy g A
L]

k3

- “where , ' - :

1 . - h ,“\
Cov( Y X.)= ———— -y gnl .y
h+ g h+ nh(nh {) 31 phj .8 h+] [ ﬁhl g h+ ‘

ot

ty '..' - " - N ) ) . I -
/ prOjldss:.an gnblaseg estimate of Cov(gYh+’th+)'. That is, the overal?

coMariance- texm is estimated without bias by

¢

+

.
‘ -

Cov( Y X)) = 2 Gov( Y ;.
3\tt gher e g ht'g hi

*
.

i Sampl;ng Error Es;1mac10n for Esoxmated‘ﬂeans under Replication

/
Ig ﬁectlon II, the general form for an est;mated ean was written
]

.1968, pp. 120<121.
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+*
]

In light of the bias in this estimator, it is more appropriaté to deal with

L

ihe»mgan squared error (MSE) in lieu of the variance. That is,

b,
-

- < = 2 .
MSE(DY) SRy e’ L T

T
. *
* + ¢

This parameter is generally estimated using the figst-order Taylor linearized -

form of the statistic (i;e., first-order Taylor expan$ion of éstimator evaluated
at true para@etéf'value), gEY’ which can be written as ' )

That is,’

. E'(guY)

;
] - ]

-~

Var )+(p)vér(x -& Covcg, )%.’.
(g-H-) % Y g-l--l- p‘{ +._-H~

1.

-
- L

Est1mat1on procedures jor each compohen; term already been des:\kied,

leaving

N .

» /J. N .' - ' \ . ’; .
» - . - ": » - o
. gSE{éHYl.: -—1r——3;\%\Var( Y )+ (ng Va?( -2 pY,Cov(




To compute this estimate of precisioﬁ; define the chaéacte:istic
(Y ~ a) X . ..
—4——E—ﬁ—3—." “. a,b fixed

[}

.+ Z2(a,b) =
g(gJ

Then \ .

H % ('(‘;. ;a°j Xh

s 3 :__l______ﬁ__l
Rt

Furthermore,

1 + - . . A’. .
Yar(gz_'_ﬁa sb)) =;E b2 Var( Y.,..,.J‘v - 23 “ov{ ‘xﬁ gx++) +32 Va‘r’( X

o3 -

ﬁas an upbiased estimator given by

- - H
e - I S
. \:ar‘(gzﬁ(a,b)? = ;1:1 nh(n

o \.' % . - . .
This expreSSLon,gqialgﬁmed at
’

’\ ) . . '\‘ \ )
\z: gx-H-

»

_‘ * - e -" - -.
A is easily shown te yield oL

rc,..*’ ‘- d

-

Var{ JZH.,/G "‘Y’ X )) Var( EJY)

+ +
"?iu-. . '

Thls provides A direcz way , of computlng the estimated varzafce of a sample

@ ' ) ;nean. Elear}.y', howeve'r, po mterest ﬂes in the point estimates, smce




.

Sampling Error Estimates for Contrasts under Replication.

In addition to simple totals and means, interest lies in two types
of contrasts: ' [ o .
a) The difference between two characterlstzcs measured on' the same

LI

" analysis unit for a given reporting group.  ‘(Type I cont\gst)

7“—5) _ The difference between two reporting groups of a given population  on

a g;ven chazacteristic. (Type II contrast)
Iu5e1ther case, the "difference"” ,could be expressed in terms of totals or

means. Specifically, the need exists for estimating, for type I contrasts,
-

and, for type Il contrasts,

-~

gl o 82

Nar(_ Y, - Y, ),

MSE( @i, - D
(gle gsz)

By ngdef1n1ng fhe characterlsllc of 1nuerest these measures of precision are
'expre351b1e in terms of existing notatjion. Specifically, for a type I contrast,
define

gzhj = (YBJ

and note that

LY

-~

sz++




As such,

-

HSE(guz) = 1fE(gu§ - g“u?'

Similarly, for type Il contrasts on totals, define

¥

[
-

z .
8,8, hj Thj e xhj g, *hy’
%

and note that
Z
H % g -g,%
5 3 —l——%———-'
h=1 j=1 hj

As such
.

Va 'Z20 ) = var(
,r(gl-sz +4)

)

-~ - N
For *type II contrasts of means, however, more care is needed. In partzcular,

)

31Y++ - 32Y++

preclslon is approximated by the variance of the Taylor linearized statistic

of the dszersnce between the means of two reporting groups on some charac-,
. i
] o

teristic of interest. ghat‘is
4

"

HSE( Y -




~ At - L At At

‘ T .
Var(gll-lY : gzpy) = Var(gli-'y) + Var(gzpy)\" 2 COV(%le’gsz)

» . . .
Approximating the varlance of these Taylor linearized means has been shown

prevzously /’%o express thg covarlance in terms of variances, however, re-

qulres much effort. Spec1f1cally, by direct expansion
. ) \

) Cov(g Y++,&2Y++) - gsz Cov(le++,32X++)

) A A~ . ' " 1
1
Cov(_ p,, ) = X X : ,
£ Y‘gsz g "+t g X++° - ~ ) ;
1 2 - ov( X . + Cov(,
y B I T R A e N B

4=
L]

‘ ¥ ) . . .'. . . - . . .
These covariance terms can be individually obtained in the following circuitous
fashion: - ‘ ‘ SN .

For the first covariance, define

] 1 -

%hi = Ynyle,"ns * g,"ny)

)

and note'that




4

-

_Van(z;+) = ?ar(le++) + Var(82Y++) + 2 Cov(le++,ng++) y

R

»

Y,,) = %var(z,) - V‘ar(gl‘f_l._l_) - Var(gz‘i'++)}

»

Moreover, the form of t?e unbiased estimator of each component term has
S

alrgady been described, yleldlng the-obvxous unbiased estimator of the re-

qulred covariance term. Defining anm approprlate cQﬁracterlstlc on each

. analysls unit will 51m113r1y y1e1d the remaln1ng ‘covariances. Spec1f1cally!

LY

s

g th (for the second covariance term},
2 1

= Y
hy — b} g, *os ¥

hi = Thy g, "nj " g, by,

z (for the third covariance term),
‘ »

4
Ll

th (for the last covariance term)

2. = X .+ .
gl o )?l \\ —
- ’ E . |
. . . i \

To compute this estimate of precision (1.e., for a type II contrast betwdn

_two means), deflne the characterlstlc

-

"y
; . T a4 X -
zhj(a?b,c,é) =03 (th a 81th)]

- B

Y

and hence the parameter

P

;Zi;(ifb,c,d) =




' v

-

estimator given by °

i;i(a,b,c,d)
bi’

Moreover,

-y
)} + Vdr

-~ -

P . . . 1 e
Var(2++(a,q,c,d{) 31x++ 3 (32Y++ ¥

P

. - ’
> + has unbiased estimator given by

-

o |
- - ’ . * ’ ‘ Zt:._('a',b,c ,d{ . - 2'
Var(Z_ (a3b,c;d)) = I ¢ T WU CTLI LV I

,pm-'.:

o
- : .. * of

where

L2

=z

o. ‘- - - n
2, (a,h,e,d) =
.o j=1

Finally, it is easily shown that:

1. tehoosing * & ,




Evaluating

'
Il

VarLZ++(a,b,c,d)L

Yields the approximate variance of the type II contrast of means, i.e.,

Var Z % )) = Varl_ py - p : //#H'

This estimatigis not unbiased. . .
3. Ne

approximation since

~ ~

interest exists ié‘the point estimate giving rise to 'the variance

++(g PY 8, X gsz,gz ) =0 . owith probability 1.

The estimate serves merely as a congenient mechanism*for
appedximatihg the variance of an estimate that is of

interest (i.e., estimated type IT contrast in means)

’,

&+

4. Role'of Pseudoreplication

allocated at le h

part, however,” this.-condition is not met in the Facility Co@ponent design’.

The pregious thory requires that every first-stage stratum be
> 2 for all h). - For the most”
»

#wo sample members (i)e., n

Rather, first-stage upits were paired (collapsed) and’ ‘the variance of linear
statistics appfoximated by summing the squared estimated PSU differences,over
tHe collapsed strata. 7

Notationally, et T be 2 linear function of p population parameters (each
of which haVing.a correspondipg stratum parameter);~say - )

-3

I Mo
—
]
=
=2
~

[
+
= o
Y 3 M
b
=

+
=3
-

[=3

= .
LU o B -1
-

-2

+




~

'

+ -

" Var(T) = 3 'Var(%

) .
.« N pel ¥

‘This’variégke,would be approximated by’

H/2 - .
= .Z,_(T2 - T
2=1
AN
e |
H/2 P ~ .

Z (X al(T -
gf1 w1 B Hk

2 )2
1+ ~<2+

-~ : » 1
where ‘1‘2 k,and T£ are the estimates for fotals on the kth parameter of the
. 1 e : A

two strata forming the 2th pair. Then:

*

oo H/2 P - - 2
E(Var(T)) = 2 E| % a  f(T, , - Tz ) -(T,, -T,, )+ (T,, - 33
9= [k=__1 k2 k Lk L,k "2,k e | 2,k

I

Upon®expanding and collecting terms, L

A - -~ H;2 p 2‘]
E(Var(T)) = Var(T) + Z Z a (T, . =~T;.) =
2=1 k=1 k 21k 22k

That is, the method of pseudsreplication provides a conservative est1mate of
the true variance. . By collapsing strata which are "similar" with raspect to
the parameter of "interest, however, this positive bias should not provqw
excessive. , s
“The method of- summing squared differences across the pseudostrata is
equivalent to assum1ng that each member of the pair in a g1ven pseudostratum

was selected with replacement after collaps1ng‘two strata of equal size.




Collapsing strata of equal size isisufficieqt LS_ensure‘thaf the inclusion
L probabiljties are the same for a unit iR its original or its colIapsed‘stratum.

For comﬁlétenesb, the pﬁsitivg bias term for a total: linearizeq mean;

and type I and ]l contrasts on totals and means, will beospecified. In every

case, this bias reflects the impact of, pseudoreplication‘and does not address

tﬁe use of estimated coefficieﬁts 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 comppnené

stratum to contribute more.than one feplicate. . "

Case I: Simple Total

Here, an example would be

- ——

- o
-

SY++

H
= 5 ¥
p 8 bt

In this case,

-~

T = h§1 gYh+ s

LA B2 .. .2
Var(T) = 2 (Y - Y )
' p=1 B A 8y

-

.That is, p =1 apd a, =1l )
' Suéﬁ an estimator of precisionlhas bias. éi%en by
’ H/2 L 2
CET R T 3Y22+).

-

Case Il: Type I‘contrast on totals - e

Here, an example would be the estimation of-

T= gfer ™ g
v "

.




T= 2 - M)
©p=1 B BT 8B
. o . . -

In this case -

2=1 ﬂ}-l- B £1+. 2

.~ W2 . <
CVar(T) = I . [(3Y - M, )~ (Y
. which exhibits positive bias given by

E , L]

B2, 2 2
B= 3 (Y -'Y, )= (N - M, )
2=1 [s Ly gigt gl g

,.‘

Case IV: Linearized Hean! n"a_‘ '
Here, an example would ‘b&, the gstimat‘ién of

T = guY

»

by

[

" In the case of % ratié estimate, we choose té 'estitnarf:e‘pre‘cision'baséa on_the

T =

~

Taylor linearization of the ‘statistic. Specifically,

R -J- A‘, 4 . . ‘\
= Var(gugf) ‘




+
-

~ 1 - =2 ) - ’
Var(p,l,) = W {Var(gYH) + (ng)- Var:'(gx;i_+) - 2 g!iY.COVEgY

++’gx++)} -

The use of pseudoreplication to estimate second crder terms (i.e., variances

and covariances) introduces a positive bias given by
N

-

g ++) £=1

. H2 ' - 2
Xz 2 (gY£1+ T gY£2+? T My (gx%1+ ) gX£2+)] ‘
% ]

L 1

. . 1
In this case, the variance would be estimated by .

* ~ . LY -~ ~ -~

oow [T gy R W) (o e " ghy g 22:)
Var(pY) = 2 * = . =

2=1 . X X
gt git

-
.

2

Tyat is, p = 2,'§1 =1, 3, = ?gPY'and-the coefficients are replagpdiby thelr
ass&ciated estimates. = ¢

®
Case V: Type I Contrasts on Means -

HerF, an example would be the esgimat;on of
T =-
| T= Py - gy b -

"In the case of ratio estimates, 'precision is estimated on the Taylor linearized

" form of the statisbiE(/‘That is,

_MSE(T) = var(f)

R U -,
= W ng{(gxﬁ)(gw gu“) A

r

! B.52
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LY

That 1s A2 lznear function w:th p.- 3, a = 1, a, = -1, a = ( pﬂ

S}JY) . "'
As such pSeudorepl1cat1on 1ntroduces a positive bias ngen by .

H/2

l( 2 + T g & +) “(gH££+ B gM£2+).+ (gpﬂ B éPY) (gx£1+ i}

The varlancg ‘would’ be approxiqqted using estimates of the appropriate coefficients
" Y in the Tayiog linearizatiod. Specif{cally, .
; 3H/2 <~ A . - e

DA Y, ) - (N = M. )+ (po- w) (X -

g=1 . £2+ 3 £1+ g £2+ gM gY¥ g £1+

.‘~ : . t,o® !
Cage VI: vaﬁe I ContraSts on Means

rd

Var(T)

Here an example would be the estimation of

Py

Once’ agauib prec1sxon is estlmated for the Taylor lxnearxzed form of the

. Statlstlc In thls case,

-‘ Ll

|." '
.

MSE(T) Var(")




That is, a llnear function with p = 4 and

uglx++ .\

-, Ml X
81 Y gl ++

-1 X

IJY/g ++

As Such, pseudoreggication introduces a positive bids éiven by
¢ . .

v
L

B= 2 + (.Y, .~ Y, )~-——{( X - Ka )
=1 g Bee B BT g At g XL et g Byt

1

%

; ¢ Yﬂ + 2
g t++ g2 1 g T+t g2
2 | 2 <
% . .

(X X, )
+ 32 £2+

. -

This variance would be approXimated using unbiased estimates of the

coefficients in the Taylor linearization. Specifically,"

L. o~ H2
Var(T) = 2
o g=1

MLF TR
. . . & :'_”“. o .
Additional Feature of Estimating Erro: by PSU Differences "~ u:pe o~
A
Estimating error by PSU dlfferences prov1des a partial’ accadhtlhg-

-

for measuremet error. Specifically, measurement errors are generally.iagen

"

to be additive and with zero mean. When the measurement ercors are*uncprre-

lated betwiﬁn Psu's, PSU dlfferences will reflect both the’ aaﬁpllng _ggr E

Al

L]

5
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-
&

measurement error processes. For example, if measurement errors are only
correlated wlthln a PSU (su¢h as when measurement errors are solely due tp
interviewers and a given field persom is 3351gned to no mé%e than one PSV)

then PSU differences will again refle¢t both sources-of error. Measurement

r Fl

errors due to data processing,‘however, ;re unlikely to be confined to a
single PSU or to have had any randomization of staff to a PSU etc. At the
veey minimdm,’howeﬁér, squared PSU differences provide at least a partial
adcounting %oi the measurement errors that.are bound to be contained inthe
ultipate data files. - . ' :

-

Application of Error Approximation Methodology

-
'

* Operationalization of error approximation methodology will be séparately

applied to the School Component'(incldding both'lpngitudinal components) and

Facility Componeﬂt in turn. ,
'

1. Schoql Component

The School Component was supported by 232 sample PSUs (i.e., dls-

‘tricts). )In all, the first-stage frame contained 118 strata, 114 of which
received an allocation of two sample districts per‘stfatqm (the remaining four
were self-repreeenters, and thus constituted individual strata having an
‘alldcation of ome district each). Details were provided 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 fifst-stage
strata (i.e., above and beyond the 4 self-representers) to be represented by
'a single responding Psd. Prior to analyzing data supporting this component,
the foliowing‘action was taken:

a) Four‘self-representers were pairwise collapsed into two pseuddstrata

- each containing two sample members. ’

/

b} Two strata each contalnlng cne 1ne11glb1e and one respondent were -
) collapsed to fd/) one strata (1nellglbles then de'leted). /
c) Strata containing nonrespondents were collapsed (where neceseary) to
. form strata having a minimum of two respondents per error stratum -
(nonrespondents were then deleted) ’
In 2ll, 97 first-stage error strata were formed (14 ha.lng 3 sample members
and 83 baving 2 sample members; 3 original strata consisted entirely of non-
reepondents). To ‘collapse original first-stage sémpling strata exhibiting

. .
. Fy 4
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cation overstates the varlabhl1ty assoc1ated with a g1ven est1mate of location.
Spec1f1cally, scrutiny of the express1ons for the magnltude of the positive
bias associated with the prec1s1on of study edtimates suggested that the pair
'should be "similar".with respect‘to key characeeristic 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 approxlmately the same
estimated number of handicapped students (more precisely, equal,total size
measure): The treatment afforded samele inellgibles in (b) does not properly
deflate precision estihates to account for the frame.inefficiendy. To do
this, one must cross reporting groups with an eligibility domai&. Such an.
approach recognizés that frame inefficiency represents an extreﬁely small
source of variability in the present study and that some gains ib computa-
tional si&plicity are possible ynder the chosen action. Furthermoke, sources
of:vhriability must be viewed in relative terms--nonresponse adjustmeurs and
measurement error both impacf on overall true variability but for the mqst
part, are rarely given express1on )

Finally, it should be noted that nonrespdhse and 1nel1g1b111ty at subse
quent stages of sampling (spec1f1cally, schools and then students) did not
result in voiding a replicate (i.e.; responding district) in any error stratum
of analysis units. As sucﬂr'rhese error strata and replicates allowed preci-.

sion to be approXimated for Schuol Componeq}.studentflevel parameter esrimates

as well as district and school questionnaires. - : -/.

Ll
. —

2. Level One Longitudinal Component - . 1

The Level 1 Lomponent was supported by a subsample of the resand1ng
students supporting the main School Component at each school. As such n the
absence of nonresponse anﬂ/or 1nel1g1b1l1ty amdng Level 1 sample studeLts
resulting in the voiding of “a given replicate (i.e., responding d1strict) of .
analysis units (here, students), the error structure (i.e., strata and répll"
cates) of the previous section suff1Ce for carry1ng out Level 1 studenﬁ analyses
At anslysis time, only 186 repl1cates (i.e. ) districts) were represented in -

the level 1 student respondentsf Of the, rema1n1ng 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 1 e11g1bles assoc1ated with the

_School Component student sample. A totsl Of 828 Ldvel 1 studentsswere selected

v
in these districts with 796 responding students, 11 ineligible students, apd

..
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21 nonrespondingcstudénts respectively' Student nonresponse did’not void any
district of Level 1 respondents but 1ne11g1b111ty caused two districts to
suffer this fate.® In all then, the or1g1na1 232 rep11cates of the 118
strata involved 1n the School Component (4 self :epresenters and* 114 strata ,
hav1ng two d1str1cts Der stratum) were reduced to 186 responding repl1cates,
2% 1ne1131p11e replicates, and 22 nonrespond1ng replicates d1str1buted across
strata, according to Table B.17.

For the _purposes of error est1mat1on Strata. types 5 and ; cap be 1gnored
(since they (k) not prov1de a pos1t1ve contribution to the error variance
estimate).. All remaining strata types with the except1on of types 2 and &4
require collapsihg of some sort in order'to impute the proposed PSU-difference,

estimat%! of variance. For the purposes of the Level 1 Component,. self-repre-
i.

senters

e., strata type 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 grouds mustfbe crossed with
an indicator of\eligibility (1 = inpeligible, 2 = eligible) in brder. that
estrmated precision can reflect frame inefficiencies in selecting the Level 1
student sample. ' ' N

3. , Level Two Long1tud1nal Component

*»
- .. The Level 2 Component was supported by a 'subsample of the respond1ng

students supporting the Level 1 Longltud1na1 Component. Spec1f1cally, a
subsample of districts was selected and any respond1ng Level 1 student that

s "first selected" was taken wluhﬂperta1nty to support the Level 2 component.
Moreover, the Level 2 subsample of districts was taken byrcollaps1ng original
district strata and independently selecting one Schooi Component sample district

at random from each so-defined collapsed stratum. As suphp Level 2 strata are

well-defined, and can be pairwise collapsed according to the or;:;ing.of the

original frame for the purposes of approximating precision via pg€udoreplica-
., . K - "
tion. From the outset, however, the intention was to carry out only unwefghted

',analyses of Level 2 data. ': ) \ . . » \

\fac111ty Component s o R “j

- The Facility Compq:ent was supported by a two stage sample déglgn

with facilities at the first-stage and students at the seoond stage.- ‘At the

j_ _ L] . . \ f
® ' This fact is already reflected in the number of Level 1 districts repre-
sented on the Level 1 student analysis file,

.
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Table B. 13 ~
" RESPONDING STATUS QOF DISTRICTS SUPPORTING
 THE LEVEL 1 LONGITUDTNAL COMPONENT

S . : Type of
Composition of Strata Number of Strata Numbersof Districts Strata

1 Cd i

R
(R,R)
(Rlﬁ)
(R,IN)

C®’B

(R,IN)
(IN,IN)

¥

first-gtege; a two phase selgction procedure was.used Lo eelecé.the_suppofting‘
éample, Specifically, 155 facilities were selected .at phase I of Stage I (51,
§3? 104 non-43?) under maximum stratification (1 e., one fac111ty selected in
each Phase I stratum). Of these,’ 32 were deemed to be 1ne11g1b1e (2 Erom 437
fr;me, }0(&0n—43?). At the second phase, the 49 eligible 437 facilities were
selected with certainty, whereas the 74 eligible first-phase non-437 facilities
were post-stratified by time of selection and res1dent1a1 hand1capp1ng condi- s
‘t1on and a.subsample of 30 fac111t1es selected as discussed in relat1on to

Table A.26 in Appendix’ A. .Upon completion of data collect1on act1v1t1es,\4 .
facilities were treated as nonrespendents (2 from 437 frame:~2 non-43?) and,

4 non-437 sécond phase sample members were u1t1mately found to be 1ne11g1b1e

Error stratification and replicates were defined separately for 437 versus
non=-437 firsé*stage sample facilities, and each will be discussed iW-turn.

* L]

10 Tyo of these & ineligibles did serve handicapped students but did not
hold IEPs om these children. As such, they were respordentd for analyzing
facility questionnaires, put ineligible for the student analyses.

I




"

3

.
N

L
a. 437 Error'Stratificatien

-

. The 51 _Phase I 437 strata were: collapsed in¥o 26 Phase I error
strata (2& hav1ng 2 faC111txes per stcatum and one hav1ng the remaining 3
faC1l1t1es) so as to preserve the 1mposeﬁ frame order1ng of strata. ~Two of
these errqr strata wvere each found to be represented 9y a’ s1ngle respond1ng
fac1lity (1 e., other sample faC111ty was a nofirespondént in each case). In
both cases, the error strata were p§1rede1th ne1ghBor1ng strdta to form a
total ‘of 23 Phase I collapsed error ‘strata. It should be noted that two of
»these error strata contajned one respondxng agd one ineligible sample fac111-
ty.

will thus result 1n;account1ng for frame inefficiency (here, ineligible mem-

3
Crossing of all desired report1ng groups with an indicator for e11g1b11ty

bers)’in the estimation of precision using first-stage differences.

b. Non 437 Error Strat1f1cat1on

The sample of non-&37 facilities poses two ma1n Rroblems:

1) Phase I nbn-437 strata were pooled in form1ng Phase II
strata (qore specifically,; Phase I post-strata).

2)_ Only eligibles were selected in Phase II (i.e., an attempt

was made to purZe ineligibles from the Phase I frame).

- . . N

" To account for these imperfections, a decision was made to construct error
N - L

strdtum_that reflect Phase I post-stratification and the subsequent selection
of e11g1b1es, and ‘to supplement .the sample-in these error strata thh a repre-

sefitation of Phase I ineligibles. Specifically, a déclslon was made to supple
30

ment the f1rst-stage sample with 12 facilities ( = 73 X 30 ) that were deemed

“to be 1ne1131b1e dur1ng Phase I screen1ng Moreover, 3 of these were randomly

:sebected from the 7 time per1od 1 1ﬁe11g1b1es, and the remaining 9 were

s1m11ar1ly selected from “the 23 time per1od 2 1nel1glbles The* combined

non-437 sample of 93 fac111t}es was then post-stratified into § gt or.strata

accord1ng to Table B.18. . \ . o - ‘

; Tel Summary of Facility Component Error Strat1f1 100 & )
A Consideration-of flrst-stage samp11ng act1v1ties 1$ support of
the Facility Component lead to the construct1on of 29 error strata (23 reflect-
ing 437 dampling act1v1t1es and 6 reflect1ng non~437 sampiing activities).
Fortunately, no student 1ne1131b111ty Was encountered at the second stage of
samp11ng, and student nonresponse did not result in any error stratum be1ng

represented by 1ess thanbtwo replicates (here, fac111t1es) oh the student
- . . )

b 2ug

;&,a

‘

E



i““

5na1y51s f11e§. As such, these 29 error strata and 8911 replicates allowed

prec1s1on to ip approximated for Facility Quest1onna1res as well as student-

- level parametqg gst1mates. .

- The 1mpos method .of approx1mat1ng the precision via pseudqrep11cat1on
is not, guarant d of produc1ng a conservative estimate of error. As such,
some cautlon ﬁﬁguld be exercised :; 1nterpret1ng the estimated precision.
Proceed1ng in SNQh a fashionm dogsnhowever recognize the exploratory nature of

the Eac111ty Cgmponent and . the prieritysplaced on preserv1ng sample size

W ow \
1nteqr1ty. - } . DN -—T-‘\

.
- -

,.4,_,
-

t D, Software for Comput1ng Standard Errors . r' ‘ :

* Most est1mates of pree1s1on were obtained using the program STDERR12
ava;lable in. the Stat1st1ca1 Aqalys1s System!3 (SAS) library at RTI. This

,routrhg formo,the appropr1ate.f1rst order pgant est1mate_of totals and‘means

as well as their estimated precioion'using the first-order Taylor approxima-

. t tion*of the deviation of estimates from the par%metqr'of interest that was
’ ‘ﬂaescpibed in great detail in -subsection B. lType 11 contrasts on totals.and
2 ; all type I contgasts were carried out by def1n1ng an appropr1ate d1fference 0
charagter1st1c values, on each analys1s un1t Precision of type II mean con-
tgh;ts were” handled for the most part in the ad hoc manner earlier described.

For d1chotopous reportlpg group. variables, these latter contrasts wengug}reotly
» treated using SESUDAN,!? and updated version of STDERR. Alternatively, RT;
hao.aeveloped aucohpanion 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 interceptj,.SURREGR -

A,
L
&+

EI Four other replicates were nonrespondento and hence were deleted from the
sample for student analyses, 16 replicates repr®sented ineligibles whereas '
analysis of Facilgty QuestionBaires entailed only 14 ineligiblereplicates.

12 Shah, B. V. STDERR: Standard Errors Program for Sample Survey Data
Research Triangle Park, North Carolima: Research Triangle JInstitute, 1976.

13" gAS User's Guide, 1979 Edition. SAS Institute Inc., P.O. Box 10066,
Rale1gh North Carolina, 27605. .

14 Shah B. V. ' SESUDAN: Standard Errors Program for Computing ©of Standardized
-. * Rates from m Sample Survey Data. |Research Trlangle Park, North Carolina:
Research Triangle Inst1t1tue, 1979. ) . E

s Holt, M. M. SURREGR: Standard Errors of ﬁegression Coefficients for
Sample Survey Data. Resdarch Triangle Park, North Carolina: Researgh Triangle
Institute, 1977,

[




. Table B.18"

« ERROR STRATIFICATION FOR NON-437 SﬁHPLE FAC?iITIES

. ¥ ..
o/ / d/ J Number of Non-437 Sample Memberssf

Error- Time~' . Post-= :

Strata Period Strata |[Eligibles Nonrespondent Pi-ineligibles P2-ineligibles

24 . : o T

25
Z6

27
28
29

Z

a/ The time period 3 post-straté_sample member was found to bé ineligible.

1

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 are, ineligible for student- level analyses.

</ Fqr the purposes ofyerror estimation, a sample of 42 non-437 sample
facilities were selected. T™0f these, ]2 were augmented from known Phase I
ineligibles (denoted Pl-ineligibles) and 4 were selected at Phase II and
_larer found to be ineligible (den&%e P2-ineligibles). - Of the remaining
26, Phase II sample members,. 2 refused to respond and 24 provided support
for the Facility Component student sample.

o

/ Time petriod and post-strata were defined in Table A.26, (Appendlx A)

‘where the latter are identified by subsample number. 3
+ .

e/ Error strata numbers 1-23 were used for the 437 sample members.
] - ) .




w:':ll yield the same cell mean point estimates a's-;STDERR except that it will’ ’éﬂﬁ
also output the estimated vanance of each cell mean and the estimated covarr;: ’
ance between these means. As such, the’ variance of the type Il contrasts on .
means can be computed manually in the obvious fashion. .For the most part, ’
this alterpative approach was used in making such contrasts on IEP Survey

data.

-
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’F;:!‘Iﬂ: Nos .r\‘ .-

‘Cr

Fun41ng Source ETE

. { ’

* -
y v

How_mapy pages are-in thé‘IEP?
] .’ . . H +
* - ; - i a0 .
.~ Which of the following apply to this . IEPY
- e T . . " (Circle all that apply)

1
t t

[
Is eyped = .. v . v v v o o a0 L e e e ] ™
Is handwritten but easy to read. , ' ... . . L. . &

2
Is handwr:kten and difficult to :ead .
4

Amouant of space provided limits number of annual goals .

Amount of spacé'prov:ded limlts number of short- ~term
objectlves s e e e e,

: R T T T
. Total IEP consists of separate IEPs from d1fferent teachers -~
OF service soufces . . , . . . . . . . L. . . ... ae.

IEP consists of a "piatement" document and-an ‘impleméntatron”

ddocu.ment. A

b ]

For which of- the following does the IEP form nave a. soec1fic headingz

(a)? For which of the headings has 1nf§rmat1on been entered (B)?
' - ' ‘o,
v ' f- - A .B '
. . . Information
‘In¢cludes " Has Been

~ Head1ng Entered

»>

Student's jge o; b?rthdate . P AT 1 \;-
* Studeht's gtida level 2

Student's ;ék e e e e e e e e e e S

Student's race . . . . . . . 4

Student's primary language {fl

* M * * - a
Present level'of performance "information ..,

Assessment data to support presenr lavel
of performance . .

- .

LY

Date of ¥he assessment of present lavel
of performance N Y T

Vature of studen: s handicap .
Student ¢ strengths .ty
Studeat's special -interests . .

‘ Stndent s school attendance record

e . .




. Information
Includes Has-Beén -
Heading "Entered .

-, ‘
. .- M A
Placement recommendation . . . . ... . . . . [ .13,

, .Services ("speciala'or "rélgﬁed")'to be provided V14 ¢ e e 14

Rationale for placement or services . . . . . . 15 .

Personnel resbﬁnsible for seryicej/; S .16'.

!
Date service is to begin . . . .
_ Anticipated duration of sService
s - . . S
Recommended extent of participation in regular
program . . .

_‘Physicef education needs .

Date of preparat{on of IEP . %
Participants'in the IEP proceéé A Y I
Signature of individuals who.approved the IEP - . . fé3 .
. Titles of individuals who approved the IEP . . . . .24 .
\ ) ‘
Parentdl approval . ... .. .. . ... 23

. Results of parental notification . . . . . . . . . .26 .

\ & L [ "
Annual goals : . . . ... . 0w 0w e . . W27
* Priority listing of apnual goils .

Shogﬁ-term objectives . . ., . . . . .-. A

-

Pl

Récomﬁen@ed instructional materials, resources,
strategies, or techniques . . . . . . . . . . . .30 .
A

i
Date short-term objectives met . .- .

*

Proposed evaluation criteria . . . . . . :\ﬁ\. . .32,
Proposed evaluation procedure N .

Proposed evaluation schedule : . . . . T 1

[

Proposed IEP review date:. ... . . .. . . .35,
Actual IEP teview date .
Resulia\of Poreview . .t .., .. .. ..., 37.

Pirticipants in IEP review . . . 1
‘ . -

. .39 .

! . .
B _¥ ‘ B ‘ L0
. \ .

Oéher

’ s




i

4, Which and how many of edch of the following were participants in the
. procass (A)? " Which and how many of each signed the IEP (B)?

. . ) : A B

Participated "Signed
©, in the - _ the
. Process IEP

. . ‘ (Write in numbers)
chula} clasaroom teacher . . . . . . .. . v
Special education teacher .
Physical education teschez

Spe\ach\.or laaguase therapist

" o N o e

ey

Phyaical or, occupational therapist

Other therapist . . . , . . ., . woe o
. Oﬁe of the above, but,can't wll which .

Qualified LEA representative . . . . :

m .
. .

Priﬁcipal or assistant principal
School’ representative

Supervigor' (or facility supervisor) .

n—os'wﬂ-wn'

Case managetr, chairperson, program
manager, or program coordipator . .

School psychologist. of psychometraist
Counselor . . ; .
Social worker . .

Hurse + + . o+ 4 4

F}

Parent, gwardian, or surrogate
The studeat . .

Name without noting position
Other

RRURRERRERNSRERINY
AERRRAE AR RN RR Ny

[
L

.y [

Which of the. following is true of the IEP format regarding the provision for
payental, guardian, or surrogate approval? Does the IEP show disapproval?

. ' . . -+ {(Circle one of the
, . ~  first six oumbers; |
circle 7 i&;appropriate.)

_Approval (or disapprovaL} tould be for the entire IEP P |

Approvll (or disapproval) would be for anmnual goals
but aot. for short-term objectives , e e e

Approval (or disapproval) would be for part but not
all of the short-term objcctives v e e e

Approval {or disapproval) would be for scrviéqp'to
be provided but not for annual goals or shortaterm objectives .

.Approval (or disapproval) would be for some portion of
‘the IEP, but cannot determine what wéuld be approved. .
No place for approwval or disapproéﬁl is provided. ’

The. IEP was disapproved Y
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Arée prescnt levél of funct1cn1ng (A) and support1ng data (B) listed for the fellowing functional

. areas? In Which functiomal areas is there 3 statement or 3 clear indication froqﬁshe supporting

that speciil, slycation is heeded (C)? ‘In which functiopal areas is there a Statément or a

Yclear indicatipn fronm thibsupporting datz that special education is oot needed (D}?* How many

annual gﬁhlsanre 14sted Phr. each functional area (E)? How many agpual goals ‘listed for each
funct&onal wrés include -a.logical statement of expected behavior to a specified standard (F)?
..g::a. p. A ‘B ¢ 5 . R
. . . * Number of Goals
] : - . . That Include a
Preseat Number Logical Statement
Level of Supporting Spcc;al Special. - of of Expected
Functioning Data Education Education Goals * Behavior to 2
.__Listed Listed Needed  Not Needed Listed' Specified Staadard
1. ‘Resdpg or eral or g *
¢ written English . ...
“%. Oral expression L
b: Listening comprehension.
€. Written expresgion . .
d, Spelling . . .
e, Basic reading skill
f. Reading comprehension

Mathematics . . 2
4. Mathematics calculation a.
b, Mathematics reszsoning b .

Science .

Social science
General academic
Other acadeajc

Social adzptation .
Self=help skills
Emotional . .
Physical Education

Metor skills . . . . . . .11,
4. Gross motor skills . . . a .
bi Fine motor skills . . . b .

. Speech . . g e e 120
Visual acuity AP & B
Hq;:ing s Loals
Gencrak Physical Health A5 .

Vocatioaal/prevqcatiocal 16 .
@, Career awareness . . .
{b. Career exploration . . . b .
., Caredr preparation . . . c

l?:°0ther functional

"

.




How.many short-term obJectives-are listed for each funct1onak ;reh TA)’

How

nany short-~term objectives 11sted for each functional area 1U§1ude a fog1ca1
statement of expected behavior to a specified standard (B)? . Ho¥ many of

the objectives clearly are a part of a standard curr1cu1u@»{C)°

How many are

intended to be met in the regular classroom (D)?

Number of

Short~Term to a Specified

Objectives

) fﬁ‘ K
S I

B Tt ¢ D
Number of .=
Objectives, that
Include & Logical

Statement of
Expected Behavior

Number of
Objectives

Number of
Objectives
That Are To Be Met
Part of an  In The
Established Regular

Standard Currifulum Classroom

1. Reading or oral or
written English .
. Oral rexpression T
. Listening comprehen51on
. Written expression .
. Spelling .
Basic reading sk111
f Read1ng comprehension.

%

2., Mathematics . . .
a. Mathematics Gﬁlculat1on
* by, Mathematics reasoning.

.

] T

3. Science . .
4. Social ‘science.
5. Genéral academic.
6. Othem academic

7. Social adaptation .
8. Self~help skills.

, 9. Emotional . . .
10 Phy51éa1 Educat1on

11. Hotor skills .
*a. Grosa motor skills -
b.- Fihe motor sk1115

12. Speech - e T

13, Visual acu1ty

14. Hearing . . .o

" 15. General phys1ca1 health .

16. Vocational/prevocational
a. Career awareness .
b. Career exploration .
c. Carger preparation .

17. Other functional




8. How many short-term objectives are listed that show intended beginning
and target.completion dates that encompass a time frame that:
Begins 'and ends within the first half oﬁ.the
+ ‘school year? e e .o

Begins and ends within the second half of the
,school year? ., . . . . o 00w T

‘Extends from the beginning to the end of the
school yéar? . . . . . . . % . . o ..

Is less than the full school year but begins
within the first half of the school year and
ends within the second half? . . , . .o

+ Time frame 1s neither stated nor implied

9. What proportion (or amount) of the student's time is assigned to the
'special services specified on the IEP¢ (Iaclude. o only speCial services
thatsreplace regular instruction.) (Enter "J" if IEP does not give -
proportiof or amount of time.)

. *
. perceqnt .o minutes per week

3
¥

10. »Which of the following related services is the studeat intended to receive?

(Circle all that apply)
Audiology . . . . . . . P |
Counseling . . . . .

Medical services . .
Occupational therapy .

Parent counselihg ;nd tfaining .
Physical therapy , . .
Psych&}ogical services .

Recreat1on e e e e

€ e ~ o i W N

Soc1a1 work serv1ce .

—
o

Transportation , .
Other

P
s




.
‘
’ - *
. .

+Which of the follow1ng best déscribes this IEP's statement of rationale
for placement? ) :

(Circle one)

;
1
}
¥
b
i
i
|
i
I
1

The IEP does not include such a statemeRt - . . . . . . - . . . .1 "

There is such a eeatement, but it doés not add to what is
already clear from the balance of the IEP

There is sﬁch a etatement, and the statement adds to
the information provided by the balance of the IEP

Fl

-
.

Which of the follow1ng best describes the statement of beginning date(s)
of service? s

¥ »

_ ’ . (Circle one)
- 1s (ate) specifically stated .

May be .inferred from, dates given for goals or objectives ..

Must a; inferred from date IEP was prepared

There is 1nsuf£1c1ent information upon wh1ch to base an
1nference

.

* -
- *

Which of the following best describes the statement(s) of duration of
services to be prov1ded° .

) ) (Circle one) "
Isi(are) specifically stated . . ‘
May be infer;ed from dates given for goals or objectives .

Must be inferred from headings that state that goals are
"annual" goals

States that servxces will be prov1ded "as long as needed"

There is 1nsuff1c1ent 1nformat10n upon which to base‘an
inference . . . . . . .. 4. i a e e a e Lt

' ?
_Which of the following statements best descr1bes the evaluat1on procedure
for the ghort-term obJect1ves? . .

»

) (Circle one)
Procedure is cledr from.the short-térm objectives . . . . . . . .-1

¥

Procedure is precise statemeats of how the evaluation should
be conducted .. . . . . . . .. . # L,

- . e
Procedure must be inferred from unclear statements or-‘unclear
short-term objectives ., . . . . . . . « . . . L0,

/
Procedure cannot be inferred beacalse 1t is not stated and IEP
has no short-tkrm objectives . . . . . P A I




Nhlch-of the followlng statements best descr1bes ‘the evaluation schedule;
for. the short-term ob;ect1ves° .

! ) ) . (Circle bne)

Schedule is spacxf1ca11y stated a%’be1ng the evaluat1on
schedule . . . . . . .. o .o oL

Schedule may he inferred from short‘term objectives. . . ¢

Schedule must be inferred from the beg1nn1ng-of treatment and
end-of-treatment.dates . . . . . . . .. 000 %“
4

-Scltedule is not stated or implied

S

16. Nh1ch of the, follow1ng statements best descrlbes whether at least an
‘annual evaluation of short-term object1ves is required?

(Circle one)

All of the short-term objectives appear to require at least
an anmual evaluation . .". . . . . . . .

Some but not all of the short-term objectives appear to
reguire at least an angual evaluation .

None of the short-term objectives require at least an_
annual evaluation

Such information is not given and cannot he inferred .
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0.M.B. No. 51-§78035
Approval Expires 30 September 1979

.This ﬁtuay is authorized by law. Although you are not re-
quired to respond, your cooperation is needed to make.this.study.
comprehensive, accurate, and timely. _(20 U.S.C. 1401}

[

* * STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE

1
L]

- Student ID Number
g . - -
“. Student descriptive information:

a, Age . 7., years d Race _ . (Circle one)

“ ’ . ”
b G:éqe . l S (1) American Ind1an or Alaskan*§§;1ve .

¢

¢ ‘ * (2) Asian or Pacific Islander . .

(1) Male . . 1 (4) Hispanie . . . . .

’

1

) 2
¢. Sex - (Clrcie one) ’ (3) Black, not Hispanic . . "3,

4

5

(2) Female . 2 (5) White, not Hispanic :

3

-

_Please specify, for each type of instructional setting in whicli this student
receives special educational services (Column A), the average number of

"studentg in this student's class(es} (Column B}, the average numbér of staff
members presenting instruction in this Student's class(es) (Column €}, and
the total number of hours per week of instruction provided to this student
(Cplumn D). 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 c CoL D

" Average Number o
Average .of Staff = - Total Hours

Number of » Memberg, Including Per Week of
Students in,s Aides, Presenting lastruction
- tﬁé%%btudent s Instruction in this Provided to. ~
JInstructional Setting . Class(es) Student's Class(2s) This Student

Resource poom . . . .

Self-contsined special _ -
education ¢lass . -~ . . . . . . e e

Regular classtoom made up
of both handicapped and non-
handicapped children . . .

- Hospital program . .. . - .

Homebound program

Other (pleése speci




L3

-
LI . *
-

Thep nature and severi;y'of the thdent's disability is: -
“ ' N Pty (Cirﬁle‘ayl that apply)

. CER' £ s/p

Mentally retarded . ... e . 1. e 2. " 3
o 7 : kY

I . o Mild ™ . Moderate
b. . Learning disabled . . .- . L1

5

c.' Emotionally digeuébéd o » .1
a.* Speech impaired . . ., . . . . .

e. Deaf or hard of hearing . .'. o e ;

f. AOFthopedlcally impaired (crippled) .

g. Visually handicapped . . . . . . *
*.h.  Other (specify L)

W i

¥
+

If t¥e student has 'an IEP, please provide xhe.following information regarding .
the student’s and hzs/her parents or guardians' participation in the IEP
process? . -

-
u

(Circle é;e numb&T in eacp'line)
0‘ -

- . ) . Don't

, « ' Yes Know
Did a ﬁarent or guardian approve the IEP
“by signing it? . . .60 L. 0 L. 0.

Did a parent or guardian verbally (1n person
oxr by telephone) approve the IZP? . . . . . . .

DLd a parent or guardian refuse to approve the
IZP on the basis of hls/her consideripng it
1napproprlate?, T e

.Did parent or guardian discuss the completed
. ?

- IEP with a teacher, couaselor,'or other school
representative? .- . . , . . . . . ., p e e ..

'Did a parent or guardian meet with the IEP ~
committee to discuss the developedwIEP? . ., . .

id a parent or guardlan{ﬁirtlglpate in the
development of the IEP; that is, did he/she
meet with the [EP committee during the develop*

- ment. process and prov1de inputs to the IEP?

Has the student dlsqussed his/her IEP with a
teacher, counselgr, or other-.school [/

represeftative? 7 U
+ .L -

Did the studegt part1c1pate in the development
of the IEP;sthat is, did he/she meet with the
IEP committee during the*development process
and provide inputs to the IEP? . . .

-
-




Data-of-Record Form 4:
Public School Student Information

+

Student 1D Number

. " - - + uo.

1, ° The instructional settings in which this student receives special
educational services is noted by the teacher in item 2 of the+Student
Chéyacteristics Questionnaire. For each instructional setting so
1oted tn item 2, determine in your. follow-up interview with the
teacher whether or not the applicaBle%instructioﬁal setting is
tocated ip (or for hospifal and-homebound programs, Sug;iiiggﬂ_}
through) the sampled school. If the student is served In 4 particular
type of setting in both a gampled school and in another school (or v

schools), so indicate. Use the "not applicable" code for types of
settings that do not apply to this student. :

4

- LA

(Circ;e‘one number on each line)"

Both
Sampled
and o
Sampled Other Other Not

Instructional Sefting School School(s) School(s) Applicable

L

Resource room .

-

Self-contained special education

Regula; classroom made up of bothy
handicapped and nonhandicapped
children- . . . N .

.Hospital program. .
Homebound program .

~0ther (Please sbecify

‘
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0. ng: No. S1-378085
Approval Expires 30 September 1979 °

-

This study is' authorized by law. Although you ate not re-
quired .to respots, your <ooperation is needed to make this study
comprehensive, accirate, and timely. (20 U.S.C. 1401) ’

’

4

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE

»

School ID Number

'1. Which of the foiiowidg Eeét describes_this‘school?
! . (Circle one)
" a. Regular‘publié sgﬁdET:T—: oo .1
b. Special public day"school .
c. Publzc reSzdentzal school .
d. Other (please spec;fy) |

- "1.
v

\ R ,
Which of the following best descrfibes the location of this school?
e, n _ _ ' " (Circle one)

-

a." . A small rural or farming community 7. . . ., . . . . .1

ffb”' A imall city on\town‘of under 50,000 that is not a
'.' I3 S‘u

urb of a czty of 50,000 or over . . . . . . ..

c. A czty of 50 000 200,000 that is not a suburb of a
. city of moye bhan 200 000 « . L o s o L

d. The suburb of a ¢ity of 50,000-200,000 - : . . ... .

A city of 200, 000 2500,000 that is not a suburb of
a city of more than 500,000 . . . . . .o

The suburb of 'a city of 200,000-500,000 C
A city of oyer 500 000 . .« ¢ v . ..
A suburb of a“¢ity of over 500 goq . .

oo -
“

¥

How many persoanel on thzsbschool s staff (including any itinewSte teaghers)
are certified in spegial education? (Express as full-time équivalents.)
How many of these are full-time at this school and how many are part-time?

. (FTE) ﬂpeczal education teachers
..full-time special education teachers
pa?ﬁiﬁjme specigl .education teachers
~ ]

L4
a

6E Forn 631,1-79

.




l
Da&a-of-Recordigorq 2: Public School Information

¢

School 1D Number° LR

.

. Grade range of school: . . .y .

If ungraded, 3£uden; ége range!

Total curzent school enrollment: . . . . . s e e
y . e ' ¥
. v N L ) .

Thé pumber of handicapped children who.were énrolled in the ‘school
and receiving special educatioh’ and related services as of December 1,
1978 (including any kandicapped children receiving special education
and related services from 89-313 or Regular Title I, and including
any handfcapped children in the school who received all or a portion
of their special education-ind relatEd services at apnother school
on a pullout basis.

4: —Complete thts item only if there are children in "3" above who do .
dot currently have IEPs. . - -

‘ . L J

a. ApprgXimate number of Ghildren in "3" above who do mor
Cur‘rently h&ve IEPS. * . L) . . . . * LR . . " . [ . . . .. .

b. Enter the approximate percent of these children’ whose IEP status falls
into each 'of che following categories. .

(1) Theée school does not intend to prepare ah IEP . ., . . . . .

“(Reason: . . . ).

-

(2) An IEP willibe pr;g;red, but the assessment has not been,
\.C om-xeted . * * * _' : L] * a ' a » * * ) ‘ * L] * L * * * - - ‘:KL

(3) The agsessment s complete but a ‘committee has noc been
Sel'. up . . . - . . [ . . L] . . . - L) . [ . . - . * - . . .

(4) The committee has started the IEP ‘but has not yet completed

. %
‘it’ 'R LI ] . LI 3 + & . . . s 0+ 0+ & @ . * . L s 0w . s 4
e ———

155 Other (Specify: s )

- A
1

(ovzﬁ) -




-,

(Daca of hgcord ?orm 23 Public §chool Information Continued)
/ / .
5. Complata this item ouly if e'are handicapped children (from "3'" above) ,
*who are got iancluded in the 94=-142 count, but instggd are served by Regular
Title I, 89-313, or soms other ?unding sourca.” - T3

>
‘The (a) funding ‘sources, (b) approximate number of handigapped children
served by each source, amd (c) approximate wumber of the cnildren, having
tIEPs, funded by each sourqe is;

-
€

(a) ; _ ®) ()

N ‘éi Number of
.o Handicapped Number of
(Circle all -  Children- * Children
Funding Souzce that applv) Served . with TEPs

RﬂmartquIoooool'oooc'c

8‘9-313,0’-00'000'002-00t0

OEEEE,{SpeciEy:

D3 e

Complete this item @ z if some or all of the children in "3 above currently
receive all or a portion €f their special education and related service at
another school oun a pullout basis.

a. Approximate aumber of children who currently receive all or
part of their special education and related services at amother
gchool on a pullout basis. .

Check the blank if IEPs for these children typically are
kept in this school.

J
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, _ 0.4.B. No. 51-578035
) Approval Expires 30 September 1979

ﬁ‘ This study is authorized by law. Although you are not re-
quired to respond, your cooperation is needed to make this study
comprehensive, accugrate, and timely. (20 U.S.C. 1401)

¥

!

/

- SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE

'
-

N *

School District ID Number. ‘o N

t

1. What is the current, aéerage annual per-pupil expenditure for thig school )
district? (Include funding from local, state, 4nd federal sources.)

$ , anngal per pupil gxpendlture for district

How many professionals are on thd special education staff at the d1str1cQ
~level? (Express as full-time equivalents.)

! " (FTE) special education professional scaff

Are serV1ces for. the handicapped providéd to students in this school
district through intermediate districts or a cooperative arrangement
with other districts that have been established for this purpoze’

(Circle one)
- Yes * - - * * 1
No i o 2 ) . -

¥
-

1f yes, _ " Cor : !

a. How' many schools are 1nc1uded in the intermediate or cooggratite
district? . :

= schools

-

el
How many professional personnel are on the special. educatién staff
at the jintermediate or cooperative district level? (Express as
full-time equlvalents )

.. . " (FIE) professional personnel

Are any educational services Eb any handicapped students in the district
contracted by the school distriet to a prlvate school or institution?

'-

(Circle one) . . !
Yes . . . . :nl #
No . . Lol 2 ‘

1f yes,

a, How many handicapped students are preseatly receiving such cogtracted
educational services?

students

How many of these handicapped students are receiving these contracted
educational SerV1ces outside of the geographic boundaries of this

school district? -
; /7~ students ’

'y

OE FORM 631,1-79 ~ 226




Data-of-Record Form 1: School District Information

. {

School Discricc ID Number

1. Indicate below whether or not item 3 on chT School District Characteriscies
Questionnaire, has been answered '"yes.”™ )

(Circle ohne)

. Yes ., . . . .
o . . 7 ..

If v&hr answer to item 1 above is "yes," obtain (and appropriactely record)
che information requested in items 274 below during your meeting wich the
school discrict representative.

The number of intermediace distcrices or cooperative arrangements wich ocher
districes through which handicapped students in chis school are served is

Indicate whether or not all of the handicapped students who were receiving
special education and related services in the discrict as of December 1,
1978, received these services through an intermediace districe(s) or coopera-
tive arrangement wich other discrice(s).
" (Circle one)
Yes . - . . . ., e e . ... e . - 1 :
‘No ... e e e e e e e S . . 2
If a "no" response is circled in item 3 above, indicate below the aPProximace
number of handicapped students, by type of handicapping.condition, who. were
as of December 1, 1978, receiving services through incermediace discrices or
cooperaci\e arrangements wich other discrices.
] . . . Approximate
i} . ) Number of

Type of Handicap Sctudents Served

-

a. Mentally recarded

b. Learning disabled

c. . Embcionally discrubed -

. Speech impaired

beaf or hard of hearing

Urchopedicgly-ﬁmpaired (crippled)

' %. “Visually handicapped

-

h. tther ( peaify
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Appendix G
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- -

State/Special Facility Characteristics Questionnaire

* and
Data-of+Record Form 3

-

This questionnaire was approved by O.M.B. with the following title:
State Facility Characteristics Questionnaire. This title was modified after
0.M.B. approval to more accurately.describe the types of facilities for which

data were collected. . . -

'/r

.

- Fl
.

¥




{

1.

-

0.4.8. No. 513578035
Apperal Expires 30 September 1979

This ‘studv is authorized by law. Although Yyou are not re-
quired to respond, your cooperation is nekded to make this study
comprehensive, accurate, and timely. (20 U.S.C. 1401)

rl -
L4
’

" STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE

¥
+

Y )

_Facility ID Number ___ L /

e

Is this facility:

p b ] : " (Circle

a, Stdte operated? .

4

b. State supported, but not state'bperated?
c.  Other (specify)?

What is‘the primary purpose of this faciljty?
' . SR . (Circle one) .

(a) Residential treatment that includes educational
services . . . . . L L . ..o o s e e

”~ *

(b) Day care treatment that includes educational services

(c) Day care and residential treatment that includes
educational services .

(d) Educational services only
(e) Other (specify .

What is the nature aand y of the handicapp%gg condjtions of studeats

served?
;J) (Circle all that apply)
, | TR s/p
a. Mentally retarded . . . . . N O

Moderate - Severe

y

b. Learming disabled .". . . . . . . . . . . e 2., ..t'qx
¢. Emotionally disturbed .
d. /Speech impairéd R .-. s
e./ Deaf or hard of hearing .. .
Orthopedically impaired (crippled)
Visually handicapped
Other (spe%ify




, —~ Lo
. 'Please circle all grade levels.included ia the educational facility.
Prek K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & 9 10 1 12

If ungraded, please indicate the age range of the studedts,beipg serﬁéd.

~ SEPdents range from to vears of age.

—

5. What is the current total eprollment in this educational facility?

- students - o

Approximately what proportlon of the students remain in this progran for.
, (Write in proportzon of. students)

Less than 3 months?*. . . . . . . . « . .7 ' percant

3 months to L gear? . . . ... ... L. percent

More than 1 vear but not more :
than 2 years? . . . . . . . . .. ... . - percent ’

Moze than 2 years? . . . . . . . . .. .. percant

S &
Is this educational facility:
: (Cixcle one number in each row.)
dj Yes I
Accredited by the State educatiom.agemey? . . . . . . . 1. ..
Supervised by the State educationm ageocy? . . . . . . . 1.
A part of, or supervised by, a lecal public
school system? . . s e e e e e e
' <
For what proportion of the.students in this educational facility are
individualized education plans prepared to meet the requirements of:

. (Circle ope oumber in each row)
*. Some, But
less Than" More Thao
i . None 25% 25-30% S51-75% 15%
BL. 961627 . . .. .. 1...2....4. . . 4.
P. L 89=-3137 . . . 4 . . 1_. v e 2. .. b

Title XIX (Intermediate
Care Facilzty/ﬂentally
Retarded)? Ce .

Joint Commission of
Accreditad Hospitals
(Jcag)? . C .

v?caéiAaal Rehabilitation
Other (Q}ease specify)




90

=

- ’

L i . . y C.
Please indicate helow the humber and certification status of the

-instructional staff assignec-f to this educational facility.

a, Total lostructional Staff *’

\|‘ +

s'éaff membel}s

br Total Instructional Staff with Teacher Certification

staff members . s .o ' /”V

¢. Total Instructional Staff with Certification in Special Education

staff members

N

33

What percentage, if any, of students in this educational facility regularly
receive some educational services in a public school setting?

pérCenr_ ] Y




DATA-OF-RECORD FORM 3:- STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY INFORMATION °

. [
Ammtaes oS i '-

State'Facilitf?ID Humber ' Ny

L. The rumben of handicapped children aged 3-21 who were enrolled in
the facility and.receiving special education and related services
as of December 1, 1978 (including‘gny handicapped children receiving
special education and related services from 89-313 or Regular Title
[, and including any handicapbed children 'in the facility who re-
ceived all of a portion of, thelr special education and related ser-
vices at another scnool om 2 pullout basis). '

..
-1
H

_ Complete chis icem only if there are children in "l” abowe who do
not currently nave In.s. f -

a. Number of children’in "1" above who do not currently have IEPs¢

b. ~ Zater the approximate percent of these chilgreh whose [EP

status falls into each of the following categories. . .

(1} The facility does not intend to p?eparg an IERS. . ‘

(Reason:

.An IEP vill be prepared,. but the assessment has not been )
compleced L} L} LI L} L} L} L} - L} L} L3 ‘ - L} L} b‘ L] L] - - - L} l.'
The assessment is complete but a committee has not been ]

Sec up. o+t e L I PE R L I L L

The commitfee has started the 1EP but has not yet completed "

-
ic ) . - ) ..II. . O .- Ll LI | . ) Y 3 . . . )

Other (Specif?{.

-
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Appendix (H/

Level 2 Substudy Protocol
- - ' ‘

‘Following is the sequence of actions to be taken during each LEA site
_ visit by personinél responsible for collecting data for the Level 2 Retrospec-
ttivihL?ngitudinal Substudy. ’ o . , h‘?"“\
1) Make prior contact (or verify that contdct, has been made) with
+ gelected states, districts, ‘and=schools in accd!dance with the
R procedures established for the Basic Survey. ‘ '
2) Meet wit_h the school distr'&d‘ireétz‘or of s‘pegial education ?nd
. distribute the School District Characteriqtic§ Questionnaire,
Collect. and scan-edit gyestioﬁnaire before leaving district. NOTE:
< * Prior to copducting the interviews noted in this aEtiviLy and in

Activities 3-7 below, read the following to the.interviewee: .
: , o~

L]

This study

required to respond, your cooperation ig needed to make this

is authorized by law. Although you are fot

study comprehensive, accurate, and.timely. (20 U.S.C. 1401) )

Interview district special education coordinator. Secure school
r

. . . . » .| * '
district -information regard1ng,the following for ‘the current year

4

4

and, insofar as practical, for the prévious year.

a) The procedure by whicH gjstudent typically is identified as

handicapped. . . Jﬁ\\

b) How'jEPS'typically are developed, reviewed, and revised. ’

c) What role the‘parent a‘ udent typically play in the IEP

process.

'} - - Ll . .
d) - Ihe relationship between resources available for providTng

special -'education to handiCapped children and resources needed

for providing such services (‘o: wlat, if any, services are

4

needed but are not available).

-

Following are queétions.that might be asKed to elicit the’above

information. These queétions should, where approﬁri@te, be asked
y o . ' . . . 4
- for both the current and the previous year. Note -that for this




® L

interview and all of the following interviews with other 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

dependlng upen the particular c1rcumstances involved.

a) What is the procedure by wh1ch 5 student typically is 1dent1f1ed .
as handicapped? ot

b) In approximately what proportion &f -the cases is this procedég

followed? \ ] .

Fl

c) Ifl the typical procedure iy used less th;n godperce.nt of. the ~
time, what alternative procedures are used? L

d) If the typical procedure is used less ‘than éObpeopénttof the
time, what determines that an alternative procedure be usegl?N

Typically, how are IEPs developed revdewed nd rfvisedq
(e.g., Is an IEP developed by a comm1ttee or developed by a
teacher and ‘reviewed by 2 committee? Does-the committee sit
* together as a committee to reviéw an IEP or does each” committee
member review it independently? Are IEPs revised more often
than aonpually and, if so, what is the mechan1sm for revision?)
What proportion of handicapped students’ _parents assist in the

'Y

development of the students' IEE? ,
g) What proportion of IEPs reiapve parental approval? What methods,
. with what frequency, are used. to obtaln approval”
! h) What pipport1on of handicapped students part1c1pate in the IEP
-, . developmental process?’ What is the nature of their part1c1pat1on90-
i)  What, if-any, ‘services for hand1capped chlldren are needed but
. not available? )
3) At each sample school in the district, collect data fdr'the_Basic
Study -and - for Level 1 of the Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy
'following therrocedures establiéoed for those studies.’ This includes
the following actiwvities: . - - — . -
8) Meet with school principal and distribute the School Character-
istics Questionpaire. ° . . o
v

b) Select student sample. K R »
c). Collect ®EPs and distribute the Student Characteristics

"
I

Questionnaire.,

>

235




d) ;Photocopy iEPs. L ] .
Removg/per%onally 1dent1fy1ng 1nformatlon from IEPs.

ta

F

£)  Collect, and scan-edit questlonna1res
g) Ship collected materlals to RTI
Review Level 24 sample. student's IEPs (for the two-year period) and
all other data in the student s £11e related to determination of

, present- level of educatlonal performance and development and imple-
mehtation of the IEE. =

~ ' o )
Interv1ew sampIe student's teacher or teachers. Secure information

regard:.ng thé follow:.ng for the current year and, insofar as prac-
tical, for the previous year ‘ ’
a) Spec:.aI" edueat:.al and related services that the student actually
is/has beeq,recelvlng ', . :
o b) . Tanglble ev1dence (e.g., studeut s classroom folder, classrodm
actrVItY sheéts, tlassropm cﬁarts or bulletin board, cIassroom .
materlals, and other resources) of agtivities 1n which the
student llkely is. 1nvolveq _
The tEacher s percepthn%ﬁf #ny dlfferences between services
specified in the studen‘t s TEPs and services the student actually
1s/has been*reCe1v1ng, and reaSon% for any. differences.
While the 1uterView should be only loosely structured, the following
questlons are approgglate During‘the 1nterv1ews, every effort must
be, made by the ;ntenr:.ewers to be unobtrusive, temperate, and coopera+
t:.ve, partx.cularly when addressmg the issue -of differénces between
requirements listed on the IEP ‘and. services actually provided.
a) What special éﬁgqataon serv1ces does this student-receive?

When? *Where? F;%m whom°

' b) What strﬂtegleﬁbgr methods are beipg uséd to meet the annual

goals and shortﬁterm obJectlves listed on the IEP?
c)‘ Is it prac51cal to v1s1t the student's classroom (where spec1a1
educatlon services are delivered)? .
Is 1t*p¥att1ca1 Lo see examples of the student's work toward
meetin® the annual goals-and short-term objectives? To see
classrhoh rqcords mater1a1s,.etc-, that indicate what progre
the stndent is mal‘un‘g and wl‘cesources are available to him

or her?




e) Do the spec}al education services Eeceived by the student
differ from those listed on the IEP?

f) If so, what are the reasons for the ‘difference? '

g) - - Who devéloped the student's IEP? .

h) . familiar are the student's parents.with the student’s IEP .
and special gducation program?

The teacher- interview should be conducted in su£f1c1ent depth, and suffi-
cient notes shéuLd be taken, to’ perm1t the interviewer to document, as soon
after the 1nterV1ew as practical, ‘the 32 items of 1nformat1on listed on the

- following data feiord forms (Exhibit H.1). Pertineﬁt information from the
student's file ¢rom 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
education program, notgo the student's IEP. '

Interview, as appropr1ate, the school principal, other school per-
sonnel, and/or members of the committee that developed- the student's
IEP. Secure from the « pr1nC1pal any general information regarding
‘the IEP process dnd resource aV'allab111ty ‘that was ndt or could not
be obtained at the district level. Also,, from the principal and/or
_other schqoi or committee persohnel, obtain any required informatien
shat could not -be obéained from the student's teacher(s) regarding .
reasons fsr any difference between the IEP and services actually -
provided. - . 4,
Interview stsﬁent's parents or guardian. Wherever praafical, to
winimize inconvenience.to the parents, conduct the parent,inﬁerviews
by telephone. Explain the purpose of the survey, confidentiality of
data, ,etc., to parent. Secure information regsfding phe following
for the. current year and, insofar as practicalj for the previous
year. (Prior to interviewing parents, the 1nterV1ewer will have
determined from school personnel whether or not the child's parents
are conversant in Engllsh and will have made appropr1ate arrangements
for conducting the interview. ) g

‘) Nature of parental participation in the IEP procesy.

b) Degree that parent is knowledgeable regarding the content of
the~IEP. 1If the parent is not fluent in English, what ass1s-
tance was provided to insure that the parent understood the 1EP

.and his/her rights under the law. *

237
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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. 1IEP was developed by:

a. Teacher who provides the educat1onal service.
b. Cofmittee. y

If "b,” committee personnel and extent of inputs to IEP:

Personnel . Percent of Input
—(1) g .
(2) - . ~
L i (3)
(4)

(5)
(6)

F

-

L

The Student'’s Present Level of Educational Performance
2. . 3.
Agproximate
date administered .
, (1f multiple dates,
Name, or one sentence dés¢riptor list latest date .
of each’ major test, instrument, prior to develop- *8ignificant evalgation

observation, or examination ment of current IBE) results

Specific Special Educatiog Services to be Provided to the Siudent, and Extent
of Participation in Regular Program. Projected Date of Initiation and Antici-

. pated Duration of Service. .
5. . 6. & - 7. 8.
) . : Extent of
) Participation
Title(s) and 1-2 sentence descriptor(s) Date of Anticipated {(im hours per
of each placement and any other services Initiation Duration of day and days

including "related services." N of Service Service per week)

—p
Yo

-

~

‘ ———"

' \. +

Amount of time student is assigned to regular educat1on program (in hours
per week). .

+

hours per week
>
H.5




Exhibit H.1l (continued)

Short-Term Objectives

11. , 12,

The nature of ‘the instructicnal plan

actually used to meet the annual goals

(e.g., does teacher use a standardized

lesson plan, his/her own documented

lesson plan, informal notes, the short-

term objectives in the IEP, teachbing Proportion

steps that are committed to memory? If of short-term _ Proportion When
other than or in addition to the IEP, . objectives for of short-term short-term
is the a¢tual plan more detailed or which specific objectives for objectives
less detailed than that indicated by evaluation which evaluation are (will

Aonual gpals for the Studen;y’the short-term objectives in the IEP?) criferia exists Procedures eXist be) evaluated
— =

), . . | 5
Summary of statements and dpinions regarding reasons for any differences between IEP and actual program.




E;hibit H.1 (céntinued)

DATA REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED
(For Prior School Year)

R . i Student 1.D.
16-19. - Specific Special Education Services Provided to:the Student, and Extent

of Participation in Regular Program. Date ©f Initiatiom-and 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 ificluding "related services." of Service of Service  per week)

-
L

. ‘Amount of time ‘student was assigned to regular education program (in
hours per week).

hours@@.@(\/\

rl

Annual goals for the student. T

L3
.

(

.. Summary of statements and opinions regarding reasons for any differences
betweerd IEP and actual program.

s '
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Exhibit H.1 (continued)

DATA REGARDING PARENTAL FAMILIARITY WIT? THEIR
CHILD'S IEP AND SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM
(From Teacher)

1
23, Is parent sufficiently conversant in English to understand their child's IEP?

Yes No .

. - . \

L]
2

24, If "no," what steps have been taken to assist parents in understanding
" the IEP? .

parent aware child is Flassed as handicapped?
Yes No Don't know
T T

parent aware that child has an TEP?

Yes No *  Don't know

-

"yes," is parent familiar with the content of their child's IEP?

Yes, thoroughly familiar with content.
Yes, somewhat familiar with content.

a

b

¢. Is only vaguely familiar with, content.
d Is not at all familiar with content.

L]

what extent does parent agree that théir ch%id's IEP is appropriate?

’

Completely agrees with IEP.-
Agrees with most of IEP.

Agrees with a small part of IEP.
Completely dlsagrees with IEP.

"a,” “b," or “c," what is §he nature of the disagreement?

e

30. Does parent consider that child is Peceiving services specified in IEP?
. ~

.7Yes No Doesn't know

+ If "no," what services does parent think are not being prowvided?
&5

)

’ ~ ' \
« 32. Summary of any additional information regarding parental percept1ons of
the ch1ld's IEP, services received, or the IEP process:
¢ (

B8 242
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¢) Degree that parent’ approves of the IEP.

d) Thé parené's_perceptiops of and degree of sati§faction with
services actually being:p;ovidgd. .

While the interview should bé only foosely structured, the following

Questions are appropriate.

a) Are you aware that you child “is 'considered by the school to be
handicapped? ) - 7 .
*b) Are you aware that your child has an individualized eﬂggq;iég,
Jprogram? _ s - 1 -

c) If yes, are you familiar with the content of the IEP for your /

child? What assistance was provided to hefb you understand the é@;

content and intended use of the IEP?

d)' If ves, in general terms, what do you see the IEP as consisting
of (i.e., what services does the IEP.sa? will be provided to
your child? When? Where? . How? By whom?)

e) To what extent do you agree with your child's IEP (e.g., do

© you: '
(1) Completely diﬁagree with the IEP?
(2) Agree with a small part of the IEP?
(3) Agree with most of the IEP?
(4) Complete1§ agree with the IEP? _
£) What jrole did you'g)éy in developing_and/or aﬁﬁroving the IEP?
(e.g., bid you participate in the planning meeting? Review the’
IEP with a school committee? Revie& the IEP with a teacher of .
‘\bnggsglor? Sign the ]EP 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 are being
provided?

As soon after the interview as practical, or during the interview if
conducted by telephone, document the ten items of information listed on the
Parent Interview Summary (Exhibit H.2). . .
3) Preparé a parrative $wmmary of any site-visit data, impressions, or

opinionqwno; already documentéd oJ the forms presented above. 1In

particular, include results of the LEA-level interview(s)‘in this .

narrative summary.
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N Exhibit H.2
LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY PARENT INTERVIEW SUMMARY

PARENT. INTERVIEW SUMMARY
(From Parentl

"

Is parent sufficiently conversant in English to understand their child's IEP?
Yes No
. If "no," what steps have been taken .to assist parents in understanding the IEP?
Is parent aware child is classed as handicepped?

Yes ~ No . Could not determine

-~

Is pafent aware that child has an IEP?

~r

Yes ) No

]

F}

If "yes,” is parent familiar with the content of their child’s IEP?

Yes, thoroughly familiar with content.
Yes, somewhat familiar with content.
Is only vaguely familiar with coatent.
Is not at all familiar with content.

¢

To what ‘extent does parent agree that their child's IEP is appropriate?
Completely agrees with IEP. : o
Agrees with most of IEP.
Agrees with a small part of IEP.
Completely disagrees with IEP.

If "a," "b,”" or "¢," what is the nature of the disagreement?

+
LY

Does parent consider that child is receiving services specified in IEP?

Yes No Doesn’t* know
Py
If "no,” what services does parent think are not being provided?

~
-

Summary of any additional parent information regarding their child's IEP,
services received, or the IEP protess: ’




Appendix I

Sampling Information Protocol




Appendix I

¥

Jhis study is authorized by law. ‘Although you are not required
' to respond, your cooperation jis needed to make this study comprehen<

sive, acturate, afid timely. (20 U.S.C. 1401)
- ~<

- -
-
L]

- 3 < L ‘;
. " %

.5~ INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR SELECTION OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS,
NATIONAL SURVEY OF IEPs' FOR HANDICAPPED CHIIDREN -

f

. Attached is a- llst of all public schocisx1n your school dlsff’ht as
'reported in the Currlculum Informatlon Center flle.1 Those schools élésslf1ed
as‘ spec1al educata ' schools are identified by an’ aster;sk "*": What 1s
thought to be the current total enroliment for each school is also llsted To"
assist Research Triangle InstftuteﬂfRTI) personnel ‘in §e1ect1ng,;he schools
from y district that will participate in the National Survey of IEPs for
Handicapped Children, auswers‘to the following five questian would be most
helpful. An RTI representative wlll c0ntact you within t?e next few days and.
will disclss these questions with you or your de51gnee - Your assistance is
greatly apprecisted. f K. o _ _

1., Is‘thg Iisﬁ of t!:;ols-(naqes and addressep) correct? If not, what

corrections should be made? :
. Are the grade lévels listed for each school correct? 1f not, what
" correctibns should be made? J t
-Is tHe current enrollment data esseuti@lly correct? ¥ If not, what
corrections should be made? T
Are the ﬂspecial_eduéation" schools correctly identified? 1If not, ¢
what corrections, should be made?
!f any of thg schools are ungraded, what is the age range of student§

w

being served at each ungraded school? R -

What ig thé¥approxima£e enrollment of handicapped students (as
defined in Section 602 of the Education for All Handicapped Children .
Act of 1975 [P.L. 94f142]) in each of the schools in the district? -

.
3 Il
¥

T . .
1 Curriculum Information Center, Incorporated, 600 Ross Building, 1726
Champa Street, Denver, Colorado, 80202. .. .

&

.
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’*Letter from Bureau of Educatlon for. the Handlcapped .
to Chlef State School Of ficers - e
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0‘ \ / -
u;ghn:mrnztu HILALTH THOCATION AL VLLE ALY
. IR L) (If : P Prens)

- ~
WALHINGTON DO 20202 .

4

nirector of Fducation-
g.epartmerxt of Education

L .
»

' Dear . ' .

‘ (\\The Rq:eau of qucation for the Handicappe has contracted. with thae
Research Lriaﬂgle Insnitute (RTI) to conduct a nationai survev of

: the written Individualized Fducation Program that are’ required by

-+ the Fducation for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (PL 94-147),

section A1R(d)"of the Act also requires that 2 national survey dcscribe

ing IFPs be-cvonducteéd to assigdt tonpress fn evaluating the usefulness

of these documents. .Fmclosed is a brief desévintion of the RTI survev,

RTI is scheduled to collect datd for the survey during the period fronm

Japuary thrigh Ap 1 19?0 “ﬁie survey has been coordinated with the

Comnittee oMFvaluation and Information Systens (CEIS) and CL1S has

”

.

'A“‘*Higgioved the instrumentation.

Also enclosed is a st of those Local Education Agenclies 4n ydur ~tate
fron which schools wkll be seleTred for particmation in the surves’
This Yist identifies those LEAs (1) selected only for the basic survey
and Level 1 of the ,Longitudinal Substudy, and those (2) selected ror
Level©2 of the Longitudindl Substudv (seg ericlosed study dPscribtarn}.
A separate sanple of state facilities is in the selection process, and
Qgtﬁill be. informed as to .the selection of any such facility(ies) from
state when this -process is completed. . 4 .

I hope you will participate in this inportant survey. - Your assistanca -
in the data collec’ion aspect of this project will insure that this
activity is completed successfully and with mininal disTuntion oF

normal LFA/school operations. If you would identify a project coor-
dinator, RTI can develop an operating plan in either of these two

ways: ’ ‘ . \ ) ¢

Option 1. The state level ‘oject_ coordinator will,nanasze
the distribution of informational materials to
selected ,LF.As and coordinate subsequent contacts

*with those LEAs.

[

. -

- -
P - L

Option, 2. The¢ contractor (RTI) after contacting the state
' . coordinator will mail materials directly to LEAs
and involve the State qutation Agency only as
a natter of information.

o~




Assunting that ymlr State Dircctor of Qi weial Bducation witl he the
appropriite peraon to conrdinate these activities, an RTL project
staff membher will contact this fndividwal by teleplone during the
period Jecemher 20-January 5. Should you desire to desipgnate some-
one other than this individual, or ff poit have quustions, please
contact Dr. John Pyceeha, RTI Project PBlrector, toll-free (1-800-334-"
8571), or Dr. Lindd Morra, REH Project aniﬂer, at (202) 472-2535,

. Your coogeration in this important stddy is greatly appreciated...

. ) Sincetrely, ,

e ///J z

! win W. Margin

Deputy Commissioner

Bureau of Education for the
! | Randicapped

.ecl State CEIS Coordinator ',
State Director of Special Education
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RESEARCH FTRIANGLE INSITI LIS
(LS B o Olrlrr no N L I I T | - - .
la ¥ % E A It T W % 2 | A'H .23 s, F I A H &,y HORA T I LA l-;o L MNA T 110y

'

CANTER ron EDUCATIONAL RESTAHCH ANO EVALUATION
by -

27 December 1978

-

Cootdinator ofISpecial Education
. . <

- w
Dear,  y
MWe- are pleased that . has agreed to part1C1pate in thc national survey
of In rV1dual;70d Education .Programs that is .to be conducted by Research
*“Triangé. Inspitute -(RTI). The purpose of this letter is to confirm our tele-
phone conversation on December 27, 1978, repgarding your choite of options for
future contacts with the school dlstrxcts in.your state that have been selected
fg the natlonal sample’. -
S
tl is'our understamding that it will be most convenient for ‘ if mailings
and telephone contacls are made directly to samplofl districts by representatives
of either the Burean-of Education for the tandicapped (BEW) or RFI. In this
rcgard the first mailing to the superintendent of each selecled school district
will be a Yetter from BEH to ‘notify the superintendent of the district's
selcctxon into the sample, Lo provide a, hrief description of the study, to
indicate that state-level support has been recerved, and to solicit district
Cnopepatlon Subsequent mailings and teleprhone contnrts to verify and schedule
- data collection activities will be made by a representative of RYI. You, as
the Pro;ect Coordinator for your state, will he -informed of the data cqllectxan
) schedule and you wil) " :cchve 1nf6rmatlon cop;es of all ma111ngs
Shonld any qnestnone or Gbncernanarbse dur;ng the (ourse of the study, please
do not hesxtate to rall me or the RTI .Project Oirector, Dr. John Pyecha (toll-
free. 1-800-334- 8)?l), or Dr. Llndi Morra, BEH_B(OJect Officer (202-472-2535).
Thanks aga1n for your support. Yonr cogper ratiot tm-this 1mpqrtnnt nstional
survey is appreciated, and we will make evecry effort™to minimize any incon- .
venience to the school systems associated with the data colléction effort. |

Sincerely,

(L \i'z o A {'.“;wf'(‘](}) ‘._L-.;-

Wayne Bradburn-
Survey Specialist

W8:ls

.ec:  Honmorable -

L]
'

- o - * 3
. -
. . : _ 201 R
ly1e] 321-6909 . Aacefyn, DUHNHAM ANO CHAPEL
: t
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DEPARTMENT CF HEALTH EDULATION AND WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION _
WASHINGTON DC 20202 13 February 1979 -

‘-

The Bureau of Education for the HandlClpped'has contracted with the
Research Triangle Institute (RTE) te“conduct a nationil survey of the
written Individualized Education Programs that are required by the Educa-
tion for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. Usl42). Section
618(d) of the ‘Act also requires that a national survey describing IEPs be »
conducted to assist Cbngress in evaluating the psefulness of these documents.
Enclosed is a brief dEscr1pt10n of the RTI Survey. RTI is scheduled to
collect data for the survey during the period Erom January through Apr11
1979. = .° =

+"
+

Your district has been -selected for participation in tﬁ;s study. A
letter describing the survey and indicating that your district has been
selected for participation has been sént from the United States Qffice of
Education to both your Chief State School Officer (CSSO) and State repre=
sentative of the Committee on Evaluation and Information Systems (CEIS)
of the Council of Chief State School Officers.

State Superinterident 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 the- state.

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 er other such staff member as
preject cdbrdinator. Your assistance in the data collection aspects of
this project will insure that this activity is completed successfully and

. with minimal disruption of nqarmal LEA/school operations. Within the next
few days, an RT] representative will telephone to discuss your participa-
tion in the survey. Your participation will consist of the inclusion of
a few schooks in your district in the natignal sample of schools. To
assist RTI .personnel in selecting these samPle 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
coordinatob. :

RTI can develdp an operating plan for either of the _following options.
The RTI representative will ask about your preference duripg the initial
telephone contact.

+

—p— -




13 February 1979
Page Two

a

" Option.l: The district coordinator will facilitate the study activi-
ties by coordinating school, contacts and daaf collection
« . in thﬁ sample schools. ’ ¢ '

Option 2: RTI, after obtaining the required information from ydur
district, will contact those sample schools directly and
égyolve the district only as a matter of infordation.

1

¢ We will mdke every effort to minimize any inconvenience to the .

scheols and school systems associated with the data collection effort.
To provide you with a,clearer-idea of the activities planned for the
school district and the' schools selected into the sample, three addi-
tipnal jtems are enclosed: a summary of data collection activities to be
undertaken in the sampled schools,, a Confideptiality-of-Data.Statemeht,
and ‘copies of the .three gquestionnaires to be used. For any_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 BEH Project Officer, Dr. Linda Morra
{(1-202-472-2535) .~ .

Your cooperation im this important national vef is greatly
appreciated. .

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, D: C. .20202

r . ) s
LM:1s . )
¥
1
Enclosures

cc: Department of .Specialized Educational Services'
Honorahle ' State Superintendent of Education
_ State Director of Special Education
CEIS Coordinator '

+
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Appendix M

» R

* Summary Descriptidn of the National Survey of

. Individualized Education Programs®

+

1 The list.of survey questions included in this summary description subse-
quently was modified slightly. The revised questions are listed i 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. '




Summary Description of the National Survey
of .Individualized Education Programs

RN

Weitten In&w;dual;zed‘ Education Programs (IEPs) for aldhand:.capped
children are fequired By the Education For All Handicapped €hildren Act of
1975 (B.L. 94-142). Section 618(d) of the 'Act also requires a national

surVey'describing_IEPs to assist Congress jin evaluating the usefulness” of
these documents. ' The Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH), USOE,
has contracted with the Research Trzangle Institute (RTI) to conduct thl?
survey in eatly 1979..

Intrdduction .

t ' |
o
1

‘Thé national survey includes a Basic Survey and two substudies: a State
.Facility Substudy and a Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy. Following is a .
brief description of the Basic Survey amd the substudies. RTI, fully recog-
nizing the importance of maintaining the confidentiality of all collected
data, bas deyeloped procedures to ensure that the survey will-be conducted in
compliance with 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 federal, state, and local requirements .are met. No
personally identifying information about individual participants will be left
~on any of the-data collected from any school or facility. '

L]
[ - 4

Basic Survey

-~

N

" The Basic Survey is intended to provide answers to the following questions:

1) + What do IEPs look like?

.

2) What kinds of information do IEPs contain?

3) How is information presented in IEPs?
- * .

4) Whe participates in the development and approval of IEPs?

5) What types of special educational and related services are specified
in I , o '

-

-

+ 1y i, ' '
&) In what service gettings, and for what proportion of the academic week
do. students receive the special educational services specified in. IEPs?

7) What are the characteristics gof ‘the students receiving.special
‘educational services in public schools, and of the schdols and
school districts in wha&i.sgey are er enrolled’ .
How do the.type, service setting, aﬁd amount of special education
sexrvices specified in lEPs wary" by selected student and school
characteristics? T

9) How do the format, proberties, content, and development process of

IEPs vary by selected student and school characteristics?

The Basig Survey will involve looking ‘at the IEPs and related information'
from a national sample of 2,770 public school students from 515 schools in 225

[




*

for

school districts. A trained survey specialist will visit each school in the

\\(xurvey sample to select the student’ sample and to complete all data collection

ctivities. After selecting the sample’ of students (and before leaving the

schgfl district), the survey specialist will photocopy each sample student's
IEP (deletlng any personally ideatifiable information), distribute a School
Characteristics Questiomnaire to the principal and a Student Characteristics
Questiondaire 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.
This ‘procedure 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 applyingPan IEP Checklist at RTI.

The twdé-page Student Characteristics Questionmaire will prBvide infor-
mation regarding the participants_in the development and approval of IEPs, the ,
service settings in which students receive the special ‘educational services
specified in IEPs, the proportion of- the academic week that students spend
receiving these special services, and the characteristics of stddeats receiv-
ing the special services. The one-page School Characteristics Questionnaire >
and the one-~page School District Characteristics Questionnaire will provide
data regarding the characteristics of the schools and school {istricts in
which the studenta}rece1v1ng special educatiqn services gre enro}led

<

1Y
>

State Facility Subjtady . . t, "

The objectives of the State Facility Substudy are similsr to the objec-
tives of the Basic Survey except that the focus is &8 handicapped children in
‘ostate facilities" rather than in public elementary or secondary schools.
!§ec1£1cally, 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 stgtéhfacilities? .

E

11) What.are the characteristics of the students receiving special .
education services in state facilities and of the facilities in:
which they are earolled? - . o

T }

How do thé/t?pe, service setting, and amount of special education
service€ gpecified in IEPs vary by selected state facility

characteristics? ) . - “\\\“//
. *

How do the format, propertlegl_;oqtent, and dévelopment process of
IEPs vary by selected state facility characteristics?

How do rhe answers to guestions l- & above for students served
in public schools differ from answers to the same questlons for
students :served in state faciliBjes?

+ The State Facility Substudy will be conducted in conjunctiaijwith the
Basic Survey by  ineluding 2 sample of 600 students who are served(in a ‘total
of 75 state facilities (B studeats will bé selected from each facility). Im
general, all procedures and schedules for collecting, processing, analyzing,
and reportzng data for the Basic Survey are applicable to this sdbstudy. The

‘three page State Faczlzty Characteristics Questzonnalre will bel used for
L5y

f M.2 3
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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 existencé of
significant relationships between state facilities and the properties and
content of IEPs and the types of special services being provided.

P

3 . ';J

,Retrog;ective Longitudinal Substudy”

- . + F .

A Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy will be conducted at two levels..
The first level involves a subsample of 515 of the 2,770 students included in.
'the Basic Survey who have had IEPs prepared for two consecutive. 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
subsample of approximately 55 of the 515 students included in the Level 1
subsample. These 55 students will be selected by taking ome 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 pext in the properties and content of IEPs, the process whereby
they were developed, and in the nature and setting of the special services
they speclfy as being provided. That is, the Level 1 Substudy will answer the
- following question: . T ) -

15) Wwhat is the difference between two consécutive school years in the

answers, to Basic Survey Questions 1:6 above fogr the same students?

To answer this question, the IEP from the preceeding Year will be collected
and analyzed along.with the IEP for the current year for each of the students
included in fﬁe subsampleé._ .

r ' P - -

The objectives of the Level 2 Substudy are to-supplement the 1nformat1on
obtained-in Che Level 1 Substudy with, 1nfbrmation 'dbout the special education®
afid- related serv;ceg actually re&e1ved by handicapped students and to assess,

LI e

. the degree ‘to which- the serv1ces actually prov&ded coincide with those .speci-

fied-in the IEPs. Mond specif1tally, the Level 2 Substudy will pfov1de afswers
Lo the folloking quesclons - . ; .. ) .

lﬁ%f- What is the nature of the special, educat1on and related services
N that students in the subaample actually re;e1Ved°

L L]

<
. . o

‘Howid?'the s_rpec1a1 educat1ccn\5erv1ces actually received by students
in the sybsample compare Lo those spec1fzed in their IEPs?

How knowledgeablg care parents Lgyard1ans) abdut the IEPs of their

‘ ;» children Owardel_ . . . ,

To answer t@ese questions, the sampl students' teachers, parents,
other relevant school personnel will be® intdrviewed for information abo
types ‘of services each student received, or is receiving, during the twofyear
, time frame cdvered by the IEPs. Pertinent information also will be obfained
by reviewing €ach student's school ,records, and studying his/her ¢
school education program. The educat16n and related services received by each
student during the two-year period then will be compared to those services
described in his/her IEP Such ‘findings are 1mportant since they prov1de an
indication of the val1d1ty of the information obtained from IEPs in the Basic
. Survey about .the type and $ervice setting of the speclal serv&ces received by
hand1capped students. .

.- .
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Example of- Confidentiality-of-Date Statement

" Dedign ‘of a Natfonal Survey of -Individualized Education Programs...
- Research. Triangle Institute *

Throughout the des1gn of a natlonal survey of Individualized Education
Programs (IEPs), the Research Triangle In3g#tute (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 erag¢ted to protect the privacy of ‘parents and
students wlth respect to educational. records.

Ll

Privacy Act of 1974 Pes

-

The General Counsel of HEW, in a memorandum dated HMay 142 1976, ruled
that rgcord 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 a¥enCy is interested
only in obtaining the results of the research or other work performed under

~the contract (generally in the form of ‘a report) and does not reguire the
contractor to furnish it (the contracting agency) individually identifiable
records from the system established by the contractor ... . ."

The Family Educat1ona1 Rights and the Privacy Act of 1974 (the Buckley
Amendment) _ .

The HMEW regulations on privacy rights of parents and students, which
implement the Famlily Educational Rights and the Privacy Act of 1974,-fyrovide ™
for certain disclosures of personal information by school districts, without
prior consent. Section 99,31, entitled "Prior Consent For Disclosure Not
Required,? states in part that: . i '

) 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 the student or the eligible
student if the d1sclosure 151

,,or. o¥F .
(3) Subject to the cohafi;ons set forth in Section 99.35, to author-
. ized representatlves of : . (iii) The Comm1ss1oner,.the
Pirector of the National Inst1tute oixEducat1on, 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 cond1;1ons which such
d1sclosures must meet:

[

(a) Nothing in Section .438 of the Act or this part shall preclude,author-
ized representatives of off1C1als listed in Section 99.31(a)(3) from-
having access to student' and other records which may be necessary in
connection with the aud1t and evaluation of Federally supported .
education~ programs, or in connection with the enforcement of or
.compliance with the Federal legal requirements which relate to’ these
programs. . .




/'a:._“

(b) Eagclept whou the .consent of the parent o[ a sLu(ienL or .m cl1g:b1e _
student has been obtained under Section 99.30, when the collection .

. fof parsonally identifiable information is spec&lly authorized by - ,

i ’queral law, any-data collected by officials<listed in Section 99.31
. (a)(3) sl'la‘ll be protected in a manner which will not permit the”
persona 1dent1f£atlon of st‘.udents? and their parentsrby other than
those offieials Sand- personally Aidentifiable data shall. be destroyed”‘
when ne longer needed for sidch audit, eva;uatlb‘h or enforcement of
or cémpliance wlth Federal - legai requia.'ements

+

x

"~ RTI Safeguards {or "Data Confldentl,al;..ty’ o

T
0' '

n adcordance xith hoth the Prlvacy Act of 1974 and the Buckley Amendment, R
schools areopemltted to disclose, witbout written consent, personally <identi-
fiable informatiop frdm” studénts’ edugatiomal records to RTI, an authorized '
representatlve of the Secretary of HEW by v1rtue of its-contract with HEW’to
evaluate IEPs. . o"me,et “the provisions of these Acts RTI will exercise every

* precaution to proteét the identity of every partic pant‘, whether student,
staff member, scheol, sthool district, or individua state. During the data
collection prddess, RTI will maintain their fi n terms of Student I.D..
numbers. Whenever RTI data gatherers are’ ghiés{ access to student [files, a
record ‘of that access ‘and l‘;he.- purpose w111 by left inthe student's folder.

© . Any, 1dent1flab1e student information (e:g.;. 1ink between student nan?e and ‘RTI
studentg 1. 'D." number) wllltbe kept in, a secur encrypted file, which will be
destroyed following data collection, -*‘Ihe Departmeat of Health, Education, ang
Welfare will not have access to any persoglly. identifiable nformat1on .obtained
dur1ng the course of th];s study. . e

PO

LY

.‘- . ‘
Schools and sfhool dlstggts may mrec to ¢ooperate wltn RTI:
without fear of violating the provisions of either the Privacy Act ‘of 1974 or

the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 (FERPA). ITﬂese procedures

n HEW and have

havesbeen jiorked out in cooperation with appropriate official
he pr1V@cy of

been found to meet legislative requirements d&sighed to prote
study partiéipants. ﬁ}

: N

"Specific questions about FERPA shOuld be directed to Mr. ﬁés}.l].am RJ. ey,. of
the Fair Informatich Rractices Sljgff" 200 Independence’ Avenue, &V, , 526E,
Wasi:ungton, D.@&. 20201. Mr. Riley's telephone number is (202} 245~ % .
Ques‘tmns gbout the Prwacy Act may be addressed to Mr. ‘W].].l].am $ooten in Care
-of the Privacy and I ation nght to8ff," 400 Haryland Avenue, $.%., Room
3851, Doholtde Bu:.ldmg, ashitigton, . 20202. _Mr Wooten's telephone )
number is (202).472- 2‘69} g . R ..

+
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a

A NATIONAL STUDY OF INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION'PROGRAMS*

+ ) *

, Memoganéum for the File

SCHOOL:
NAME OF STUDENT:

.
I3

* . : N e e
Cn the date indicated above, with the permission of school authorities,

-and for the purposes indicated below, I consulted the schqol file of the child

named.‘ The c¢hild’$ name and Othii identifiable information were removed or

this school file. '
. Under contract wrth the United States Office of Education, the Research

om:hted from any data Collected

Triangle Institute {(RTI) is des:gn:ng a national survey of Ind:y:dual:zed,
Education ﬁ?ograms (IEPs) for hanhiCapped children. As part of this‘desﬁgn‘
study, medbers of the RTI field staff are colleéting réprgsenfative_saméges'gf
IEPs and collecting child-specific data required to interpret and evaluate ihé
IEPs. . I
Informatlon about thls ch11d will be handled in conformlty wlih all
applicable State® and Federal privacy laws and regulations, 1nc1ud1ng the
Privacy Act af 1974 and the Fam:ly Educational Blghts and Pr:vacy Act.of. 1974 .
Data aboyt 1nd1v1dua1 children, or individual schools, will’ not be reported to
any other individuals or agencies’; only non:dent:flable, aggregated znfo:ma-
t16h w111 be reported to the U.S. Office of Education. ' o )
Further 1nformat10n about this study may be thalned from the US p;o-‘
ject offlcer, Dr, ‘Linda Morra (202-472- 2535)‘ or from the RTI prOJect irec~ -

tor, Dr. John Pyecha -(919-541~ -6314). R

(8igned) .
‘ -f
Representing

The Research Triangle Institute

Post Office Box 12194 v
Research Tr1angle Park, NC 2??09 .
Telephome: 919-541-6000 ' :
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" Appendix P

Procedures Followed in Completing IEP Evaluation Checklist

-

A. Item 1.
The coding procedure followed, for Item 1 involved a simple page count.

-

I

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 beinﬁ*that this reflected en‘error in photocopying). Pages from a
" referenced standard Cnrriculum or referenced instructional material were not
included in the page count. The psge numbers recorded on the IEPs themselves

. were not assumed to be accurate, but were always confirmed through counting.

.
- .- —
-

Item 2 . -
: } PN
1. Response Optlons 2 1, 2.2,7and 2.3 -

The coding of subitems related to IEP neatness'CQ.l, 2.2, and 2.3)

‘was primarily based @n 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 informatiqnlwas difficult to read received a code o% "3" even when
part of it was typed. The codehof nan (difficdit to resd) did not pertain to
¢ the quality of the photocopylng, nor to’the correctness of the content.and
‘ ‘style. Rather it was a judgement of leglbﬂty Leglblllty Sample 1 and-
Legibility Sample 2 111ustrate the qualitatlve boundary between "sufficiently
readable and not sufflciently readable " . ) : _’\ <
If the 1EP" was not coded "3," the choice of codes was dependeng_upon the
QO proportion of the IEP that was typed. -If 50 pq;cenb or more of the entered -
- - informstion was typed, "1" was circled. If .more than 50 percent of the entered
information was aandwritten, 2" was circled. T <
‘ 2. Response Options 2.4 e;d 2.5 ° : . - :,' '
The coding for 2.4 and-2 5 (whether or' not the amount of space

prov;ded by the 1EP format limited the number-of gozls and/or, obJectlveﬁ)
centered on the Questlon *Would thé use of additional page(s) of goals and/or
db;ectlies necassitate .the_ re‘Soﬁpletlon of a ma;or segment of 1n£ormat10n 1n
‘order to av01d leaving essential portions of tie page blank?" Hegdings not

relating to goals and objectives (e.g., present level of functlonlng) were

) -cons1dered to prov1de limits; headings relatlng to goals and obJectlves (e.g.,

L8




? SAMPLE 1

Noresufficiently readable; Response
option 2.3 should be circled.

1 L

o
o

-

,fﬁﬁiNDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM (IEP)

DATE./-"‘C,/(H//j

F o+ 7

)

NAME “GRADE _°. . BIRTHDATE 7///

. /!/-‘ /d__‘ 77

ATTENDANCE aﬁco?}%é'-f . HANDICAP 7~ .1, %«/
. I -t - N

e ’ N

PRESENT LEVEL O Fuucnovwcﬂéz//wf////f ///

//4{ W 22> m/f, _ ,&/A’///Z//f e

/é/(; /7/7[///"" // .

Ve ol il TIT L e

..-/"'! AT F/ _‘/?/.a"' 5 €
/ - - / .

+

3.  PLAGEMENT COMMITIEE HEMBERS : : LS POSITIO\I

N W 2= R ) ¥ oW .
’//](%Zm »4%4%/ - %H” 1 /2’//; A
L) %‘ Y(,d._._

PARENT SIGNAIURE

I agree with the Individualized Educat{on Progran ({EP)
for my child. .

F}

: - -
All'“nformatlon entered o this
exhzbiz,*s iic:i{&cﬂs.

'b
v 5oy




Sample ) (continued)

5.° EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

A D ) E
Special Education . :
and/or Support < Responsible Planned
Servicesyﬂeeded Starting Date Ending Dasee for Service Review Date

Al L1

"9/4; --
ﬁ,’m@/@f . | /
/ﬁ//, et /////MM
VvV ' / /

/.'— Sl //4 /uz/ //7542/ //ﬁ/
. / iz

y’

*r




Sample 1 {cont Y;med)

7. SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES 8. CRITERIA FOR MASTERY . TECHNIQUES AND

MATERIALS
272 ,;;m/ / .m/e/ %z//z /ézfgz///// et /l'(z%u‘{/

T
s o/ /4 / _ ’éL%Zéb ,/zf/?w: /jéz‘é’f’dé {"Z; /
'7 ‘{ § ? 557 AT A= .
’7%(,, alid ] Gl Moirle t - d.w (‘/ﬁ&\‘;—a‘_

/’Zﬁ /ﬂg/ f’ﬂ-ﬂ"?ﬂ/{t/ . ,zm.// //:,uu.%f@ ﬁ/ ,é/ 9&4&/
f; /Zz// //ﬁwzﬁ At € b‘-‘//ﬂﬁ/
J/.ém e/ . 77
% (f(zé/ /u#/’/ /n; /&//;//F 7
/ / _,/4/{/7// (tq/z;/ / !,LM l

’\/ Krfosn oy |

/5! Ly 4)/4 y AL ‘-J“r*//“/‘

// /‘\_ Lart /’:-/Z e’%zzg /n/ é{r B LL }(/,;74 *‘{?7/[//{171 ' f&k}t'i:/&i;/
Ve = /

10. JUSTIFICATION OF PLACEMENT “ - Y 11. TIME IN REGULAR PROGRA.‘!

“/é g;‘u L ‘/z“//,-z’c;:-'/é;z/c:w« - /( éf/gz L ‘/(___

;

s . )'J[zu;:_./
]




¢
SAMPLE 2

Suffdciently readable; aFesponse optioﬂ
2, 3 should not be eircled. .
. INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM (IFP)

© o o 5‘7/7/77

Néﬁﬁ ‘ L | cms_j Bl’RTHDATE 7Z7

) , ] .- /
,\ATTENDANCE REGORD_Z'~r+{ . HANDICAP. - :' - =
“ . 'y *

1 . by

P

I ¢ 1l HE

4
¥

"PRESENT LEVEL OF Euﬁdﬁoumc"f’? g w, WA ) + 4 ‘
/z"/".(-’ "CL /)’Lb{f‘ ’5(/2’0&‘1;' * ’Q/?L///ﬁ\_f ZL_”()}7 —_:,f .
7;?‘,1 %M/L/ X£4/'C/ ﬂ,/'//c:. '/(/L///'/“/J s j‘ . 7 ~

. 4 - - i r] T !'
- _% '/;% . - K-’(-ﬂ‘-ﬁ-(;' A:_z‘.dA{_-/_‘;‘-C. b,b?{‘- (u‘ft_ {[{E: .a(/"t""{- .
y '.{“{"'Zo :/{b Feyo bt A ;= /j"’: ;;.?C'a Fa .
S 4 .

'PLACEMENT COMMITTEE MEMBERS POSITION
%“““"/ LenZor 7 /« T /-»/-‘:c o

/A;

* Jé‘cf/&ﬂ/{vt/ﬁ_é’_ %/ﬁé(L/ ‘ : //—/’ f““fu '--;f-(tcf*/u’wL

!

N PARENT SIGVATURE

I agree with the Individualized Education Pnogram (IEP) -
for my,child. .

(signature of 'parent or guardiam)
- 4

NOTE: All information entered on this
exhibit is ﬁ}ctitious.




Sample 2 (conciﬁugd),
5. 'EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

A
Special Education

and/or Support

. Services Needed Starting Date

Ending Date

D

-

Responsible
for Service

E,

Planne?’
Review Date

S

STHLL

(//A?ﬁe.rc»aiéc 2/% Lot
‘ L /e /7

(’?g.p‘aczzcz

=

A

’1{'/5'[1 L lf .c Loy

J

tra

6.  ANNUAL i/?LS (Prioritized)
. / -
L/ repl Ceey i[ﬂ(/g/{

/'\ffﬁ‘cééitaJ

/r//;’z/ <t -//“-"t.

*/
\(’/( //f"[f/r’ /!‘Ltff -

Lol

L e /
/

. !: "’T‘-? //lL /Lf

FA 4/3

L- a1




Sample 2 (contimued)
7. SHORT-'I‘ER}I OBJECTIVES

* . . -

.oy, ‘CRITERIA FOR MASTERY

" L]

TECHNIQUES AND

-

MATERIALS
Aer

,Zaw L.

ﬂ/. : L
Lo Folnt,
/c’.(_df‘/(/!u?/tm. :.uzf-'c((iu/fu /z[i‘é( Jc—( (ci,g / ié/j B / .

c-{d‘f (.KZ'
E

o

/ LL‘#L/L’ f(

{c.{tc AL _/K’t(

[/(ﬂ/ i
A (c/’&"/"-{ (."f‘?;

. uc’u(f--/ Lt ?L_ x_u,ﬁg/

f . :

/ -

= ,,ﬁ’cf.l{, /fé{u}(’ (’dt'ff-c[ ,u‘-/c//( z“/l

.. T >
1 »
. . >
s (,‘{Az . %1(41,- _%t Lae / )
. ’ .

-

~Cﬂ'/‘/[ ww—[/f/a

» -
\ K[_gzu;f
-: :
) . ;../g-m N cé/’ -{4/,-./ -{f::,-

A o

J“-c({(‘*l" ‘;;f"‘c/ls“’t‘ // .{ua.("L/,

Vi

{";( {"pz./fz ,/uv&}&d{

L dedad] T

»

: ]

/:{:tz . '-,- %/HL;;J!“(/'éﬂ/Z

//: /é :\_-r::pd\, _,_g’z,'//_- /.‘:;.

,.-’c"-/(,

j/s‘k.- /j:/»a-é ’

/A

/!;{ }.'_,V.L:;’é"/‘é L-;_.L

.& - ’.,, ‘ . V
1.& JUS’IIFFC:\TI‘O‘I OF PLACE}IE\IT

P il

+

'

'{f_/

a .='%’/‘/ /h'r'((z
.. ﬁ’(({{,

L}
- b f‘
. .{t/f/l/ /'4/-‘—5“*--

t

r."'ff-‘fin /
: "
. P

-
* . I

¢ * F)

- //}'/27/{(-’-: /
(A’Lq‘ /

ll - TIME IN REFULAR PROGRA}I




personngl responsible, evaluation dates, instructibnai strateg;rs) wefe pot,
consrdered to provide limits, Goals were-;ot considered to limit objectives .
or vice versat In cases where the iEP includcd no headings‘ior goals and/or
objectiyes, dar where specific subject area headings were part of the IEP
format, the IEP was coded as’ prov1d1ng_a "11m1t " _Exhibit A is an example of
an TEP format that limits goals and objectives ("4" and."5" thus .would ‘be.
clrcled on the checklist); Exhibit B'is an-example of an IEP format that does

a
a

not 11m1t goals or objectives.? .

.30 Response Option 2.6 S

4 ¥
+ R R

LS -

"2.6"™ was c1rc1ed when there were two clearly separate, independently
complete IEPs for a single student within a- s1ngle 4t.'1me frame . Thas code%as
not app11cab1e when only the pages of goals- and/or obJectwes ﬁ&d been develaped
independeiy. Neither Exhibit A nor Exhibit B wouﬂ.d have we" c1rc1ed d ‘ -

4. :

sponse Option 2.7

"2\?" was circled only if the TEF was composed of two 1ndependentT'“—”‘
complete documents; one for,the sole .purpose of recording asse$sment and -
placement data (but, w;r.h no plans for a program) and one for the sole u,rpose

of documenting program planning. ‘wIeJ.ther Exhibit A nor Exh1b1t B.wou d have

“2.7" circled. . > _

» _ : ‘ & -
€. Ltem3 ' :
. A w(ery?‘-'hteral approach was t!ﬁi(en for the cod:.ng of Item 3! A @mbe’r wag ’
@rzﬁor a g;ve respons@ option (1-40), if and only'if ‘the IEP contained-.a
hea 1ng that cleaﬂy was intended to gplléct that, part1cular p1ece of 1nforma-
ti'on; and the correspoading number in Column B was c:n.rcled if and only if the
headlng coded 1n Column A had succedyed 1n collecting, a respomnse that was
reasonably appropnate On‘ly gross 1napp.ropr\1ateness was discounted here;
quality of response was not at 1ssue Ge 8., in Exhibit A 1 there is a head1ng 'J .
for "hand:.cap" bur. the entered response is remédla.}. ". Th1s response,
log1ca11y correspond to “the heading so 4. B.9 would not be c1rc1edgj-
purposes of th&s item; J.nfor:matmn found on the IEP was cons1dered extraneézs
‘and was nct counted g,n_lgs- it ha‘tl been del1berat‘.é1y tollected by. an appropr1ate

.

head1n.g Alternar.é head:.-ngs wefe “counted in cases wbere it seemed cleir that.

- the same p1ece of information was being sought as was be1ﬁg sougﬁt by t?é'

- . ' '

b . L

e 3 R . [ [P

! Exhibits A and B} located .at the end of this appendix, prov1de o

examp.les 'of I1EPs along w1th \correctly cdbded IEP evaluation checklists,

4
N

‘P, 8




cj‘;e equivalent standard heading Tahieil §rovides'a partial Listing'of alternafe’
:headiqgﬂ considered Lo be‘basicaily equivalent'to the stqua:d ones and of

those considered to be non- eqoidhleﬁt. If the IEP 1ﬂcLuded-¢!VeTal headings

seeking the same piece of 1nformatioa, the appropriate aumber in Column B was

circled ever if, nly "bne'of the headings‘ was filled in. _Whére there was more
than ope IEP d cument for a 51ngle ohild coding was done based oa the sum

" total of all headings and responseb‘&rom botﬂ documents

+ In Item "3, there .were a number of respodse options djncernrng dates

{e. g. "Date of preparatiop," "Date: service is to b@gin,“ an "Proposed reviey
date") “A particular date heading, coded "as serving far one.response

. option, could not then be%coded as. se?te:g for another. ' 4 single heading thus
counld onlyrbe coded-one time thﬁ only exception being the case where a pair
of ‘date headings (one beginning and coe ending) served together as a heading *
‘f r -"duration,"” In this case the beginnxﬁg date could be coded as beginning

date and also paised with ending.date as Lhe headfnggfor "ddration."

v
+

L L] Q&' <.‘ p T, « n - ;

Ttem & ° ’ L o .
“ Whereas Items 1 2, ahd 3 were primarily cgﬁcerned with IEP fonmat

Items‘% through 16 were not. ” Thus, for Jtem 3 in particulsr, coders ‘were
instrocted to make few nssumptions "to consid only\information that wast

iexplxcitly collected through IEP headings. For‘étem 4 (regarding partic1pants
in the. IEP process and signers . of the:IEP)'and the balance of the checklist,
_coders were instructed‘to make speC1fLed_pefterns of assumptions where neces-.
sary. For examplg, signatures found od‘fﬁe IEP were eoded as_ qualifying for
Item‘--f; (participapts) regardle’ss of whether or not th’ere ‘were headings 0{1 the,
IEP.that collected these signatures . The coding proceddres for Items 4
through 16, then, were not as 11teral as those for” th preceding ‘three 1tems
If nameg and‘titLes were listed on the IEP Ehey were coded as participants in ;

. B tem &4 unle.ss there was substantial reason to believe that these names were

". these- of 1mp1ementors rathe? than of participants in the development of the
IEP People vﬁq were specified as being rasporsille for' providing service/
were not codhted a5 part1c1pants unlessf;ﬁdir participation in the IEP planning
was specified. The one excepbion to' this rule - was in the case where -the” .

" program implementor s name wag tle only hame on the lEP document, (ot T than
parent)c. If- this. was .the case, it was assumed tHat bhe person(s) thiis h“sted .

- e

.- had performed the dual role of writing and 1mp1ement1ng the IEP




b
B

.
.
.
' v b
N *
—_——
. B

o ’ _Table P.1 o i ' -
-~ ALTERNATE HEADINGS FOR ITEM 3 E -

Y seceptanre * UNACCEPTABLE -
. ALTERNATIVES ALTERNATIVES ¢

Chronological age |Grade level
{ Date of birth Mental age

\.

Current assigopent]
Program .

™

r * . \

_ . Male
; Female

Ethnic groﬁp

4. Student's Race

-

- N- .
Langyage of
- pArents _

Secondary |
«language

[ 5. Stliden'tf's Primary ' .
" "Language

[ o,




W Tagle‘?-}éﬁcontigued)

‘ _ . AGCEPTABLE . . UNACCEPTABEE -
T o -  ALTERNATIVES ¢, ALTERNATIVES:

. v ] R _ .
- : Co. ‘Functional level | Learning seyle .}
. X T - . | Problems. . ' [Cogditive mode ..

o Lt . Weaknesses ' ] o
6..-Présent level of Needs i .

Performance Information .

+

[ 1

L v

- By
WRAT, WISC (etc.)
Baseline data
‘Semester report

. -

, Test date - Date 6f enrollment]
a . . Scdre ' Date of referral
- Date e ¥ Date of parental
. : permission for
o testing' -

b

| Disability Physical _

Diagnosis - limitation .

Classification 1 Problem

‘4 Eligibillty '

Qualifying
condition .

X

Abilities . - Positive. features
Normal abiljities of student
Subjects where no {Student.‘interests
. special educa- . '
tion is needed °
. ‘¢
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" ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

ONACCEPTABIE . *

AETERNATIVES- %

11. S8pecial Interests

Interests -

a3

Days absent/
Days present

L]

Service location -

Class pl2cement

Speech therapist *

Recommepdation

Classification of
progiam

Program

.Current placement.
Location )
N

Primary assignment

\

Serv;ées needed -
Instructibénal 4
" progedure or ,
sgrvice .
Special educatiocn
needed )

Instructional’
. methdds

.

AS. Rationale for Place
- i “\ ~ -

- P e

ment

%‘. N
k]
'.“\\:"} /£ ’. !

~

Substantiation -
Refson for

. fassignment
Jpstification

Reason for
referra




n

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

»

Implementofs
Staff respon51b1e
Facilitator .

‘Instructor for

program
Provider*
IEP coordinator

Teacher
Particigant in ..
¢ IEP progess

17. Date Service is to Begin

Beginning date for
objective

Date of
implementation

Date of program

. eatry (this year) ;

Objective date
In;tial Drogram
enrollment date

‘ |pate of IEP

Date of program
enfry (Erlo; -

v

18

Anticipated Durat1on of

Serv1ces T ’

By

4 ~

egin and end
dates (both)

iBegin da;e%(ohl;3

End date (only)
Word "annual"

Ay

v
.q L)

19.

Recommg¢hded Extent of
Partic‘pgtion

Extent of ‘timé in
spevial program .

apacent ‘time’ o)
ours ip prégram -

gyaguency o
imes per week '

“lspeciil séhool

piac?g\t
7 & ' .Q

L #

+

-y

0y

Physical educatfon

Special phys%gcal”

ifucat1on -

Physgﬁii)fherapy
‘.-‘“ '




21,

Date:of Preparatlon
. of “IEP™

ﬁ

r

22.

Participants in IEP

Process
¥

)

23.,

Signatures of) Jadividuals
who Approved

. Titles of Ind1v1duals

ﬁho Approved

25%
R

Parenlal Ap’roval

>

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

-3

Conference date
Date of staffing.
Partlcapant list

date -
Date

_|Date of enrollment

Date of referral

N\

| Prepared by

. Approved .by (other
& than pa rent)

Personnel
res?0n51b1e -
Teacher

?grentgl approval

}

! Initials |
, Signatures
!

]

Relationship to.
child
"Principéi,"
"Teacher,"
etc. - (tyyed zn)
t Titles

Titles ,of
* implementors

(parent)
Parent signature

Telaphone approval

{Agreement to
,attend

" “conference




' Table P.1 (continued) . - e
@ . ACCEPTABLE UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES ALTERNATIVES

. . . .{ Letter to parent - | Parent contact i;g
' 1 (signed) - Létter to parent
- signed)
Telephone contact

4

26.lResu1t of Parent
" Notificationm ; .

Long-term goals Year's activities

Expected outcomes | Instructional
(broad) . -+ strategies

Long=term Shortsterm goals
objectives

+(very specific)
" s

]

(Number in order Numbering of goalJ .
“of priority) .
Priority order

28. Priority Listing of
Annual Goals

Specific expected ! Plans

, outcomes - Strategies

Short-term goals | Methods )

Objectives Annual objectives
{broad)

Long-term
objectives

9

- 3
N .

éuggegtions for Purposes
" N - . ] -
' instruction - Goals
' Implementation Objectives
Learning style Evaluation' -
Individualized procedures
Instructional Criteria
Plan o

r 3
¥

Pr:;s-) 2% '

30. Recommended Instructional i
« Materials, Regources,
Strategies; Techmiques

N

-«




Table P.1 (continued)

G

Met

. Date Short;Term Objektive

4

. Proposed Evaljuation
Criteria

. Proposed Evaluation -
Procedure_

. Proposed Evaluation
Schedule

>

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Date objectives

" achieved

Date objectives
mastered

Date of completion

C

JEnd date

Proposed end date

W

Criteria-for -
mastery

Cbjective mastered
Yes _ - No __

Method of s
evaluation

Evaluation

AssedSsment
instrument

(re: post-IEP) .,

Assesdhent
instrument
{re: pre-IEP)

I

Objective review
dates e

Post-test date

Project end date
{(with objectives)

35. Proposed IEP Review Date

Completion date

Review of [EP
Date objective
’acbieve&

-

Target scoring
date
Revision date

Review plan

Projected ‘date
-for mastery of
‘objectives

- L

,




-
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&Ta le P.1 (continued)

vt

. ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

-UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

- 0
.§§° Actual IEP Review Date

Date
(with review)

Review for
planning IEP

Assessment date

Objective mastery
date

Recommendations .
L] - (with

, review; following
IEP)

Recommendations
or 'review
(preceding IEP)

1

l 38. Participants in IEP-
—Review )

Participants ,

LN (with

other review
information -

following (IEP)

Participénts in
review
(preceding IEP)

Program prototype
Student schedule
Date of referral

Provisions for
mainstreaming
Last.grade obtaiped

S




' The d1st1nct1on between Column A and>Column B in Item &4 was based‘on
which of the part1c1pants had actually s1gn&d the JEP. A part1c1pant whose
“name had been typed or whose pame had been written in (e.g., where it was
apgarent that a single person had ‘written ip all ligted names) was coded in
Column § but not in Colump B. To be coded in Column B, it was required thats
the IEP have the-participant's actual signature. No participant colld be
1lissed in Column B without also being listed in Column A. . /

Participants in the IEP process were categorized according to all evidence

which could be found on the IEP. However, coders were instructed not to
se;fch the IEP for classifications of participants, They were also told not
to” make assumptions about :the categqry- placement of participants, but to
select only as specific a category as could bewgppported‘by 1nformat1on that
actually eXisted on thé IEP (e.g., the last participant listed on Exhib1é A

would be placed in category g" as phe IEP does not tontain a clear statement

of specific teacher type). , Categories "

g:" "h," and "t" were the only ones
with any degree of latipdde, other tategories were used only when clearly
appropriate. [n caseg where there were two or more lists on the IEP, all
participants were couhted, but each particular participant was counted only .
onée (e.éi,'in Exhibit B there are two listq, but the second list includes
only one new name to be coded).” Table 2 provides a partial listing of titles

considefed to be appropriate and titles COns1q%{ed to be 1nagg;agf1ate in each
of rhe response option categor1es ' . \\\h/

r
bl

Item 5-

1. . Reponse Options 1-5 . . ’ - 1:
‘ - The coding of Item 5 was baged’on actual eviaencg‘in the IEf as to
whicﬁ'port@ons of the IEP the parent had seen and approved or had been intended
to see and approve (as evidenced by the plagement of_headiﬁgs). The major‘
source of such evidence was the lscation of the .parent's signature headiné on
the IEP. For exa9ﬁ1e, if the parental approval head1ng was located at the end
of what appeared to be a complete IEP package it was concluded that: the
'p%rent would see and approvéasthe entire package If the approval heading was
‘loqated on the front page of what appeared to be a standard }ength‘lEP form as
" indicated by briqted'pagé pumbers (see Exhibit A for example), or if the - .
printed IEP format made specific ref§rence to further pages(attachménct, it&\ )
_ was concluded.thpt the p@;eqt w?uld see and approve the entire

.

é.

’ -

P.l&*,‘-2t§b"




Table P.2

!

- ALTERNATE HEADINGS FOR ITEM 4

ALY

ACCEPTABLE UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES ALTERNATIVES

) e - _ Reéﬁlar teacher Music teacher .
. a - i - Classroom teacher [P.E+ teacher
a. Regu

/
(-

Teachers

¥

-Classroom Teacher

-

Poas _
' Specia?ggaacatfon ‘Teachers .

‘teacher . Reading-teacher
Reﬁedmal reading cT -
teacher

i.D; teacher

I3

. I Phy51tal*eduhax1on Physical therapy
g > .1 teacﬁgé < teacher
¢. Physical Education Teacher i - | Recredtion
. Yy a A ~a 10 eacne . s-upetrv.isor .
B SO 2 *

) . Speech therapist'q, Language Arts
ve I .. | Readjing specialist |- teacher
Speech teacher . Readipg’pgaqher

d. Speech.or Language -
Specialist

‘--{s:'

Physical thééﬁpiét |
Occupational
therapist

g _Physical or 0ccupat10nal
p Theraplst Tt .

L
. om
\




)
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Table P.2 (continued

T

ACCEPTABLE  ° -

ALTERNATIVES

"4

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

f. Other Therapist

s

Psychotherapist
(outside school)

|

g. One of the abo@é, but
can't tell which

’

\

~

Music teacher .,
Reading teacher
Teacher

Speejp,Lgac er

F}

h. Qualified LEA
ReE{esentatiqe

—

Superintendent
Special " edpcation
coordinator
County "irectar
District
coordinator.

A

Head special
eéducgtion

Teacher (school
lngl)

-

»

i. Principal or-Assistant
Principal

e,

Principal
Assistant principal

wil

Superintendent
Adninistrator

[N

Il

’

. School Representative .,

-

School
representative,

Admigistrative
represéntative

.t

..




‘ /
; L]
- !; . -
_Table P:2 (continued) . ° Ct L “
‘. ACCEPTABLE., - UNACCEPTABLE
, ' _ ALTERNATIVES ALTERNATIVES
. * | Institution |lnstructional ’
: - ' . supervisor supervisor
| k. Supervisor (or fégility‘ [:> . Reqreatlggb
supervisor) v , : supe.rv £ )
* r ' ' ’
i
. —
. 4 ) .
v ‘ . -
. . Case manager . Social worker
L : . IEP coordinator ‘
1. Case Manager [:> Program .manager : . . .
. ) chairperson - .
Program coordinater ’ )
. -
Examiner Psychiatrist
T - Diagnostician (only|Psychotherapist
m. School Psychologist | ‘ D ;E ‘I’Eé't;fif.i?ﬁ:- A
. * . u ] . .
or Psychometrist test administra- | * ..
- ’ tion insufficient] S g
Psycilblogist ST e *
SO
) ° . Guidance Counselor

School.Counéelor

n. Counselor " . [:> | - . .
" . 1. ’ " ) . s

Bl

- L =
- - h L)
t . » ) . : p T
: Social Service 4Case mapager N
" representative .~ | -° ¢ -V C .
) " A . - .‘ -
o. Social Worker [::2 . = . A
L] - r
. - .
i * L) al
- 'd
- b . ) - W3
. >3 .
P.21 ~ )




Table P.2 (continued)- -

Ll
+

L4

4

¥

. -ACCEPTABLE
,ALTERNATIVES

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

p. Nurse

’.
£

RN
LEN .
School Nurse

—ne +

.[INurse's Aide

.q. Parent, Guardian, or
Surrogaté’ )

+

Mother
Father
Gzandparent

[y

r. Student

»

*

J Pupil (in list with

participants)

- -

s. Name without Noting
POSition N +*

Participant
Committee member
Titleless name
blank s
. . bd

+

-

Physician
Direttor
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-

.

e

-
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represented b;\pr1nted format " Howeyer, if attachments and/or ‘additional } >
pages and forms were not referenced on the sighature page or were not uﬂ1f1ed ‘
by prinmted ‘IEP page numberlng, it was concluded that these, add1t10na1 pages
were not necessariry 1nc1uded in the JEP at the t1me it was to be reviewed and’
s1gned. The one, except1on 1n whlch a.signature head1ng fonnd on the IEP was, .-
not coded as 1nd1cat1on of approval (or disapproval) was where the headlng for
the parent signatures specifically rgferred to a part ‘of the IEP procedure
other than approval/d1sapprova1 (e.g., "I. agree to attend conference"). If
the headlng was amblguous or unspec1f1ed as to-mean1ng, it was used for the
) codinmg of Item 5. Exh1b1t A was coded as "1 becapse of ev1dence (by way of
page numbering) that the IEP, had been presénted to the parent as a, unified
, whole. Exhibit B was coded "2" ‘because rnio such. un1fy1ng evidence ex1sted ) .

A heading-for a parent signature anywhére on the IEP was cons1deredzto be

" -a heading for parental approval whether or not the®%heading spcifically asked

Y

for approval.'t

»

2. Response Option 6 , . . .“ ‘ .

The code of "6" was reserved for IEPs where there was no heading for

*
-

parent s{énature The cdde of'"o" could not be used in cases where Item &4, ..

Coﬂumn A or B, sub1tem q ("parent guardian, or surrogate") bad been' c1rcled., '

¥

3. Response Option 7' R B

The code -of "7" was ass1gned where appropr1ate (e.g., where d1sap-

‘ proval of the IEP had been indicated). An 1EP receiv1ng the code of "?" was

¥

.still requ1red to ve placed under one responsexoptlon of response opt1ons 1-5.
In other words all IEPs coded under "7" for. "disapprowal" was also coded 1, 2
3y ¢'+ or 5 based on the locatlon of that "gsepproval L €

R . - i ..
. . . .

F. Items 6.and 7 o : ‘ '

*
L

Ny

Both Items Q(and 7 iflvolved selecting” categor1es of aCadem1c or functional
aregs addressed by the IEP. These two 1tems were cons1dered as Integrated and
1nter-dependent units dur1ng thé coding protess, and coders were asked to !

maX1m1ze the number of category matches between Item 6 and.Item 7. For example, .

L if @ need was categorized &s being ' general academlc ‘in Item 6, aqd*thls need

. was carr1ed through the IEP in tprms of goals and object1ves, the original -

categdry of "general academic" was carrled through frqm Ttem‘6 Lo Item 7. s’ /

)

Such match1ng.was done only'in those cases where there was clear éb1dence that
the same category 1ntroduced as a need in g;em 6 was bezng addresssd through ’

the 1nstruct1onal plannlng represented in, Item 6 and Item 7.

- 4 ]

Mﬁ . . .
1 . ' . P. ¥ ) . ' ’ '-'. .o, ‘ o .
4 ﬁngi- . l o Lo
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In both Items.é and ?; numbered academic and/or funttional_areas‘were
considegéd as being of primary impottance. The lettered categories found
under certain numbered categor1es (e.g., subcategor1es a-f listed under maJOr
category I, Read1ng or Oral or Written Engllsh) were cous1dered to be less
¢ritical to the coding than their assoc1ated.numbered category In all cases
that lettered subcategories Jere circled, it was requlred that the numbered
category above it also be c:.rcled.s In cases wherqguhere was 1nsuff1c1ent )
information to code subcatégories, only the major gategor1es were coded
Table 3 lists some of the entries.that were cons1d¥red acceptable and some.of
the entries that were considered unacceptable for the var1ous academic ‘and
functional areas. These guidelines- apply to all ten columns 1nc1uded in

;tems'é and 7.

-

1. Item 6, 'Column A

Within each of the_l? academic and functional subject areas, various
information was coded. The first piece of information for ;ny given subject
area aa} "Present Level of Fuﬁctioning Listed, ".and was coded in Column'A..
Column A was circled for a part1cu1ar subject area in all\pases where the IEP
gave some indication as to the student s level of functioning (adequate or
inadequate) in that subject area. Sjatements of "Levei of Functioning” were
taken from a number of places on the IEP, and were not i1m1ted 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. respect1ve
subjeot areas under é& umn A. Statements such as "needs to improve in read1ng

T =Y Kt N Bguinis -

"doesn’t get'along' 11 with other children,"‘pr 'is-emotionally mdture for’

' were considered to bhe appropriate for Column A coding. Statements

that pertained only to physical appearance (&.g., "has nice smile" or "physi-

his 'age,’

cally attractive”) were not coded inm this column. 'Column A, then, was con-
cerned primarily with the sum-total of "Present Levei" infbrmation found on
the IEb, not/with the IEP format or ﬁeadings. .f} a given subject area was
*coded in Column A, it 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 regard1ng 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

4 [}

r
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Table P.3 o

+ CATEGORIZATIONS OF ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIO&AL'AREAS

(ITEMS 6 and ?)

1. Reading/dralfwgitten
English

i et
¥ LA Y -
' .
. [}
3. Science .
hd ' "\ ! -
¢ L b
P
’ ; :: -
‘ . “‘
5 . A
F I .
* R - X w’, ]
" M N
. 3 s, f -
L ", . R \. "
4, Sde¢ial Science !
1 , ) . '.
i - L
+ ' ) ) LY
1) . " .
L r L R
S N
. S o
~
. &‘-r [ .
" o, 't:-!
5..Genera1 Academic 0
- "t'
LI e st '
’ - .
- * Ny by
. , : X ;n
) L) 1—‘ f\h””.'l ay ::-:
] ’ * i - , \- -
W

+ .P.25

a4

. r
o " ACCEPTABLE " UNACCEPTABLE
* - ALTERNATIVES, ALTERNATIVES
Composition .. ° Penmanship
Listening skills Hearing

Public speaking.

Attention span

Spelling Basic speech
Alphabet
1 Addition ) Counting
Subgraction Telling time *
Rocks Seasons
Animals Telling time
: . Health
% v
- I i
Socia}.studies Personal
Geography adjustment
Emotional
adjustment
- History
Countin Spelling *
‘| Alphabet - Handwriting !
Recall Listening

Attefition span
Name, address
Telling time
Seasons

comprehension’

293




Table P.3 (continued

s

_‘6 » Other Aéademic

8. Self-help ° =

i

9. Emotional

10. Physical Education :

[ 4

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

" UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Art
Driver's Education
Music

Health

Home Economics
History

Recall
Attention

Accept limits
Accept
responsibility
Attendance problem
Self-image -
Self-confidence ,
Inappropriate
response

Biting
Self-

‘Agression/
" viglence
Nonrespoase,

destrnctlvenesg

- !

Dressing .

Personal hygiene

Use of hearing aid
or appliance

Self-feeding ~

Basic (independent)

Home Economics
Cooking

living skills

Biting
Self-
destructlveness
Violence -
Nonresponse .

+

Rélatiﬁé to peers

Self-control

Positive attitude |-

1

Basketball
Soccer )
Football
Swimming

Coordlnatiqn
Walklug o

AP ‘\

..';'.-:

L] -
i .Jic_;

y Mt




Table P.3 (continued

+ . .
. ~ ACCEPTABLE UNACCEFTABLE .
C R ALTERNATIVES 4 ALTERNATIVES -
-~ oo Penmanshdip Composition
' : - -Coordination Basketball
11. Hotor Skills . > Haz;pﬁ;}zzgg Efficiency
' Basic speech " | Public speaking
Pronocunciation _-| Sound
12.- Speech . E:> Sound production .d1scr1m1pat;on
r {
\ - \ L]
. ' Visual percéption | Naming of objects
' ) Visual-Motor
13. Visual Acuity ' E:> | . ol
1
’ Hearing Listenirng skills
Sound Use of hearing
14. Hearing |> differentiation aid
[ ’ L]

w

. / Medical data p Eyeglasses ' )
Medications Hearing
15. General Physical Health E:> gziiures : ' : -:
- — - M ¢
. -
|




-
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4 able P.3 (continued )

-

16. Vocationa}JPrevocational

Y

ACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

-).

UNACCEPTABLE
ALTERNATIVES

Career options
Career training
Career information

Manual dexterity
Carpentry ~

-




coded in Column By, data was required to be objective (etg.g teée scores,
formal observations), and to be indicative of e1ther def1c1ency or adequacy of
functioning. Any academic or functional area "that was coded under Columq B,
was required also to be coded under Column A Broad based tests such as f
Stanford-Binet WISC, and PIAT were categorized under the general academic (5)
subject area in Column B and were carried over as general academic 1nto later o
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, preerrenged and Quantifiable (e.g., "gross motor skills equals five
fmonths™). Informal teacher observations made during normal class sessions .
were not considered as supporting data for coding under this column} however, .o
formal ol‘ervations were counted. g '
3. Item 6, Column L . N

All Column A subJect areas were coded under Column € where the IEP . T,

had indicated that a deficiency (rather than a hormalcy.or a .strength) existed,
When the IEP contained no information as to whether an frea ligted in Column A -
was one of deficiency or adequacy, deficiency was assumed and thet area was
coded under Column €. Thus in order not to be coded under Column €, 2 Column A |
subject area had to be specified as being an area* in which the student was
adeouate or ‘above. For exaople,_on Exhibit A one area (spelliné) 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 €. .

In cases where supporting data were listed on the IEP in terms of grade

or age, comparisons were made with stated gradelor age in order to determine
whether or not a need existed. If no such comparisons weré possiple, need was
assumed.' In areas where grade/age comparisons could be_m%de based on infor- ,
mation contained in the IEP, any negative di'screpancy between actual grade/age
and level of fhnctioning grade/age was taken to be a deficiency.- In Exhibit B,
"psychomotor‘ekills“ and "social adaptatioh" are specified as being adeéuéte
and therefore are not coded undertColomn C, whereas all other level of. func-

tioning stqtements ‘are,

4. Item 6, Column D - . .

o

= To be coded under Column D, information regarding “adequacy" was
reqqired to be specified and not. implied. Only supportable evidence on the
IEP that the student wag functioning adequately in a particular functional or .

P.,29
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academic area.was taken as sufficient for Column D coding. In cases.where.a

student was said to have both strength and_weaﬁgess‘}n a, particular spbjectl

srea, both Column C and Column D were'coded‘(e.é:; if the IEP stated that the

student needed help in relating tg his peers, but that the student got slong‘

well w1th addlts, "7" was circled in both Column C and D). Any area coded . .
“, under Column D was requlred to also be coded under Column A. '

~ 5. Item 6, Column E / _
. ‘ <. The number of annual goals, goals,ror 1&33 term obJectLGEs (or other
amb1guous headings that dealt with broad categories of expected outcomes) was
entered for the appropr1ate academic’ or functlonal areas under'Column E. In
those cases where IEP,headings were amb1guous, an attempt was made to d1stin-”
guish between broad c;tegories of expected outcomes and more specific categor=- ._
ies of expected outcomes, and to include only the former fdr.cpding uqder' '

Column E. _ .
. For pdrposes of Column E, each distinctive goal on the IEP was cdunted
onfy once, even in those cases where it appeared more than.once. Highly
's1m1lar goals, that contsrsed small but' significant d}fferences, were counted
~as be1ng separate goals. A s1ngle goal stated\ht with more than one distinc-
-t1ve part was counted as the sum total of the parts. For example, in E&y1b1t A
each of .the 3oa}s llsted has two distinct parts, and is thqs coded as two
separate gpa}s. However,.where a goal is broken down into its more specific
subgoals, it 1is counted as a-single goal (e.g., *learn the vowels a, e, i, o,
5" was couffted as a single goal{ '
* Wherever posslble, goals were categorlzed in the same subject areas as
e ﬁ\had been’ selected fpr level of functlonlng. Matches between Columns A and E
"were ‘thus maximized where appropriste. All goals were assigned to 2 numbered V4
gategory; some goals also were'entered in the more specific lettered sibcate~
‘gories,hin which case they were required also to be coded under the:associated
numbered category. ' n
‘Academic or functional'area selection for IEP goals was performed using :

the ‘same basic guidelines as were listed in .Table 3. Coders were asked to pe

more literal than deductive for-this category selection process Assqutiqns
regard1ng logical extensions of stated IEP information were d1scouraged Thus -

although it may have seemed reasonable that a goal relating to ''retention” may

¥
"

well have had to do with. the subject area of “reading,” guch a deducticn was

not considered appropriate for area categorization. The correct coding for

'y i LI
[ ' - -

v : P.30
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. «this "retention" goal was "5, ngeral’Academic. Exhibit A lists five goals

* that "are correctly categor1zed as follows:’® 3 .under General Academic, and 2

under Social Adaptat1on Theap categories are correct based on considerations

of ‘cross column match1ng, as well as on considerations regarding the proper ,

1d

categor1zat1on of 1ndiv1dual goals, .: ‘ . .
* z - . , . "
6. Item 6, Column F R . s )

P

To be coded under *Column F, the goal was required to meet three
criteria:' '!l) it was stated behaviorally in terms of what' the student would
do .in order for the goal Po be consiaereo to Ee met; (2) it was stated ln -
terms of criteria for success that would be considered indicative of the
stident having met or not met the goal; and (3) it was stated‘in a_ manner that

was judged to be Iogio;lly consistent, [If any of these three~criteria.were ;

not met, the goal did not qualify for Column F. For example, a‘goal that

stated that the stﬁdent would "learn to repair an automobile engine” did not
qunlify f&r Column F because it was not stated in tefms of oboervébfe student ‘
behavior or of spec1£1c cr1ter1a indicative of success. If a criteria state- Cor
ment was adged to this goad statement it still would not qual1£y for Column F

gnless the result was a statement that was judged te be logically consistent. .

The statement "learn to repair an automecbile eéngine w1th 85 percent accuracy

would'not be considered to be a log1cal statement. L .

. In cases where: JEP goals were listed on a chart that collected additional -
information relatlng to those goals the sum-total of informatiod available
.was used in judging whether or 'not the goal qualified for Column F. One goar
in Exhibit B weould oe considered to qualify for Column f; It is listed on a
chart as: "learn alphabet." The same chart provides the following supple-
mentary 1nformat1on regard1ng this goaI 'gepeat alphabet with no more than
“ one error. -Based 6n these Lwo pieces of 1nformat1on this goal qual1£1es for

on for

Pxhibits A’

Column F coding as it states.the expected behav1or and the “crit

- guccgess 1n A manner that is reaspnably clear. All other’goals"

and B do not Qual1fy for Column F coding. A A é

. . + o -3 -
" 7. Item 7,-Column A | - . X oW/

»

1 . T s .
Following the samé system of categorization”ge‘was outlined for

-

Item 6, the coding of Item 7, Column A was conducted as follows. Column A

-

» coding 1ncluded Jobjectives," short- termﬂpbjec;1ves," and any obJect1ve like

material 1ncluded urder ambiguous headlngg wherein relatively specific expected

outcomes were listed. Objgctives were considered to be distinct from goals in

. . . ]

] ) . - '
- "




L]

ihat they.were more specffic, andfor;involved a briefer time frame. In cases
. where the "objective". heading existed, statements listed under this heading

- oere counted, aslohjectives even when they would be more appropriately classified

. asigOals.. However, in cases where there were no head1ngs, statements were

« taken to be . obJect1ves if they were not .divisible into smaller parts (as
opposed to goals if they could be s8 d1v1ded) : Ve ; R

The count1ng of Ob]ECthES d1ffered from the count1ng of goals in that,

o ,for:purposes'of counting objectlves,’addﬁtlonal levels 6f specificity were
rcons1dened as const1qpt1ng additional objectives, whereas\such adda&ec‘al
‘levelks of specificity wére not considered to constitute additional goals. For

- exampl , the statement listed earl1er, "learn the vowels a, e, i, o, u," was

coyntled as a glngle goal (if listed as a goal), but as five objectives (if -

lisfed as an objective)® For purposes of counting the objectives,’ compound

tegories also became an important factor. In the case of a coppound category

P

. "connected by the word "and,” each possible comb1nat1on of category and specific
- . entry wa%)counted.‘ Fotr example the objective "will lgarn to recognize and .
pronounce ?he vowels a, e, i, 0, U" was counted as a‘total of‘lO objectives;
five pertﬁiningsto‘recognitidn} and five pertaining to pronuficiation. In
I
I
I
{

- - o~
" comnected two categories, each specifié entry under

N cases where.the word "or
tHEse?categpries wus‘counted only once, For‘exahple,\the statement "will .

~learn to recognize or pronounce:the vowels a, e, i, o, and uh was coqgted as a ;

‘.\,thal of five objectiveso' Y j, . ¢ |

» ) - O . N

Wherever possible subject area categories selected in Item 6, Column A
(ptesent level of functioning) and Item 6, Column E (goals) were maintainéd in

Item 7, Column A (objectives). This was done even in cases where to do $o

-+

requ1red the placement of an objective in a less than-1deal category in "drder
that such a match be accompllshed Thus category placement was cons1dered to
. . be of lesser importance than cross column relatfbnships in cases whefe 1t
. seemed ev1dent that. the IEP had. attempted a follow-through of “need" thh a
. matchlng goaI ahd/or obJect1ve.t Thus. coders were asked ta'look for evidence
. on the IEP that an.objective had logically followed from a goal #ndfor that a
B “goal had logzcally followed from a deficiency in level-of- functlonzng
Follow1ng“th1s rat1onale, coders were considered justified in movihg a "mathe~

matlcs objective, for example, from the "mathematics" category to the ' 'general

'academ1c" category if by so doing an existing match would- be reflected.

-ojU{)



In the case that objectives were written in terms referring to an estab-
lished standard curr¥iculum, the céﬁnting apd éategorizing of those objecﬁives.
3 was accomplished’b& referring to that curriculum (a.copy of which was collected
during the field task and included with the IEP). The niftber of objectlves
that were counted and categorlzed through use of the standard currlcuium also
were ‘entered, in *Colunn C (Item 7). The Qolumn c totals of objectives taken
from'a copy: of an established curriculum were required to be less than or
‘equal to the totals of deectlves coded (for each major academic or funcflonal
. area) in Column A. ’
For Exhlblt A, the count and placement of obJectlves 1n Column A 1s as
> follows: 6 -objectives in "5 "l obJectlve in "7," 2 objectives 1n "g," 2
objectives in "10," and 1 objective in "llq" Thus, the total number of objec- B
tives for Exhibit Asfs’ 12. . ’
8., Item 7, Column B . . o

For an objective to.be entered in Column ‘B, it was required to meet

~ the same criteria as wad desé;ibed in the discussion of Item 6, Column F

(there pertaining to goals). Thus, objeEtives listed'under;Column B were‘
required to (1) state in terms of observable.behaaior,owhat the student das.
_required to do in order to be considered to have met the objective, (2) state
‘the standard or criteria by'ﬁhicﬁ the student would be judge&'to have pmet 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 loglcally:
consistent. Where the objective was stated in terms that’ were not consldered
to be-observable (e.g:} f;?lknow” "to enderstand") that objective was not
considered to qualify'for'qoding und€r Column B. As with goals, objectives
-were' judged based on the sum total of information provided with the objective.
Thus 1n£ormat10n appearing on a chart wlth an obJectlve was counted as part of
“the obJectlve Exhibit A contalns three objectives that qualify for entry in
Columh B. For each -of these three objectives, qualitl is increased by material
that ié included w&th the objective on a chart. The objectives which qualify ,
for Column B are: 'recognition and retention of alphabet" (equals two objec-
tivee), and "put things away without beiﬁg told more than oﬁce.ﬁ
9. Item 7, Column G ' '
Objectiveg were coded under Column A when they were not actually

+ L

written‘ln the' IEP, but instead were references to a copy of a standard curri-

culum or standard list of objectives. The total number of objectivea in each

+
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category'unde; this column thus should be less than,or equal to the number of _""
¥ -

obJectives a551gned to each academic or funct1ona1 area in Column A; no obJec- :;‘5;

¢ . 3

,tive 11sLed in Column € éhould properly be.excluded from Column*A. ..
10. Item 7, Column D . _‘y.

Objectives eptered under Column.ﬁ were also entered under Column D
if the IEP prov1ded evidence that those objectives were to be met 1n the.
regular .classroom. For example, in Ethb1t A, the IEP states :hat phys1¢al .
education will be provided in a regular progkam setting, " Thus tﬁe two ‘
education objectives, basketball and baseball, would qualify for listing under {

L N L)

.Column D. . ‘ . _ >

All objective% listed in Item 7 were placed in their respective time - S
frames in Item §. Thus.the total number of-objectives in Item 7 and the total
number of objectives in Item & were required to Be equal. The determination
of time frame foF a given gbjecbive was based on its best assogiated beginuing -
and ending date as stated (or implied)‘by the IEP. In cases where an IEP
included several possible wlates by which the beginning and the eilding of an
objective time frame could be establlshed the following priority system was
established for the ﬁlecnon of :,l(é "

. and Chart B contain add1t1onal informat Oh pertaining to the date selection

est" date for this purpose. Chart A

process and the da:e categor1zat1on prqcesses which are further explained

i

uﬂ( .
The date select1on process for begi n1ug date was performed‘by using the

below.

following priority system: (1) use the b 1mnmg date of shgrt term ohjective, i

(2) if no objective date, use the beginning date given for thg goal with which .

the objective is associated, (3) if no goa ,date, use thie date services are to .
begin, (4) if no beginning-of-sérvice date} use theidate the IEP was signed or
dated,, (5) if no IEP‘dat;, nse the word " nnuai}"'(ﬁ) if no word "annmual,”
pléce the objective in Category e. )

The selection of 2 endipg date for use in Item 8 was based on the follow-

ing priérity system; (1) use the ending da e g1ven for the ob3ect1ve, (2) 1fl

no objective ending date, use the end1ng dake g1ven for the goal with which

the objective was associated, ¥3) if no goall date, use the.ending date for

ice date, use the IEP review
]

service to be provided, (4) 'if no end of se

2
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SELECTION OF WBEST DATES"
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Objective - iService"
Da'te Date .\ : . Date
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"Objective . "Service" y— i i Word
Date ' ‘Date . "Annual"
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* Ambiguous January goes gither way
(R if begin date, L if ending date).

-

« YOTAL # OF-
MOBJECTIVES




b

e.- . ‘-I'..lh,p" -~ M
. N -

-

ﬁdate, (5) 1£ no IEP ¢ev1ew date, use the word annual, (6) if no word annual,

L last tpe object1vd 1n Ca!egory e (see Chart A). e

{

When the. bﬁst };egir’mg and ending dates on the IEP had been identified,

°the object1ve,was placed -in one of the five time frame categories. Chart B

.portrays.the basic system for this.category placement. This system, however,

was cons1ﬁ§:ed ‘to be sufficiently flexible to provide for placement of obJec-
‘t1ves in those cases where none of the categories was ent1re1y appropriate.
In such,caifp,'efforts were made to select the most appropriate of the avail-

able éapehories. ' . . .

.
¥

1. ° Response Option a

¥

. &n objective was coded in Category a if tﬁe beginniyg date for that
objective fell dﬁring the start.of the.gchool yeax (August, September, or
October) and if the ending date for that objective occurred-before January 1%.
In Exhibit ¥ all 12 objectives would be coded "in Category a.

-~ .
2. Response Option b

.

’ " For placement in Category b, the begann1ng date for the objective

was January 16 or thereafter, and, the ending daté for that objective was at

some point before the October start of the next school year.

hd -

3. Response Option ¢

L For placement in Category c, the beg1nn1ng date for the obJect1ve

"was at the’ beginn1ng of the school year (August, September, or October) and

i

the ending date for the objective was at the end of the schqol year (4pril,
Hay, june, or later). Objectives which spanned mere than a full Vear were
also included “in this catego;} as were objectives whose "best' date was the
word "annual.” -

: 4. Response Option d

' %

Placement in Category d occurred when the beg1nn1ng date.of the
ob3e¢tiVe Ghs after October and when the ending date for the dbjectlve was
before April. Any pair of dates lqcated within ‘the six month pericd between
November- 1 and March 31" qualified the obgect1v for placement in Category d.

¥

5. Response 0pt1on e

Category e was used only in those cases where there ex1sted on the
IEP no pair of dates and no word amnual"™ from whic \the t1me frame of the’
ob3ect1ve could be daduced.” @ . '

The mid-point of the school ?ear was taken as be1ng nuary 13. ‘In Cases

where the IEP 'did not state‘the spegific Aate in January, the.date was allocated

Lo .
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to the Eateéory deemed most appropriate, For examplea an objective that
spanned from September through January was coded & Q4wand an objective that
spanned from January through Aprll was coded ‘8.D. 1n cases where no category
was ideal, selection was based primarily on ;hg leggth of time represented.
"Thus an objective which spanned more than six mdhthq was placed in Category c
) even in those instances where the objective did noe begin at the beglnnlng of
the school year and end at the end of the school Year. An obJectlve that
- ’ spanned)a peried of six months .or less, and that did not ideally fit either
categoty 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. TFor example, an objective that spanned frgm October .
through February did not strictly fall into either 8.a or 8.d,‘Eut was placed
in" 8.d based on the fact that the majority of the represented time fell in

* that category. . ‘ . B
s
e H. Item 9

¥

The coding of Item 9 was based on whatever ev1dence the IEP contained as
. to what proportlon (or amount) of time.the student was to spend in a special u
educat1on program. When the IEP contained no such inférmation, a check "J"
was entered in Item 9. Wherever possible, however, calculations ﬁe;e made as
to apyeoximate timg in speciel education. In the‘ease where the 1EP con}ained

information as to time spent In the regular program, calculatiohs were per-

formed based om the snbtragﬁion of reéular program time IFom 100 percent or
‘. from 1,500 minutes (whichever was appropriate).. '

7 In‘cases where fime-in~program was not specified, certain standard calgu-
lations and time assumptions were made. A single ‘class was equated to a -
single hour and was computed at the rate of 50 minutes jn an hour. A single

y day was 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 calculatlon. After all approptiate converslons and calculatlons

.were made, the total time-in-program (either percent or minutes per week) was
enktered in Item 9 within the following limits. Pefcent could not exceed 100,
and minutes per week could not exceed l,SOb. In cases where minutes per week ‘
were caltulated to be more than the 1500-minute limit, the 'number entex’i in-
Item 9 was 1500:+ . ., ‘ -

f
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_ }n calculating time-in-program for the speciel schpols, there were.no
special assumptions méde regarding the amount of time in the spbéial program.
Thus a child in,a special school was not authatically coded as being involved
in special education 10{ percent of the time. With special school IEPs, as
well as regular school IEPs, calculations were pérformed,-on actual informmtion
contained in the IEP .. ]

In those cases where the IEP contained two confl1ct1ng pieces of informa-
- tion (e.g., two different percentages of time:in special educat1on),_the
bigher amount was entered ip Item 8. Ambiguous‘statements such as_:four timés
per week" were computed as four sessions lasting one So-sinute hour each (or
200 minutes per week). In all cases where Column B was circled on Item 3719,
some entry other than " was required on Item 9. .
' The time ﬁélculated for Item 9 was based od 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 activitres that replaced regular
.instriction. "Related serv1ces was taken to be atctivities that fell outside

both the regular 1nstruct1ona1 program and the special ‘instructional progriF
‘»

-

- replacing’it (all or part).

I.7 Item 10
Services that did not qualify for coding in Item 9 due to the fact that

" were .coded in Item 10. The services

they did not replace 'regular instruction,
of 1nterest for this item were those which involved supplementary developmental
corrective, and supportive servicéds provided the student in order té increase
the benefit from the special "education program that had been plannéd and was
being provided., For-example, 'eye exaﬁination" (foun& 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 to .be part of the time in the
schecl program ('spe€ial ;education service”) and ?hus was not co@ed as a ¢
"related service." Counseling that took place as part of the educationa} /
program was coded”as a "special education service," (Item 9), whereas counsel-
ing which. took rlace ?utside of both the reguiar and special educational
progrsq was coded as a '"related segvice" (Item 10). .

Evaluation proceeding$ on which the IEP was based .(e.g., present-level-,
of-funccioning assegsment activities) were not coded under item 10. Interim
assessmenrs and psychological services that logjcally cou!%lnot be considered

a part of the IEP were codedyin 10:7. ) .

P.39 .309 _ \




J-  Item 11 K . .

The coding of Itém 1l involved judgment as to whether or not the IEP
contained a’'statement of the‘rqtlonale for placement. for purposes of this
item, it was not gonsfdered to be necessary for the IEP tb have a head@ng for

4his information. Thus the relationship between Item 11 and Item 3.15 t";ation-

. ale for. placement or services") was not a reciprocal ome. If Item 3.15,

Colump B was circled it was required that 1}:1 ("no-statement"l not be circled.
Thus if some form of rationale for placement was found during the coding of.
Itéq'§, this was considered sufficiept to qualify the IEP for the circling of
either 11.2 or 11.3. However, ;he fact that Item 3.15 Column Bbwas not circled-
(indicating there was no information entereé under the heading for rationa}e
for placement),‘did nqQt necessarily mean that it contained no rationale state-
ment usable iﬁ Item ¥1. Of primar§ consideration for thi; item was what
information could‘be found in the IEP, and not what headings had been provided
by the ;E

If the *IEP contained no rationale statement, 11.1 was circled. .If'the

P format. .

IEP contained some statement of rétionale, 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 irrelevant were judged to add nothing to the balance of the
IEP and were coded 11.2. The ratioﬁale statement found. in Exhibit A provides
an example of such a statement Statements that proyided some plece of lnfor-
mation not otherwise contalned 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 éor individual attentiom and the expectation that this need woyld be:
provided for through the recommended placgment.‘.This-is considered to add
information %o the balance of the IEP and thus qualifies to be coded as 11.3.
Other examples Of comments that would be codéd 11.3 are: “'decreased studqnt:‘

teacher ratios,”" "special needed facilities,"” and "specialists and/or program -

‘qualities necessary.” Rationale statements that merely itate "need" were mnot

considered to qualify the JEP for codifhg under 11.3.

+

K. Item 12 ’ ; v .
Item;12 was coded based on the highest rating that Eould belﬁupported by

evidence in the IERr Categorles 1 through 4 on Ttem 12 are in descending

order by quallty 4Thus the 'IEP wlth higher quallty information received a |

+
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lower code number for this item. Dates were considered to be sufficiently

specific for thlS item even if given only in terms of months and not month/day
In arder to qualify for 12.1, the IEP was required to have some global

statement of beginning date(s) of serVLcekJ In cases where Ybeginning date"

was 1rnked to obJectlves (e g., by way of a chart) the beglnnlng date infor-

‘mation was not considered to be Slobal and thus did not quallfy tfe IEP for

1

codlng under 12.1. . . .

In cases where.an IEP listed a date within the time scope of thehIEP
under a heading such as "enrollment date,” this was taken to be ah"beginning
of serv1ce date and was considered to be acceptable for coding under 12.1.
However, when 4 similar headlng contained aa entry that- fell at some p01nt
outside thg time scope of the IEP, thls was not taken to be an agproprlate
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. 2 was c1rc1ed Lq those cases where at least one date that

was given with

the, goal or pr

oals or obgectlves was clearly a date speCLfyLng when work on
tive would begin. For purposes of this' response, othe?
goal/objective-related dates were disregarded (e.g., those that pertained to-
*hen the objective \would be mastered, when evaluation of the objective would
take place, or when the objective was expected to be completed). The worginé
{(or even the presenc of headings requesting the beginning datés for goals
and objectlves was not \considered to bhe of primary importance for the purposes
of* this item. The main\consideration was whether or not the date listed with
the goal or obgectlve clearly pertalned to the beginning of work on that goal
or obgectlve All dates providing such informatiom yere conSLdered sufficient
for a code of-12.2. '

Category 12.3 was used in all cases where there was some "inferior”" means
whereby it was possible to déircethe beginning of IEP service. An IEP quali-

fied;for 12.3 even in cases Pere the only date applicable to the issue .of
begin&ing of services was ardate such as the date éf the IEP, the date of
participants’ signatures, thelword "annual,” or the specification of a year
span (such as 1978-79)." If the IEP's objectives had been coded as fall&ng
with%n_igme time span on Item 8.4, 8.B, 8.C; or B.P, it was required that the
IEP be assigned a code on Item 12 reflecting that there had been some source

of infqrmation "én the IEP from which begianing date could be deduced (e.g.,

. either 12.1, 12.2, or 12.3 was circled).

Ar—— "
.
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The codemof 12.4 was reserved for those cases where the IE? contained no
possible source from whlch beginning date of service could be deduced In any
instance where 3.17. B (date services to begln) was circled in Item 3, the code
. ///pf 12.4 could not be used for Item 12. ’ N
L. Item 13 - - o
. As with Jtem 12, Item 13 was coded by selecting the highest rating that
. could be supported by evidence found on the IEP. Agald-the code choices were
' in descend1ng order, and a lower number code 1nd1catedf/ h1gher quality of
durat1on date 1n£ormat1on. For purposes of this item, duration information
could be eXpressed in two possible ways. Fitst, it could be stated as a span
_of ttme (e.g., two months), and second it could be stated in terms of a pair
of dates (beginning date and ending date). ’ ’

- 1. Response Optlon 13.71

¥

. To qualify for'a codé of 13.1, a globaiﬁ;tatement regarding the

' entire IEP was con51dered ﬂeqesséry. Specific information as te duratlon‘qf

. individual goals’ or objectives was not counted for 13.1. A year span such as
1978-1979 was .accepted as a global statement of duration only if it was sbeci-
fied as such (e.z., by a heading such as "Duration of Services”). In Exhibit A,
the duration of'serwices was stated ;pecifically in terms of a start and an.
end date, and thus was coded™as a 13.1. ~ '

2. Response Oprion 13.2

An IEP qualified for the code of 13.2 in.any case where the goals or

objectives were directly linked to datee that clearly delineated the duration.
The wording (e.g., the existence of specific headings) used to collect,ﬁhis
information was not considered to be of primary importance for puyrposes of
this item, and thus all relevant information (with or without headingsjhwas B
used regardless of where it appeared'on the IEP. In Exhlblt B, starting date .
and ending dates are listed on a chart with ;he goals and objectives, and thus
would-be coded 13.2. .

.3. Response Option 13.3

Tﬁe code of 13.3 was used in those cases where the IEP contained any .
other source of duration idformetion. This information could be in any form
including a date of -the 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

L

T stated that such information pertﬁined to duration of service.
AN : " ) . =~
" . - f
: . gle
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4. . Response bption 13.4 . = 4

L

The cade of 13.4 was used for a specific type of IEP duration states
ment Wherein the IEP did not specify a particular end ‘point to sef@ides. but
" rathe stated that services would continue "as long as needed." This was a
code teserved for cases where the ha@ long as needed” statement created the .
. ?npea

accompanying statement regarding a planned end point. . If the IEP contained an

nce that services could continue indefinitely because the,IEP{had no

ending.\statement as well as an "as long as needed"” statement, 1t was npot coded.

as*13.4\but instead wts coded 13.1, 13.2, or 13 3 as approprlate. *ﬁ/"w
C 5. Response Option 13.5° oo .

*

(' The code of 13. 5 was reserved for those IEPs that included no\infogf

mation through which duration of services could be deduced and no statement of

-

"as long as needed.” 1f'a time frame for objectives was specified under
Item 8, it was requ1red that Item 13 be coded as something other than 13.5.
Also in those cases whére Column ﬁﬁgig ci¥cled -on Item 3.18, the IEP was J
cons1dered to "have some possible source'oﬁ,duratlon information, and 'was not
" "to 'be coded as 2 13.5. . Vg

. N "&‘,,‘ -
M. ltem 14 °* .

.

Foha

14

’

The "evaluition" referred to by Item 14 was that which was planned for
use to detefmine whether or not IEP objectives had been met, and was not the
evaluation uséd €o récommend placement for The student.(e,g., level of fﬁnc-'
iioning data). Thus, a he;ding of "evaluation" was used for this item onIy in
those cases where the response clearly pertained to the evaluation thﬁt would
follow or be included. in the special education program rather than to the
evaluation that had preceeded it.

] . ' - 1Y . '

1. Response Option 14.1 ' R

An IEP qual1fied‘for cod1ng under 14.1 in those cases where the
short-term obJectlves provided or ‘were linked with a statement that speclfi-
cally and clearly 1ndthted how the student’s success in ‘achieving that objec-
tive would be evaluated. An IEP wherein more than one half of the objectives
were Judged to be "A logical statement of expected behavior’ to an acceptable
standard” (as seen by the percentage of obJectlves that quallfled for Item 7,
Column B) was considered to qualify for a code-of 14.1. Thus, for purposes of

objectives were seen to give clear indication as to
? s -

4 —

this- item, clearly.stste

i

evaluation procedure.

' h
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Response Option 14, 4.2 IR T " - ‘ .
The code of 14.2- was used in those. cases'where the "¥EP could not be

coded as 14. l and where it anluded a specific statement as to what evaluation ¥ 4
procedure would “be used to" determzne student success 1n accompllshlng stated
' - obJect1ves (where such afstatement was not linked in" a one-to'one relat1onsh1p--
with the*1nd1v1dual obJectives) In order to qualify for 14,2 (rather than
* 14, 3) $he stitement of evaluation was reqllred to be one that was classifiable
.35, be1ng "precrse " This was taken to mean that the statement must be suffi- }
, c1ent¥y cIear that‘a person unfamzlzar with the student would know from reading o
Lhevevaluatzon procedure. statement preczsely how to perform the evaluation
. *.therein recommended- Feor example, the statement "readminister the Goldman~

€« - "Feigtoe Test_of Articulation” would be tak&h as a sufficiently precise directive

N to qualif? for coding under 14.2. . ) :
’ . 3. Response_gp_;on 4.3 ’
A The code‘of 14.3 was used in 311 cases where the? IEP could not be

coded 14.1 or 14.2, but.where it included any qualzty objective or any quality
evaluatzon prbcedure statement for evaluatzng the stated objectives, regard-
less of how minimal that quallty was. For thlS code there were no standards
of specificity, relevance, or clar1ty Thus any procedure statement or any !
short-term objective was considered as sufficient for some type of deduction
) as, ta how rke evaluation of the IEP objectives would ,be conducted. Exhibit A,
for example, does not include a Predominance “of clear objectives, but does
f‘\\f ;nclude ,some obJectzves monetheless It‘would thus be coded as a l&.3 under
this item.” ' SR p

' : *
T Q: Response Option 14.4 ’

L i - d

’ I This code was geserved for IEPs on which the e were no evaluation
procedure statements and no short=term bbjeétzves from whzch could be deduced © 4

any hing"as to how the evaluation mould be conducted. It was considered

. finappropriate to, circle 14.4 in thoge .cases where Item 3.29.B or 3.33.B had . r
been circled, or where at least one objective had bée entered in Column A of ’

Item 7. 'An‘IEP which contained no objectives ( ) Item 7) received an autgmatic .

¢ code of 14.4. ~ - =

- N . .A ..

. . » . . ) \ - #an
N. Item 15 T _ . > : .u

The codlng chozces for Item 15 were in desceilding order. The coding

procedure was to select the highest code ragk (or lowest number) that could” LT

i

s . be supported by evzdence found in the IEP. ' 4

- ' - AT
- - P.4b e

- . . ) .



A Response Option 151 . ) : I.

s

To be coded 15.1, an’ IEP was reqq1red to have a list ‘of dates which

was clearly intended to be an evaluat1on kchedule for the: IEP dbjectives.

This list of dates. was sometimes called an "evaluat1on SChedule by a head1ng'

on the IEP. It somet1mes appeareﬂ as being separate from the object1ves and
ometimes appeared ot a chart accompany1ng the ob3ect1ves. In cases where the N 4

IER obJect1ves were on a chart and werefl1nked one to one with dates that 'were

specifjed as being evaluat1on dates or review dates (here referring to review

.date of ébjective and not reV1ew date of IEP) the code of 15,1 ‘was used. A

ser1es of dates 17sted under a heading such as 'progress reports was also

acceptable for a.15.1 code.
2. Response Option 15.2 ' . s .

-~

An IEP: could qual1£y for a code of 15.2 in cases where the date(s)
recorded with the short- term obJect1vegs) were called someth1ng other than
"evalugtion schedule” or “review of objectives.” Examples of other types of
head1ngs that were found with objective(s) and were consideged to qualify for ’

15.2 codlng were: !'end date of objective,” "expected mastery date," and "date .
obJect1ve o be completed." .A.code of 15.2 could be used even in' cases where
only a slﬁile date was recorded with the objective(s). Objective time frames y Y
defined 'by the headings of the IEP (e.g., three month objectives) were accepted .
as adequate for 13.2 cod1ng.

3. Response Qption 15.3

. In the casg¢ that there were po date(s) included with the short-term

ob3ect1ve(s), or where those date(s) included were seen to perta1n to the
beg1nn1ng of work on the objective(s) and not to the end (or evaluation) of ) ‘.
work on obJect1ve(s), the IEP was searched for less ideal dates from Which an
evaluation schedule could be dedhced: For all IEPs having at least one objge-
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 quallty to qua11fy thEoIEP for
153 cod1ng. -Dates such as "IEP review date," "end of service date," or even
the word “annual;fwere sufficient for the code of 15.3. However, these dates
were usable only in conjunétion with. the IEP objectiveﬁs). In cases where the
IEP included no objective(s), such dates were not considered osable, and a
code of ,15.4 was entered. " ; ' ‘ ' .
b IResponse Optien 15.4 )

The 15 4 code was used in cases where there were no IEP obJect1ves

' to be tonsidéred in con3unct1on w1th dates from which an evaluat1on Schedule

-"I ] ,-I N P.ZIS ’. - . ! )
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j.‘E,l'i'I:IIBIT A

-

xIN'DIViﬁUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM (IEP)

. ’ . 1
’ . * . . - . ) I3 DATE I
oy
. 1. NME: . GRADE. ___ BIRTHDATE :
ATTEHDANCE RECORD s HANDICAP .,
» v - . v R B N . '
© 2. PRESENT LEVEL OF FUNCTIONING _ ' . '
4 - / ’ - s -, o ? - - ‘
.._\_ j ‘- / : ) F - ./
M . . . T [3 . I . " B i
. 3.  PLACEMENT COMMITTEE MEMBERS Co ) POSITION ‘
: -t o . w0 ’ o - ; .
] - ! 1 \lf
- 1
R . |
. - . . Z PN o » LT - . N
.a - P ) w’ * N 7 |
- ; .‘f_ é - £ . - R 9{/ - - -
. ' Y ’ R : . .

Lo 4. PARENT SIGNATURE . . -
- - "‘. v

. : I agree with: thg Individualized Education Program (IEP) oo 1
. . for my child, ! 7 l

- : i —l—'l--3:_——‘ : ot

' ‘ (skgnZture of parent or guardian) '

‘ 2 & |
T - Le] N
j ST |
- - ‘ -
. C NOTE: All information entered on’this 1
] X . ¢ exhibit is fictitious. |
. . ‘o . ] +
I ' hd [ .
’ , i
i g Y]
) N ,ji p I
.o Sa
] “ [N ‘)l " \ 5
| ~ : i : '

: ) e P.50 !




5. EDUCATIONAL SERVICES
, LA t " b ’ E
Special Education ' C o
and/or Support ) . o _ s Responsible Planned
Services Needed Starting Date Ending Date for Service Review Date

L3

+ +
s N . ) _ i ‘

. . . i \ . . : ¢

"
3.




8. CRITERIA FOR MASTERY . TECHNIQUES AND
] ‘ ‘MATERTALS

s
-

-

10. * JUSTIFICATION OF PLACEMENT TIME IN REGULAR PROGRAH

¥

A
L} - Fl




IEP EVALUATION CHECKLIST

;?omNo...... L 2 o IEP No. _ﬁ’éé}'&#

Funding Source . .1 . .. 2 .. .« 4 . " Rater

f

1. How many pages are in the IEP? 333"

2. Which of the following apply £o this IEP?
' + (Circle all that apply)

Is typed . . . . . . . !

Is handwritten'but easy to read. .
Is héndwr1tten and d1f£1cu1t to read e e
Amount of space prov1ded 11m1ts numb’r of annual goit

Amount of space provided 11m1ts number of short-term
objectives . . . . . . .

Total IEP consists of separate IEPs from different teachers
or service sources . Gt

IEP consists of a "placement document and an "implementation®
document . .‘. . . . .0 . L Lo e s

S

For which of the following does the IEP form have a specific heading
(A)? Fof which of the headings has information been entgred (B)?
* . R B

Information
. Includes Has Been
Heading Entered

Student's age or birthdate . . . . . . ... . .. ..QD. . .. . @D
. .. ‘@

+

Student's grade level i

Student’'s sex

Student's primary lamguage . . ... . . . . .

-~

@

e e e T Ce e e Lo, 3. .
_Student’s race . . . .. L v Db
- T

3
4
. 5
Present level of performance information . ’.C:D
As;esément data to suppo%h present level

of performance . . . . . .

Date of the assessment of present level -
of performance . . . .

Naturé of studenttf handicap .
Student's strehgths

- Student's special interests
“Student’s school attendance record .

Pa53




—

3.

"\ Rationale

-

: A B
% ¢ .
; : : - Information
f} ‘ . - S Includes Has Been
f* : P ' Heading'” Entered
Placement JEommendation D N T B

Services § sPecxal" or "related") to be provided .

8r placement or 3erv1c§s

[
-

Personneljyesponsible for sagV1cés :
Date service is to begln R
"Anticipated duratioa of service

Recoomended extent’ of part1c1pat19n ia regular
program e e e e e e

Physical educatfﬁn needs ., . . . . ..

® RO

[ g
(=)

Date of preparation of IEP . . .

) Participants in the IEP proceEs
Signature of individuals who approved the IEP
Titles of individuals who approved the IEP .
Parental approval . . ., . . . . . . . .c. .,

L]

Results of pareatal potification .

0B DO

b
(=2

‘Annual goals . . . .l . oo .0
Priority listing of anaual goals .

a

Ll ’N (%) [
— o w3 | &
. —

Short-term obJect1ves A S

Recommended instructional mater1als, resources,
strategies, or techniques

.Date short-term objectives met «

o

® ©e0!

¥
.

L7 ]
—

Proposed evaluation criteria . , . . ... . . .

Proposed evaluation procedure .33 . .33
Proposed evaluation Schedule . S T .36
, Proposed IEP review date : . . . . . . . . . . " : .o
Actual IEP review date . o . © .36 .36
Results of IEP review . . . . . . . . . ..., .. .37 .....37
Participants in IEP revieg(. T 1 .38
 Other : ‘ .39 . 39
N .60 .60
» -

.




Whick and how asay of esch of the following were participants in the “IEP -
proccu (A)? Whick gnd ‘how many of each igned the IEP (B)?* :

A B
e Participated  Signed
. . in the the *°
Procass IEP

. A <, (Write-in numbers)
a. BRegular classtoom teacher . . . . . . . . i . ... !
b. Specisl education .teacher - . . . . ... ..__ -
¢. ' Physical educatign teacher . . . - N
d. Speech or language therapist’ . . . . " . ) ~ '
.. Physiékl or occupgtional therapist
f. Other therapist . . . . ... ... I .. /
g. One of above, but can't tell which / .F. l
b. Qualified LEA representative I Y |
i. Principal or assistant principal - .. -
j- School Tepresentative’. . . . S
k, Supervisor {or facility supervisor) . —_— e
1: Case manager, chairperson, program

manager, or program coordinator . .
®.  School psychologist or psychometrist £ . . )
n, Counselor . . : -
o. Social worker . PR )
p. HNurse . ’ _— — .
q.’- Parent, guardianm, or surrogate . " [ Y |
r. The student . —_ e
s.. Name without noting pogition _‘f___ . '
t. Other . S
« : ¥

Which of the following is true of the IEP format regarding the provision for
pareatal, guardian, or surrogate approval? Does the IEP show disapproval?

(Circle one of the
first six pumbers;
circle 7 if appropriate.)

Approval (or disapptoval) would be for the enf.irL IEP . -~ .
1

LY

Approval' {or disapproval) would be for‘annual

als’

but not for short-term objectives . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .2
Approval (or disappRoval) would be for parl’. but not ) -
all of the short=term objectives. . . . e e / . . 3 g
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 pottion of s
the IEP, but cannot determine what would be approved. . . . . . . . %
I:Zﬁlace for approval or disapproval is provided. . . . . . . . . . &

e IEP was disapproved - - . C e e e e e a7

-

bss 324
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‘\“\é L)

L . -

6. Are preseat level of functioning (A) and supporting daif('BMfolf’zoumg functional
¢ areas? In.which fupctional areas.is there a statemeat or 3 clear indication [Fom the supperting
data that apecial educatiot is needed (C)? 1In which functional areas 1s there a statemeat or 2
clear indication from the supporting data that special education is aot aeeded (D)? How many
annual goals. are listed for each fupctional area (E)? How many annual goals listed for each
" fupctional area ioclude a logical atatemeat of expected behavior to,s specified standard (F)?

A B c D E F v
Number of Goals
“ Tbat Include a ~

) Preseat ‘ *  Humber Logical Statement
Level of Supporting Special Special of of Expecged
. Functioning Data Education Education Goals Bebavior to a
. Listed Listed Needed Not Needed Listed Specified Standard l
1. Reading or oral or p ’

' eritten Engtish . . . . . .QD. .. . @. ... D .. . Q. .

2. Oral expressico . . . . a2 . .. .23. ... & .... a.. .
. b. Listening compreheosion. b . . . b . . .. b. ... b..
. c.wrttl;nexpresstou...é.;..é....c....é.. ..
N ’ d. Spel¥ag . . . . ... .. V. .0d). ... d.. . .. .
e.hstcreadingskill..e....e....e...,e.: . N
f. Reading comprehebsies . £ . . ., . f .. . .- ... . f.. Lo
. ztnathmttcs---.!.'-.@..»’.@...o@..:o'2o. )... )
a. Mathemstics calculation. a . . . . a2 . . .. a. ... &;. . ’
‘ « b, Mathematics reasoning . b . .. .b . . .. b. ... Bl . :
"3.Science ... . i L. .3 L3 L 3. 3,
4. Social sciemce . . . . .. ....4’... - .
5. General academic . . . . .{3). . .. 5% . .. ..
6. Other academic

7. Social adaptation
8. Self=help skil e . . 8
9. Emoticnal . . P S
0. Physical Education 0

Motor skills . . . ;. . .11. .. .11. .. .11 ... ..1.,.

a, Gross motor skills . . . a . .. .2 ..., . a. ... & .

b. Fipe motor-skills . . . b». .. .b. ... b. ... b.. v 4
12. Speech . . . . . . . . .2, 002, L2 .. k2L e e .
13. visual acuity . . . . . . ,13. .. .,13. .. .13, .. .13 .. .
14. Hearimng . . . . . . . .. . ... .18, ... . M6.. .. L. . T

General Physical Health

Vocational/prevocatiodal P V- I ¥ .

a, Career awareness . . . . @ . . . . B . . 4 4 B e 0o B .
\ b. Car explotation . . . b . .. .b. ... b.... b..
- c. preparation . . . c . . . . €. ... €. ... €y .

. Other fu‘g;t.ional‘




L

How many‘éhort-term objectives are listed for each fuhctional area (A)? How
many short-term objectives ljisted for each functional area include a logical
statement of expected behavior to a specified standard (B)?- How many of

the objectives clearly are a part of a standard curriculum (C)? many are
1ntended to be met in the regular classroom (D)?

B c D
Number of _

Objectives that Number of {Nimber of
Include a Logical Objectives Objectives
Statement of That Are To Be Met

Number of Expected Behavior Part of an In The
Short~Term - to a Specitied Established Regular
Objectives ~' Standard Curriculum Classroom

g

-

1. Reading or oral or
written English . . . ., .
a. Oral express;on
b. Llsten1ng~comprehen51on
*¢. Written expression .
d. Spelling .
e. Basic reading sk111
f. Reading comprehension.

. Hathemat1cs ce e e e
. Mathematics calculatlon
b Matbematics reasoning.

3

. Science . . .

. Social science.

. General academic., . .
. Other academic

. Social adaptation .
. Self-help skills,

. Emotional . .
. Physical Educatlon

. Motor skills . . .
a. Gross motor skllla .
b. Fine motor skills

. Speech

. Visual acuity .

. Hearing . . . .
General phy31cal bealtb .

. Vocational/prevocational
a, Career awarenes
b. Career exploratlon o
¢. Career preparation .

. Other functional




F

7

How many short-term objectives are listed &pat show 1ntended beginning
and target completion dates that encompass a time frame that: :

c e

*a._ Begins and ends withia the first half of the
school year? . & .. .. ... 0L

b. Begins and ends within the second half of the
school year° e e e e e e e e

Extends from the beginning to the end of the
school year? . Lo . . . . e e e e

5 -

Is less than the full school year but begias
within the first half of the school year and

ends within the second half? . JRIREERE .

=
Time frame is neither stated nor implied . . .

e
z

9. What proportion (or amount) of the student's time is assigned to the
special services specified on the IEP? (Include only special services
that replace regular igstruction.) (Eater "J" if IEP does not g1ve
Proportion or amoéunt of t1mg ) <.

i§ percent minutes per week

-
r - ’

10. which of the following related services is the student intended to receive? ’
: . . /" (Circle all that apply}
! L

Audiology . <. e e e e . .
Counseling . . . . . « . . . e e e e e .C:)
Medical services . - - . . . . . . R e : - . -<:)
Occupational therapy . . G ... ; e e e 1 4
Parent counseling and traianing . 3
Physical therapy . . . 6
Psychological sérvices 7
Recreation . ) 8
. .Social work service 9
Transportétion .

Other

o




11,

*~ " The IEP does not mclude such a statement .o K e

4

12'0

.yﬁ.

13. Which of the followzng best describes the statement(s) of durat1on of
.,services to be provided? ot .. .
o -- (Cigcle one)} .
. Is (are) specifically stated-... . « . « « oo 4 « o o o o oos .(:)
’ Hay bg inferred from dates given for .goals or objectives v e . L 2 .
h Hust be inferred from head1ngs ghat state that goals are o . "
'anpual” goals . . . N O .
States that serv1ces will be provided ' 'as long as needed” R v
% . >
There is 1nsuf£1c1ent irformation upon wh1ch to base an " * . ) "
’ ieference . . . . LW L s L s o D e e e s e w0 D
N " - (. * . N
— a. - . - a T ook et b - & N .
'\""‘ - H J.: ,"',' * """‘-'4514. gl “"‘ . v b -
14, \Whlcb oi tpe following statements’ best descrxbe; the evaluat1on Erocedur "_
B for the short-term obJeotlves? L e
‘. r ‘ " * . S Y4
. e ' ;t-cmle:-one—)w---: e
. ~ R U
Procedure is clear from the short*cerm obJe£t1ves R | J RS
" Procedure is precise statements of how the evaluatron shouldr
& be conducted . .,. . . . . & . .. T IR %& : -t
. Procedure must be tnferred from upclear statements or unclear .
short-term objectives~ . . . . . . .. .. Lo L .(:)- ;
* .
RN Procedure cannot be inferred because it 1& mot stated and IEP
.- has, no short-term objectives . , . ... < . . . ..y .. L L8] 8
- - M ] . . L. . - * »
’ 1 :f', . .
- ., ° - =N A

LTS

*

for placementﬁ‘

There is such a statement but 1t doed not add to what is
already. clear from the balande of the IEP . . . ey

There is such a statement, and the statement adds to.
the information provided by the balapce of the IEP

% Y
Which of the following best describes the statement of beg1nn1ng date(s)
of servzqe?
~—— .
. : . .. . (Circle one)

Is (are) specifically stated,. .;.‘. e et e e e . NC:) .
May be inferred from dates given for goals or objectives_r L2 N ) i '

1Y

Must be inferred from- dMte .IER was prepared . . . . . .« . .. .3 = ° -qJ

There is 1nsuffic1ent information upon whzch to base an

inference .. . 0 . . v e e e e e e v e e s L e e e e 4 ;

# #




. " -

I\..

[ -~
- 3 - - Tt . B .

15. . Which of the followlng statements best dcscrxbé! the evaluation schedule
for the short-term obJectxves? * . .
. L _ ’ ) (Circde one) ™ J
Schedule is specifically stated as. be1ng the evaluation N - .
i sehddule . . LT L L s e s e e e e L e
“ SChedule may be 1mp11ed from short:&erm obJect1ves A
Schedule must be melled from the beglnnlng-of treatment and
end=of-treatment dates-. . ..: . e e .(:)
& Schedule”is not stated or implied . . . . . . . .. ¢« . ... \ 4.
" . v ¥ .

-
. .
e s, .

16. Whigh of the following statemenr.s best describes whegher at least an
anatal evaluation of short=term obJect1ves is required?

. ‘ - {Circle one) -
All of the shorr. term obJecr.ives appear to require at least
- an annual evaluat1on .. . woe e e e e e .(:)
. Some’ but not all of the shoct- term objectives' appear to . L
require at least an aanual evaluwation . . . . . . .. . L. . .2
None of the short-term ob?aectives require at least-an .
- ‘annual. evaluation . e . o
Such information is aot given and camnot be inferred T
. f\ ._\- L] ) "‘"'_‘ ' - ,
. ) ” »
; . o . .- LY
- . . . T ‘!
. - L ) { . L , ) .-
. * - ‘ “ , B
4 % v
Y o » Z
+ ) .
L] ¥ A . ) F
" - . ’ .\ - -
- ] " - * * -
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Exhibit B
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, >~ EMHIBIT B
.- ‘ ., INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM

L)

.Pe}sonal Data

Name .of Student . Birth Date ﬁ7 Sex

-

£~y

All inforfation enbé}ed on this
exhibit is fictitious.

Pa?ge 1 of _é_

7
Race

L

.

P

School Last Attended Ao /luom EirmtineTotrts city w
Appr0331 of Parent, Guardian, or Sufrogaté

°

I approve the Individualized Education Program for the above named student.
; ‘ . Signed

a v

f]

¢ 2

Summary of Present Lavel of‘Educational Functioning
* .

Assébsméht ) . Assessment
Asgessment Area ‘Results” Instrument .Used Assessment Area .

- Math Reasoning - ; ) Mechanics of English

Math Fundamentals “* F . T Spelling

. Total Math . U . M ] PIAT Total Language

Reading Vocathary'// -0 N T . Total Battery

R , T - :,1
Reading Comprehension »6;&1¢% i ﬁ/ﬁ%ﬁifw ) Vocational Skills

Total Reading ) S Ry ' Self-Help Skills
- Psychomotor Skllls . az& ¢4aw¢i» e ) . > Socilal Adaptation

ni i _- . -
¥ N A r

7 ' . \ L)
v

State

vave 7/3/77_

-

Assessment Assessmznt

Results Instruzent Used

Zeacle /.2 S AT

[

ﬁ%d?aﬂwbzs

Based oa the ‘principle of the Leaax réscrictive éhvirqnment. the following reasons are given to substantiate

why this “program 1is approbriaceg‘s_w”u

6Lz¢1496f ,,u¢Ai” éféwuéﬂﬁ/dr zé**4“— e 44~;£py—wd4a45 4£t$»u21a;;

- ‘Y
W«.A—&,&w




Educ'aél.onal Program

L

LS
A, . . c. D. . F.
. . . . . \ |Expected
. Strategies and/or | Marterials and/or Staff Starting | Ending
- Annual Program Goal | Short-Term Objective Techniques “ Resoutces Responsible | Date Dace

: .@me?wwa—mé? AN S

-

'Jgﬂw Gy bl flrak corter | Fltnot el bontey | O

4

Lé/,,# 4,«.‘4- W’Véf ,H/WW‘{ a&;mmé;u-m

5 it

) IEP Committee Information’

Date LEP Was Prepared 7/ 27

Progosed Review Date /2 ~ /<77

o .
325 -




FORM B

s INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PROCRAM: IMPLEMEMTATION PLal

- 1. Name of Studen:—_l)a:e of Birth . _ AGE GRADE SCHOOL, SYSTEM

~  Date of Entry into Program Projected Bnding Date : Y. - e L ‘
' . - . : (Signature of Person Completing this forz)

.

i1, ’ 111, . I AN v. . vid.
Inscruccienal Objeccives - - Date - ‘Massery cor eact

Program Goals {Indludes Criteria for Masterv) Strategles and/or Mater{als | »Started Instrucrional Objy=rsi.z
>

- Lt 404/5*/%6:4f /:d;ba-/; Lyl ) . - - ,EE"‘E; r »-"-EM: com Tl
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IEP EVALUATION CHECKLIST

FormWNo. . ... . . 1. .2 IEP No. &&Alfﬁ

Funding Sourgce . :+ 1 . . 2, . . Rater

- . \
l. How many pages are in the IEP? 41 :

Which of the following apply to this IEP?

-

: ) . (Circle all that apply)
Istyped ., . . . . . . . o . .. N : R |
Is: handwritten but easy to read
Is handwritten and difficult to read .
Amount of spade provided limits number of annual goa)s .

Amount of space provided limits number of short-term
objectives . . . . . . . .. .. ... IR

Total IEP consists of separate IEPs from different teachers
or service SOULCES . .5 v ¢ 4 v s 4 s s 4 w s o+ s s

3

. IEP consists of a "placement" document and an "implementation"

dO C'ﬁment L L T T L e e LR T F R S ) ?

+

For which of the following does the IEP form have a spec1f1c hgad1ng
(A)? For which of the-headings has information been entered (B)?

A B

ég Information
Includes Has Been
Heading Entered

Student's age or birthdate .
Student's grade level . .
Student's sex . . ;

Student's race . . . . . . . . .

Student's primary language . . .

Present level of performance information .

Assessment data to support present level
of perfbrmange e e e e e e ey

Date of the assessment of present level
of performance . . . . . . . . . . .,

*

Nature of student's handicap .
Student's strengths ° .
Student's special interests

Student's school attendance record .

-

P.68




3. (cpntinued)

X .
~ , ! A B
‘ ' ' ) . Information
i ~ Includes Has Been
"r“\\\ . Heading Entered
o Placement recommendation . . . w . . T i .13 .
- . Services ("special” or "related") to Ee'ﬁrovide& S VA s 11 ’

1
-

0 :60:00/:® GOEV:

Rationale for placement or-services . . . ¢! . . .

»

-.\‘:.-

’ Personnel respdhsible for services .
Date servicé-is‘to‘begin T
Anticipated duration of servqﬁe C e e

Recommended extent of participation in regular

o[:00:00/:0 60D

i'

Pro gr am L * L3 L a - * a L * L - a - - - * -
Physical education needs . . . . . . . . . .°. .. K
. , Date of pré@Paration of IEP . . . . . . . . ..
Participants in the IEP process . A y

Signature Bf individuals who approved the IEP

+

Titles of individuals who approved the’IEP .

Parental approval

Results oi\parental notification . .

1
Agnual goals . . . . . . . 0.0 S e 00

[ =]
o
2
o]

Priority listing of annual goals . .
Short-term objectives . ot G

Recommended igst.uctional materials, resources,
strategies, or techniques . . . .

® O
® ®:

(¥
(=
(¥
(=

w
=
- -l . ’ .=
w W W
o ;oW
£l

Date short-~term objectives met .

Proposed evaluation c¢riteria . . . . . . .

[ 5]
L8]

Proposed evaluation procgdure . . .

Proposed evaluation échedule e e e e

[+

Proposed IEP revig&,ﬁa e . .. . s
Actual IEP review dg$ei. e e s s s o3

i ) )
Results of IEP review} .. N

et .,
- PartiE%ﬁaatS*ﬂn 1EP reﬁ%&w R T

w W
[+ I

©
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Which. and how many of each of the fo}lo@ing ue‘re participants in the [EP
process (A)? Which and how many of esch sigaed the IEP (B)? "

A B

Participated Signed
‘in the . the
Process ¢ IEP

T (Write in numbers)
Regular classroomgfeacher . .. . . . . . __ O
Specia)l educqtion teacher ', '

Physical education teacher .
Speech or language therapist -
Phylical or octupational thj:}éist P
Other therapist . . e
One of the above, but can‘qitell which
Qualzfied LEA represdéntative
Principal or assistant principal

School reg:esentative -
¥

Supervisor (or facility supervisor) : . -

C s‘smanager, chalrpefson, program
nagér, or ‘program 6oordznator .

[

School psychologist or psychometrist -
n. Coumselor . . )

<u\_MSoczal worker .

Nurse . . . . . . .. ... .

™

T

Parent. guardian, or surrcgate
The’ student . ',, e
Hame without mo¥ing pesitien

“

Other

E I H xf 1] | i

P
-

thch of the following is true of the IEP format gegarding the provision for
parental, guardiam, or surrogate approval?, -Does the IEP show disapproval?

VoL i ) . . (Citrcle one of the
. first six numbers;
. N, cztcle 7 if appropriate.)

‘Approval +(op disapproval) wbuld be for the entire IEP T N

Approval (or ‘disapproval) would be for annual goals
but not for short-term objectives . . . . e e e e e 2

Approval (or d:sapproval) would be for part but not
all of the short-term objectives. . . . . C

Approval (or disapproval} would be for services to
be provided but not for amnual goals or short-term obJectives .

Approval (or disapproval) would be for some portion of
the 1EP, but canpot determine what would be approyed. .

Ho place for approval or disapproval is provided.

The IEP was disapproved . .




9, Emotional . . .
. \‘__QJ ,Physicll Educatrj.on /"

'?q‘l . Motor skills

w 12 Speech

a:‘e present /level of functioning (A) and supportmg data (B) listed for the fol}.owmg funct.gnal
sreas? In Mbich fupctional areas is there a stal:emcnl: or & clear ‘jndication from the supporting
data that peqal education is beeded (C)? Io whick functibaal areas is there a Statement or a-
,clesr iadicstion from’the ‘supporting data that special education is’not needed (D)? How nsny
‘sonual goals are-listed for each functicoal area (E)? How many annual goals listed for each
functional ares mclude a logicsl statement of expecte&,behavior to a specxfled standard (F)?

' ] A . B * . C - - D . E ' F
. e * . I ‘Number of Goals
=z, . . - That Include a
Present Humber Logical Statement
Level of Supporting Special pecial -’ of . of Expected
.+ Functioning . Data Education Education foals ®  Bebavior to a
‘1.' Readi . . ' ) ‘Li:st.ed Listed Heeded Hot Needed Listefl Specified® Standard
eading or oral or ~, .
written l?.ngli.sh o . '.@c O ... - I &
2. Oral expr L L I T .. ...
b. I.ut.euang- comprehension. b, . . . . b .-.
c. Writtea express;%\' - .
d. Spelling . . . . .
e. Basic reading shll
f. Reading compreberisicn

oy

-

¥

L - T - LT

[l
-

Matheastics . .
5. uachmcics oalculauo
b. HMathemstics ressoning

-

3. Science , ... . ..
4., Social §Zieace

5. General academic
-6. Other academic

o R b oo

7. Social adaptatioz . .
8:; Self-belp skills.

wae
-
¢ .

-‘,-

a. .Groas motor skills . ~
¢ b.'Fine motor skills

13. Visual acuit
14,
15,

"

16. Vocational/prevocational
a. Career awarenegs . . .
b. sGareer exploration .
c. Career preparation ...,

- |

BRI e

., Other funcfional

[




7. Héw ﬁany ahort-tem objectives “are listed fqr each .funcr.ionaf area (A)? How
* ,many short-t&m objetsives listed for each functipnal area include a logical

’ Qr.atement ‘of expected’ behavior to a specified sr.andard (B)? How many of - ‘3
the objeqfr.ive ‘clearly are a part of a standard curriculum (C}? How many are ' .
iptended to’be mét” in the regular class:‘oom (D)? P .

¢ . ‘ ' . L]
. . . ) /
. L8 - -A ‘B C D
. . s . ) . - Number of -
. y . . Objectives that Number of Number of B
~ . . Include a Logical Objectives Objectives
o . ' ~ 9 Statement of, That Are To Be Met
", Number of Expecud havior .Part of an In The
Short-Term to a S fied ° Establi¥hed Regular
’, ’ Objectives .St d ° .Lurriculum -Classroom
1. Reading or oral or . . .- L )
written English , . . ... . _ 2 : . .
¢ a. Dral expression . . . . ' * v *
. b. Listering.comprehension . « . o o ’ -
¥ ‘c. Written expressi‘on . . -t ‘
. .d. Spelling . . /I .
_¢. Basic reading skill - B ’
f. Reading -comprehension. . v v . b
2. Mathematics . . . ¢ . . :, & ) . ,
- Har.hema;‘is calaxlar.i,on : . . . .
b.-HMathemathes reasoning. . ‘.
. . ’ -
- 3. Scieage . . . . . . . oL ‘e :
4. Social science. . .gq. . . . . o - i .
bl . General academic. . =~ . - . - . N .
© " 6. Othdr ‘academic e . ‘
& T — ' YL T T (\
. ¢ 7. Social adaptation e e " R
8. Gp¥E-help skifls. . . . . .- - .
9, Emational e e e e * .
* . 10. Ph¥sical-Education . . .
. p —_— -_—
* 1l. Motor skills . . .. .. . _J3 . 3. -
| a. Gross motor skills . 3 3 '
b. .Fine motor skills . = .
12, Speech .. . . . L. L. . : s s e ¥ L~

' 13. Visual acuir.y .. C e s . ¢ ¢ - - .

e 14. Hearing . . ‘ . ‘ . . . i
15. G'eneral phys:.cal healr.h = . )
16, Vocationa'l/prevocamonalf Y 1 . £ . . é .

a. Career awareness, . .- . ; . .o .. .
Career explorar.:.on . N 3 .
c"Career preparation . : .- -
. d *
. 17. Other functionmal . T TR o - ,
' = = . : —_ L - “‘
- . 4 . I "
- ’ * 'Pc ?2 - ‘?43 '




llow many short-term objectives are listed that show inténded beginaing
and target completion dates that encompass a timpe frame thgt:

0

at Begins and ends within the first half of the
* school year? I . . . . v . ...

b. Bedins and ends within the second half of the
school year? . .". . . . . . . .. e e .

Extends from fhe bpglnnlng to the endz0£ the
school year? . .-. e e Ce e

_Is tess than the full school year but begins
within the first half of the school year and
ends within the second half? .. . . . . . . .

Time frame is neither stated nor impgied

-

What proportfon (or amount) of the studeat’'s time is assigned to the
special servicgs specified on the IEP? (Include only special services
that replace regular imstruction.) (Eanter "{" if IEP does not give
proportion or amount of time.) '

percent or | 200 ninutes per week
v

10. Wwhich of the following related services is the student iﬂtended to receive?
Lo . . (Circle all that apply)
\eudioloéy.'r..:..‘...................l
C;unseling .
o'Hedi;al services .
Occupational Eherapy .
' Parent counseling and ttaining .
"Physical therapy .
Psychologlcatdservzces .
Recreatlon - '
Social work service .
Transpor?ation . “

Other




q:’: . ’ Y
? N :é?z% - - ’- >
« 11, hhtch of the follow1ng best descrxbes tHis 1EP’'s statement of rat1onale
. for ptacement? "
. o »“j . N (Circle-one)
7-The* IEP do&s not mclude such a statement i AP
" There is such a statement, but it does not add to what is’ :
" already clear from the balance of the IEP . . . . . : .. . .. 2"~
There ¥s such a statement, ind the statement adds to .’ : )
tl}e informatioi: provided by. the balance of the .EEF } ¢ : @ T
. * . "‘ w .& . 1 -
12. which of the follow1ng besc descrlbes the statement of begl 1ng date(s)
of service? ot _ L .
. . _— X ' _ ‘ (Circle one)
Is (are) specifi.calffz stated : e . SN 1
May be inferred from dates-given for goals or objectives . . . @'
Must be inferred from'date IEP was prepared $. "%" A .Ia‘sﬂS
There is insufficieat. 1nformat1on upon which to base an* 0
inference . . . .. L LU I L L L L L L L o s b .
- .. "/ ) * v
13. Which of the following best descrlbes the statement(s) of durat19n Of
services to be provided? e . . . ;
) ' ;_ R . (Circle one}
Is (are) specifically stated . S 1
May be inferred from dates given'fer goals‘or ijectives Do .(:)
"Iust be inferred from head:.ngs that state that goals are "
"annual® goals . . . . .. .l L. . LU o sl s s e 3
]
o States that services will be provided ‘as long as ngeded" e b
There is 1nsu£f1ceent%at1oh upon winch to hase k-1 . L
inference . . . J - . . coe e e e

4.

e 1\\ s

Which of \he foTldwlng statements best descrlbes ‘the evaluatlon RrOCedure
for the short-term objectives? . .- L,

] N . . . o (pircle-bne)

Procedurel's clear from the short-term objectives . . ... . ... ,@ )
Procedure is precise statements of how the evaluation should "
be gonducted . ... + . v e . . e e e 2

Procedure mast bg inferred from'unclear statements or uaclear
short-term objectives . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . L. 0. L
Procedure cannot be inferred because it is not statgd and TEP o
has ao short-term objectives . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . &
1 ]
L -4 - I
\ 345
P,74 ’
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15.

v

L

——

- ! ’ - '
which of the following statements best describes the evaluation- schedule
Tor the short-term objectives?

-
. + t

1

«

-

.

e

-

Schedule is specifically stated as being the evaluat1on

s¢hedule

»
-

-

-

*

L]

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

{Circle one)

-

-

“ 16.

Schedule may Uﬁfimplied from short-term objectives . .".

1
Schedule must be 1mpl1ed from the beginning-of-treatment and
end-of-treatment dates , . . . . . . . . L. L0 0 3

]
Schedule is not stated or implied . . . . .7. . . .. A
Which of the following statements best describes whether at ldast an

annual evaluation of short-term objectivées is r@quired?
’ A

) . 4 I

* (Circle one)

AIL\of the short-term objecCtives appear to requlre at least

*.an annual evaluation . . ./ . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .c:)

Sbmé but not all of the ‘short<term obJect1ves apnear to C
2

requ1re at least an ,anfual evaluation . . ' . . . .

None of the short-term objectives require at least an
annual evaluation “. . . . . . . . . . . ...

.

'Such‘information is not given and cannot be inferred . . . . .
.. * - ‘ ‘ -




