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Chapter-1

introduction

3

.

I, GENERAL

let

4

The National Survey of Individualized Education Programs (LEP;) for

Handicapped Ghildren was conducted in the spring of 1979 by the Research

Triangle Institute m1), under contract to the Bureau of Education for the
0

Handicapped (currently the Office of. SpecialEducation,within.the Department

of Education), USOE.- This national survey consisted of a Basic Survey 'and two

companion substudies. The methodology and findings of this national, survey,

which consisted of a Basic Survey and two companion substudies, are described,
,

4

in five volumes. Volume I is an execttive summary of the survey methodology

and findings, Volume II describes 'the background, objectives, methodology,

and instrumentation. Volume III describes the properties and contents of1EPs
$

prepared for the target population of the Basic Survey. Volumes IV presents

the fi ndings .of the,Retrospective Longitudinal Substad y. This volume, Volume V,
.

describes the prqpereies and conentsof IEPs prepared for the target popula-, .

tidn of tfie State /.Special Facility SubstUdy.

The target population f6r this eubstudy was students in state/sptcial

facilities, defined as: (a) non-LEA-administered schoolsl.isted in the CIC

birictory (Curriculum Information Center, Incorporated, 400 Ross Building,
» ,

1726 Champs Street; Denver, Colorado, 80202); (b) institutions receiving

funds, according to the third annual report of the United States

Commissiooer of Education as Uses of State Administered-Federal Educatiqn Funds;

anf (c) iinstitutibhs included i n the Office-of Civil RigfitsP list constructed

id the fall of 1978. The IEP collected and'analyzed for the State/S 'ial

facility Substudy were prepare for htudentd, ages 3421, who were en ed in

'state/special facilities.
/

Ale' organization bf. Volume V is described in Section II ,glow.

II. ORGANIZATION OF VOLUME V

1

The -State/Special 'Facility Substudy wad- 4esigned to answer five of the

twenty major research questioni'that were .developed the national survey.

.4.
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(See:Volume II, Chapter 3 for a complete list). The first of these major',

qu4stions asks that the first six questiyns developed fox the Basic SurVey

also be applied to the Stite/SOcial Facility Substudy. therefore, the State/
..

.
Special Facility Subatudy.focused on a total of ten questions that are very

1 .
.

4

nearly parallel to those in the Basic Survey report. ,These ten questions are
. .. .. I

listed below. (The specific questions associated with each of these general
,,,2

questions are presented as Appendj.x A of this volume.) .

1
t.

, . .. :, ,
.--,

4 1

Questioh 1: What' do itate/Special Facility IEPs look liket 1.

. ,
. Question 2: What kinds of information ad

.

State/Special Fatility IEPs
.:

contain?

I

' I

Question 3: How is information presented in State/Special acilityIEW

Question 4: Who participates in the:tevelopment and approval of State/

4 Special. Facility IEPs? .
,

_-
. A

.?'. 4

Question 5: What types of special education aqd'related services are
. ,:, specified in State/Special Facility IEPs? ,

Nestiont6: Hy informative and internally consistent, are Stete/Special.
Facility IEPs?-

Question 7: What pare the characteristics of students who have IEPs and
are enrolled in sate/special facilities, and of the facili-
ties in which they are enrolled?

Question 8: How do the types of special education services specified in
State/Special Facility IEPs varyy selected student

`characteristics?

Question How do the formats, properties, contents, and development.
proceises of State/Special Facility IEPs vary by selected..
student,characteristics?

Question 10: How do the answers to questions onelthrougN six above
differ for'studenta in Basic Survey schools.(regule r and
'special) and state/special facilities?

1

Tht results and major findings of the State/Specie/ Facility Substudy are

organiied.and preSentedas responses to these ten general questions in the

'following chapters, as outlined in Table 1.1. Each chapter, Contains; as a
.

final:section, a summary of the major fihdings presented in the chatter.

.Chapter 2 presents a rather detailed description of the national popula-

tion of-handicapped children wbo were served in state/special faciliti Th e

facilities in which these children were enrolled are also described.

1.'2
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Table 1.1

LINKAGE ETWEEN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SUBSTUDY QUESTIONS .

AND CHAPTERS IN WHICHNSWERED
- 4!

I

I

Study Questions Chapters

rt

7

3

4

4

5

6

7

2

8 7

9 3-6

10 1 3 -7

&

Chaptersfa and 4 describe the b4ic properties and content'areas of

state/special'facility.rEPs.

Chapter 5 describes the personnel involved in developing anapproving

state/spetial facility IEPs.

In Chapter 6, the specik,education and related services specified in the

IEPs of students in state/special faciliacCacross the nation are described..

Chapter 7 describes the informativeness and internal consistency of
i

state /special facility IEPs.

Chapters 3 -7 also contain comparisons with findings in the Basic Survey

and discussions of findings for subpopulations, as defined by selected student., .

and school charaCteristics.

Chapter 8 presents a summary of major findings and a discussion of result-
.

ing conclusions.' For the most part, the conclusions of the State/Special

Facility Substudy result from findings that cut tcros's several chapters; as a

result, conclusions are _presented in the final Chapter as opposed to being

discussed in earlier chapters. /

The mportions, means, and other statistics presented and discussed in

these chapters are population estimates based on weighted sample data. The

;*

"t". 1
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estimated standard errors associated with each of,these population estimates,

are presented in appended tables. However, to preclude the excessive use of

such qualifiers as "about" or "approximately," these estimates are discussed =

throughout this report as though they are precise population values. Although

these population estimates and associated standard errors are reported to the
,

nearest tenth of a whole number in the appended tables, they are usually. 1",

k

N rounded to he nearest whole number when discussed or pretented -in thejlady of.
.

, ,

the report.'

With one exception, all supporting materials have'been appended separately

by chapter; i.e., materials referenced in Chapter 1 have been placed in Appen-

dix A, those referenced in Chapter 2 have been'placedin Appendix B, etc. The

exception is AppendiX.H, contains a description of the major reporting

variables used throughta this volime. Appendik H also notes the sample sizes

for theireportihg groups within each major reporting variable. Subpopulations

with sample sizes of less than 25 also ate noted in the tables ()resented in

Appendixes B-G.

Within each of Chapters 3-7, findings pertinent to each topic are pre-

sented for the State/Specialltacility Substudy population,. In most cases

these are followed by wile' findings for the Basic Survey population, with

notation of. statistically significant differences between the two populations.

In' some instances, findings then are presented comparing the State/Special .
. .

Facility Substudy population separately with regular schoOls and special

schools from the total Basic Survey population. 4 ,

The small size of the State/Special Facility Substudy sample severely

limited the number of subpopulations for which results could be reported.

However, for some topics, findings are presented for students grouped by

(a) age levels and (b) the level of severity of their, handicaps. As noted

above, sample sizes for and definitions of theft:reporting variables, i.e.,

the variables- that define the subpopulations for which results are reported

separately, are provided in Appendix H. Age and severity levels were selected

as reporting variables on' the basis of:' (a) the extent to which specific

' Note in rounding that if the first digit to be dropped is 5, the last
digit retained is increased by 1 if it is odd buts kept unchanged if it is
even; for example, 7.5 becomes 8 and .6.5 becomes 6. (National Center for
Education Statistics, NCES guidelines for tabular presentation. Washington,
0.E.: National Center for Education Statistics (USOE, HEW), August 1974.)

.
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finding* were expected to vary over their defined 'groups or levels (e.g., the

extent to which," parental participation in the development of students' IEPs

were'expected to vary when classified by student age level-3-5, 6-12, 13-15,

dr 1641), 'and (b)
,

tNe'inadequate sample size within each reporting group for
t. - . . , . .-

the other Rotentfl'reijoriiag-yariables.

. As seated
.
in Voliime:II '(Chalgter 7) pf this' report, the .05 level was

.

selected for determining the%statiitical significance of between-group com-
.-

parisons: Differences that are significant at the .10 level but not at the
/

05level (actually, 'differencei.of the mitnitude of 1.5.to 2 standard ertors)
. - ..

4 are interpreted as being 'suggesti've" of significant differences.

4
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Chapter 2

r

WhitAre,the Characteristics.of"the Students Receiving

'Special Education in State/Special Facilities

And of the Facilities in Which They Are Enrolled?

4
. t

The target population fortne State/Special Facility Substudy 'Waded

allchildrenin46qtle gccontiviouslipitmciStatis(Necitie Nevada

excluded) and the District-of Columbia,4ho weie. as of 1 December 1978:
. . . . . . , .

a) Between the ages of 3-21, inclusive.
r

Ti-
b) Enrolled in aistate/specialpfacility 4as',defned in Chapter 1 of

this voliimeL I - . ,,
«

. -
. , 0

c) Classified by,their place of enrollment as being handicapped And

receiving special education andrelated'dervices,'
,

kPs and sttident descriptive information were collected and analyzed only for .

that portineOf the target-population that IPad ID's-

, were

This chapter focuses primarily on the State/Special FatilitrSubstudy

question: What are thelcharacteristics of the students receiving special

education in state/special facilities and of the fatilitiei in which they are
, -

enrolled? The first section of the chapter lescibes the student character-

istics; the second section Rresents'the facility characteristics. Section III

r

provides 'a summary of this chapter.

All reported measures are- population

based on weighted sample data.

Supporting data are ificluded in Appendix B.

(or when notedsubpopulation) estimates

.e

I. STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

j
. :d1

In-this section, students in the State/Special Facility Substudy are

desc abed in terms Qi: (a) their general-characteristics, including grade

level, e, race, and sex; and.(b),the nature and severity of their handicap(s).

Based on data obtained from he sample of state/special facilities,, the

estimated numberof handicapped students, ages 1.3 -21, served in state /special

faci\ities in the 4 contiguous states and the District of Columbia is 188.,390.

Approximately 93 percent .of these students had IEPs.

k

'Ut



Grade Level, Age, ace, and Sex -

The following information about the student's age, grade level, race, artd

sexas'based'on,dat3..pbtaified from the teachers most familiar with the, student's
.

'EP.'

.

.

A

1.. Grade Level' ./' .,

Table B:1 in Appendix E presents the distribution of students with ,
,. . go . 0

'EP; by specific grade levels. Table 2.1 summarizes this distribution by
t.

,

:::.=grade level groupings. NoE.e. that grade level informa,tion,was not aitilable/.
.

for 70 percent of the students, presum.iblzAecause these students wee served ''.
. ,

.,

.in nniraded.classes. This grade level distribution is considerablydifferene --
1

.

fromNir,Basic Survey distribution (see Chapter 2 of Volume III) in that grade
.

ve
.

liVel information was not available for only 14 percent of the Basic Survey
.

.

students.
. .

,.._

Table 2,1

DISTRINITION OF STUDENTS BY GRADE kEVEL GROUPINGS

'if

r

irade Level Perct
Pre-K'and K 4

4
1 -3 6

4-6 10

7 -9 13

10-12 3'

Uniraded/Mndetermined 70

Total ita 100

2. Age and Sex

The distribution" of handicapp ed students with IEPs 'is presented by

specific age levels in Table 8.2 of Appendix B. This distribution is summarized

in Table 2.2 by the four broad agelevelgroupings that were selected to .

correspond roughly to prescho61 (ages 3:5), elementary school (ages 6-12),

middle/junior high school (iges 13-15), and senio,high school (ages 16-21)

students. This age distribution differs from the Fiasic Survey age dittribu-

tion primarily in! the'proportion of 6-12 year-old students served. This

'2.2
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Table 2.2

STUDENTS WITIIIEPs, BY AGE AND SEX
(In percents)

. .

\...

Age Level

'''Sei. .

, TotalMale Female
.

3-5

6-12

13-15

16-21

'

,,

6

`g.

5'

16

18

19 6

3

11
.

10

8 ,.

8

37

27
26ai

''

.:fotal 68
. 6.

32 100. .

.) .

1/ 'Detail does not add to total because of rounding.

OP -difference of 26 percent (37 percenumof.the State/Special Facility students as

compared to (S3 percent of the Basic Survey students- -see Chapter 2 of Vol-

ume III) is a fset by larger percentages in the State/Special Facility.dis

tributions in the other age groupings.

3. Rack and Sex , ti

ty-three percent of the students were white, 5 percent were

'black, 3 percqnt were Hispanic: less- than 1 percent were American Indian or

Alaskan Native, and a little less than A percent were Asian or Pacific Islander

(see Appendix B Table B.3). This distribution differs slightly from the Basic

Survey,primarily.in that the State/Spetial Facility sample included a larger

proportion 'of the White, not hispanic category (83 percent as compared to 75

percent in the Basic Survey). h

B. Nature and Severity of Handicap

'Figure 2.1 shows the dist ibut'ion of students by type 6f handicapping

condition(s), a4: specified by the students' teachers. Note that the percents
. ,

in this figure total.more than 100 since some students had two or More handi-

capping conditioni (see APlendix B, Table,B.4).

Whereas Figure 2.1 desdribes the types of handicapping conditiOns foun4

among the target popul4tion, Figufe 2.2 describes the target population in

2.3
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'Figure 2.1: Distribution of Students with IEPs, by Nature of Handicapping Condition.
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..

Percents total more than)00 because some students have multiple conditions,
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Figure 2.2. Percent of Student,s,'by Nature of Single and Multiple Handicapping Condition.
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terms of whether they had single or multiple handicapping conditions.

Figure 2.2 also indicates the nature of handicapping conditions for those

students who had only one handicap,. As shpwe, in Figure 2.2, 49 percent of the
V w

students had a single handicapping condition; the remaining 51 percent had

multiple conditions. (See Append* B, Tables B.5 and B.6.)
0

As would be expected, the distribution of studenti by type .of handicapping

condition is diastically different for the State/Special Facility students

than for the Baiic Survey itudenti. The major differences are in the following

areas:

1) Multiple conditions (51 percent for the State/Special Facility

students; 16 percent foie thei.Basic Survey students).

2) Mental retardation
.
(50' pefcent for the State/Special Facility

students; 26 percent for th -Basic Survey students).

Learning disabled (18 percent for the State/Special Facility

students; 41 percent for the Basic Survey_ students).

4) Emotionally distbrbed (28,percent for the State/Special Facility

students; 8 percent for th
1

Basic Survey students).

5) Speech impaired (39 percen for the State /$pecial Facility students;

33 percent for the Basic Survey students).

6) Deaf and hard of hearing (22 peicent for the,State/Special Facility

students; percent for.the Basic Survey students).

C. 'Severity of Handicap

When classified by the severity of their handicap, 48 percent of the

students had severe handicaps, 36 percent had moderate handicaps, and the

remaining 16 percent had mild handicaps (see Table B.4). It is emphasized

that estimates of the severity of students' handicaps were provided by special

education teachers'who might have used their own frame of reference, a strategy

that might have attenuated the reliability of these data. As with handicapping
I

condition, the distribution of student by severity of handicap is drastically

different for the State/Special Facility students as compared to the Basic

Survey students. Only 13 percent of the Basic Survey students.hacrsevere

handicapswhile 51 percent had mild handicaps.

2.6
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:II.. FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS

ct

In this section, the state/special facilities are described in terms of:

(a) the type of facility ,(state supported or state operated); (b) the primary

purpose of the facility (e.g..: residential treatment, day care); (c) facility

size; (d) relationship to Seg(e.g., accreditation, Supervision); and (e) laws

or legal mandates for whichIEPs were4'written.

^,. i.

A. Type of Fcility . .

Fifteen percent of the(state/speciar facilities were state operated; 32

percent.were 'state supported but not state operated, and the remaining 54

percent were operated/supported primarily by other sources (see Table B.7).

B. Primary-Purpose of the Facility

As is shown in Table 2.3, the primary purpose f one-third of the facili-
.

ties was to provide educationpl services only,29 percent provided,dayiare

treatment that included educational seric s And 18 provided residential

treatment

errors.)

thtp included educational services.

statile 2.3

(See. Table B.8 for standard

PRIMARY PURPOSE OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITIES

. -

.

- Primary Purpose
*

.

Percent-
a/

'Residential treatment'that,includes educational services

Day''Care treatment that includes educational services

Day careand residential treatment that includes
educational services .

educational services only .

Other

18

29
.

9 .

- 35.

0

Percents do not total 100 due to rounding.

2.7
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C. Facility Size

Sixty-four percent of the facilities had a total enrollment of 1-49 stu-

dents,. 29 percent had an enrollment of 50-200 students, and 7 percent had an

enrollment of 201 ormoreNstudents:-
.

D. Relationship to SEA

r

Two-thirds of.the state/special facilities were accredited by the SEA,

one-half of the facirties were supervised by the SEA,ound one -third were i
.

part of, of supervised by, a local public school system. (See TOle.X9.)

Laws dr'LegalMandates for Which IEPs Were Written

Seventy-one percent ,of the state/special facilities prepared IEPs for

more than 75 percent of their students to meet the requirements of P.L. 94 -142.

Thirty -eight percent prepared lAs lor more than 75 percent of their students,

itO meet the requirements of P.L.. 89-313. Eighteen percent prepared IEPs for

more than 75 percent of their students to meet the requirements of other laws

or mandates. Since this equals considerably more than 100 percent,' it is

clear that many facilities prepared IEPs with the intention that the IEPs meet

the requirements of more than one law or mandate. (See Table'B.10 for addi-

tional information.)

III. SUMMARY

,

This chapter provided information regarding the characteristics of stu-

dents receiving, special' education in itate/special, facilities and of the

facilities it whfcb.they were enrolled. .

A. Student Characteristics'

Most.of the handicapped students in the state/special facilities ap-

parently.received theii special education le ungraded classes. This compared

to 14 percent of' the Basic Survey students who apparently were served in

'ungr ded.classes.

udents in state/special fa lities were fairly 40enly distributed

across the 6-12, 13-15, and 16-21 age ranges, with a smaller proportion, in, the

3-5 age range. This.d ffered frog the Basic Survey in that two-thirds of the

Basic Survey studenti ere in the 6-12,age range.
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4
Eighty-three percedt of the State/Special Facility seudehts were white;

. ..

not hispanic ,(as compared to 75 percent in the BasiC Survey). Thirt en percent'

Were black. Fifty -one percent of the State/Special facilitrstuderits (as %
i

cOmpared to 16,percent in the,Basic Survey) had multiple handicaps. About
4..,

.

half of :the students was mental retardation; 1 percent were learning disabled;
. ,..

28 percent were emotionally disturbed; 39 percent were speech impaired; and 22

, percent were aeaor hate of hearing.
.. .. 4 ,

Fifty-eightipercedt of the State/Special Facility students (as' compared

with 13 ,percents in the Basic Survey) had gevere,hantlicgps, 36 peicent had

moderate,hLidicaps, and 16 percent (as compared with,51 pecCeni in the Basic

'Survey) had mild handicaps.'

/

. B. . Facility cearacteristics

1

About half of the, stake /special facilities. were state operated or state

sipported. About one-third provided educational services only; almost hatT

provided day care or residegtill treatment that included educational services.

Most of the facilities (64 percent) had a total en4plltent of less than 50

students. Only seven percent had a total enrollment of 201 or more.

Two7thirds of.the facilities were accredited by the SEA; one-half were

supervised by the SEA; one-third were part pf, or supervised by, a public

school systdm,

. %Most (Ti percent) of the facilities prepared individualized-education.

4programs primarily to meet "tbe 'requirements of P.L. 94-142. Many facilities

prepared 1EPs.with the intention of also meeting the requirements of'other

laws or .mandates (e.g., P.L.

/

I

2.9

0

Are p.

4144,0v

c



Chapter 3

.

What Do State/Special Facility IEPs Lo4k.Like?

0

1

This chapter.presents findings about several characteristics of IEPs in

answer .t.A._.the study question: What do IEPs loqk like? IEPs are described in

terms of their length or the number of pages they contain, whether or not they

are legible and easy,to read, their formats, and whether. orolot they consist

of single or multiple documents. A brief summary is presented at the end of

the chapter.

Detailed descriptive statistics and associated standard errors for the

results sUmmarized.in this chapter are presented in Appendix-C.

I. NUMBER OF PAGES

A. State/Special Facility Population Compared with Basi)Survey Population

In determining the number of pages in each IEP, the back of the page was

counted as a separate page when it was used, and pages from a referenced

standard curriculum .or referenced instructional material were not included in

the page count. The average (mean) number of pages in a State/Special Facility

IEP was 8, with a range of 1 to )58 and a standard deviation of 11. Four

percent consisted of oae page, and 17,percent consisted of 2 to 3 pages.

Forty-six percent consisted of 6 or more pages. The median number of pages

was 5. 'The median maybe a better indicator of cektral tendency because there4'

were, $'few Ins with Many pages. (See Appendix C, Table C.1-) ....)

Thq average number of pages in an IEP in the State/Special Facility

population was greater than that.in the Basic Survey population: 8 pages

versus 5. Six percent of the IEPs in the Basic Survey population consisted of

1pAge, and about 40 percent consisted of 2 to3 pages. Only 2$ percent

consisted of 6 1r more pages.

IEPs in the State/Special Facility population weke significantly longer

than those in regular schools. However, there was no significant difference-

in the length of the 1E49 prepared for students in state/special facilities

when compared to those of student in special schools.

a

./

s
I.
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B. Variation by State / Special Facility Subpopulations

The number of pages in Ips was analyzed for,student subpopulations

defined by reporting groups within twp reporting variables: (1).student age

,levels; and (2) s e'verity of student handicap.

1. Student Aie Levels

Comparisonof the average lengths of IEPs for four. student age

levels (3-5, 6-12, 13-* and 16-21)

statistical* signifiptnt differences

tent with' results' in ,the Basic Survey.

2. Severity of Student Handicap

led to the conclusion that tl4re are no

between these groups. This is consip-

(See Appendix C, Table C.2.)

When students ,were classified by the severity of their handicaps,

there was no significant difference between these groups in the page-length of'

their IEPs. This is consistent with results in the Basic Survey. (See Appen-
.

C, , Table C.3.)

I

II. LEGIBILITY AND EASE OF READING

For%this ,analysis, each IEP was classified into one of three categories:

(a) typed; (b) handwritten and easy to read; and (c) handwritten and difficult

to read. An IEP in which at least one-fourth of the entered information was

difficult to read was placed in the third cateury, even if part of it was

typed. That is, at least three-fourths of the document ha4to be easy to read

.,to be classified in either the first or second category.

The ,legibility classification did not pertain to the quality of the

photocopying or to the content and style of the writing. Rather it was a

judgement of the -,:ease with which the document could be read. For IEPS in-
.

cluded in the first two categories ("a". and "b" above), a final delineation

was dependent upon the portion of the IEP that was typed. If '50 percent or

more of the entered infordation was typed, it was placed in the "typed" cate-

gory; otherwise, it was considered to be handwritten. Examples, illustrating

the distinction betweed "easy to read" and "difficult to read" are provided in

.Appendix P of Volume II.

As in the Basic Survey population, virtually all (99 percent) of the IEPs

it

in the State/Special Facility papulition were reasonably easy to read. In the

State/Special Facility pppulation, 42 percent were .VIed, d 57 percent were
.

-

handwritten and easy to read. In the Basic Survey popnla on, the balance

. 3.2 .23
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between typed and handwritte4NTEPs w4 different, as 17 rtent were typed and

81 percent were handwritten

A comparison was made of the pa e gths of the State/Special Facility

IEPs in each ofthe three "legibility!' categories (typtd and legible, hand-

written but easy to read, and handwritten and difficult to read). As in the

Basic Survey population, this comparison indicated no significant relationship

between the length and legibility of IEPs. (See Appendix C, Table C.4)

III' FORMATS

.

Three basic characteristics.ol IEP formats are described in this section:

'(a) the 'types of

amount of space

annual goals or

formation headings the IEPs contain; (b)-whether or not the
-0

provided by the IEP format limits or restricts the numbe4 of
, . -

short-term objectives to be Ancluded; and (c) whether or not
1

the format permits parental approval:of the entire IEP.

1P,

A. -Types of Information Headings: .State/Special Facility Population

,Coipared with Basic,Survey.Popuration

An_UP was coded as havines heading for a particular type of information

i `and
' . wi

oily if contained a fittding that clearly was intended to collect

that parlidular type of information. The extent to which information actually

. was entered in'the spaces proyided for the headings is discussed in Chapter,4.

1. Mandated Information Areas

As reflected in Tablet.3.1, headings for only 3 of the 11' mandated
' 4

'information areas were includea In at least 87 percentof the IEPs; i.e.;
.

statement of annual goals (98percent), short-term objectives (87 percent),
. .

and statement of the presentdevel of educational performance (88 percent).
4

Since it reasonable to assume that the Presence of an appropriate heading

an IEP would better .insure that spegific information is entered, the percent

of IEPs with related headingscan be1.,,cc:nsidered satisfactory onit.for "state-

ment of, annual goals." The percent fq, lower than expected for all of the
/* -
6

other mandated. areas, with four
11
possibole exceptions. One of the four excep-

.

tions, "assurances of ..at leastan evaivatioh of short-term objectives,"

was not expected to have a heading-betuse such assurances are usually re-

flected in.evaluation sthedutes. The 'other three exceptions--evaluation

criteria (61 percent)t procedures (38 percent), and schedules (29 percent) for
3

. .
.$

r-
,
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1, Table 3.1

MANDATED WORMATION AREAS TOR WHICH HEADINGS .

ARE SPECIFIEDIN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs

,-

'

a . ,

Information Headings
/

Percent IEPs
With Heading

"§tatement of 'annual goals.
.

Short-term objeptives. b
$

./ i

Statement of th& present levil ofIducational
performance. x .

. . , .

Projected date for initiation of specific services.

Statemgnt of specific educational services to 'be
.

provided.

Anticipated duration of'specific services.

Statement of ttie extent to which child will be able
to participate in. regular educational programs.

Proposed evaluation critlria. s's

Proposed evaluation piocedures:

Proposed schedules for determining whether
jastructioal.oblectives are being met.

'

.

98

8.7

88

76

67

72

55

61

38

29

a/
A heading for "assurances of at least an annual evaluation". was not

expected to be found in IEPs,and therefore is not included.
... .

6

4 )
I

short-term objectives-4.1re typically found within objectives that are stated

in behavioral or measurable terms.' As a result, one could notqxpeccto find

these three headings on IEPs,prepared in schools or facilities that emphasize

the specification of objectives in measurable terms.

Overall, these results are quite consistent with those of the Basic

Survey population, but there were some differences for certain individual

areas. Whenthe 'EPS of students in the State/Special FaCil4y and Basic

Survey populations whii compared, a significantly greater percentage of IMPs

prepared in state/special facilities had.a heading associated with a statement

of annual goals (98 percent versus 94 percent). A significantly greater

percent of IEPs prepared for students in the Basic Survey population had

headings associated With the extent to which the child would be able to par-
...

ticipate in regular educational progr,ams (77 percept versus 55 percent), and

3A
3.4
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,results were suggestive of greater percents of headings in the Basic Survey

population.. for the projected date for thelinitiation of specif c services (89

versus 76 percent) and for a staterpent OffSpecific educational ices.to be

provided (81 versus 67 percent). thve Was no tendency for the presence of

headings in thi State/Special Facility popthation io,be more frmiltg,to special
t

schools or to 'regular schools in the Basic SUrvey population. (See Appendix C,

Table C.5.)

2. Vonmandated Information Areas

For reader. convenience, findings ,about headings for nonmandated

nfotmation have been pled into seven categories for presentation in

.Tole 3.2: (a) basic student characteristics; (b) assessment-related data;

placement- related data; (d) instrument - related data; (e) process of devel-

"Alig, approving, and reviewing the IEP; (f) proposed program of special

serAces; and (g) other. ,The "other" category includes headingi that occurred

too infrequently (i.e., in .less than 2 percent of the IEPs for the combined

Basic Survey and State/Special Facility populations) to be identified and

reported se rately.

In ormaiion headings for nonmandated items were included more, often in

IEPs prepared fOr students in the Basic Survey Opulation than in IEPs pre-
.

pared for students in the State4pecial Facility population. Of the 29 infor-

mation headings listed in Table 3.2, 12 headings appeared in a significantly

greater percent of IEPs in the Basic Survey population, while only1k appeared

is a greater percent of IEPs in.the State /Special Facility population ("other").

There w s no tendency for the presence of headings in the State/Special

Facili populations to be more similar to special schools or to regular

sc s "in the Basic Survey population. (See Appendix C, Table C.6.)'

. No analysis was conducted for subpopulationswithin the State/Special

Facility Substudy.

B. Restrictive Formats
t

5

°If the IEP format provided pnll a.small amount' of space for goals and

objectives, or if.there-were no headings for goals and/or objectives, the

format was coded as limiting or restrictive. (For this analysis, the numbek

of goals entered in the completed IEP was not ;considered as limiting to the

number oft.objectives, and vice versa.) Also, i;determination as to whether or

pot an IEP format limited the number of.Annual.goals or objectives was based
I

4*.
3.5
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Table 3.2

SUMMATED INFORMATION Asps FOR WHICH HEADINGS ARE SPECIFIED IN
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs CARED KITH BASIC SURVEY RESULTS

Information Headings

Percent State
Facility IEPs
Wah Heading

Percent
Basic Survey
IEPs *hen

Difference is
Significant

A. BASIC STUDENT CHARACTERISTiCS

Student's age or birthdate. ,
,

Student's grade level.
82

34

''

59

Natufe of student's handicap. 32

Student's sex. 1 13

Student's race. 1 7

8. ASSESSHENT-RELATED

Assessment data to support pyient .

level of performance.. 18 36
I

Date of the assessment of present
level of performance. Al 23

Student's strengths. ;

' Physical education needs. 14

C. PLACEMENT -BELATED

Placement iecommendation. 55

Rationale for placement or services. 20

D. 'INSTRUCTION-RELATED

Student's primary language.
Ste/130M's school'accennance record'.

6
.. I 3b/

Student's special interests. 0

E. PROCESS OF IEP DEVELOPMENT, APPROVAL,
AND REVIEW

Participants in the liP Process. 74 I7

Dace of.preparacton of IEP *80

Titles of individuals who approved
'OP

'the,IEP. 63 .

?arental approval. 47 7. .

Signature of individuals who approved
the IEP. ,,

Proposed IEP review date. .

36

34

61
b/

. 49 -

Results of parental notification. 1 ' 0
actual IEP review date. ,7

.

Results of IEP review. 6

Participants in IEP review. 2

F. PROPOSED PROGRAM OF SPECIAL SERVICES
c'

Personnel responsible for services. 57

Recommended instructional materials.
resources, strategies, or techniques. 66

Dace short -term objectives met. 21
Priority listing of annual goals. 11 c

G. OTHER

Other.2/

2/ Ins with at least )ne "ether" beading. Includes such headings as:
dace of referril, provisions for mainstreaming, or last grade obtained.

t/ Results were suggestive of a statistically Is:gni:1.43u diTferenne.

3.6
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on the question: "Would the use of additional page(s). of goals and/or objec

tives require the re- completion of a major seginpnt of ftformationtin order
/

avoid leaving essential portions. of the page blank?"' In °the, words,, if the

IEP was.designed so that a person who wphed to append ad4itibnal pages of
S

goals or objectives to the IEP would have to repeat some information (such as

student's name, age, grade, etc.) on'each page, .the format was considered

kimit,i.ng: it would take iao time than necessary to add pages of goals and

objectives,, andthe additiona effort required might affect the.decisien of

wilether to be exhaustive i. e tering goals.and/or',objectives.

41. State/Special F ci ty Population
.

Colnpared with Basic Survey

Population

Forty-two Percent of the Ps for students in the State/Special

Facility population limited the number of annual goali tilrisugh format design,

and 21 percent limited the number-of short-term objectives. (See AppendixC,

TableT.7.) I

.

.In terms of annual goals, IEP formats for, the State/Special Facil1ity

population were significantly less restrictive than for the Basic Survey
.

population (65 perient of IEPs restrictive)...4hey were significantirjess
,

restrictive than those for the .reula.r_school students (65 percent restrict

tive), and the results suggested they might 1:1ess restrictive than those for

special school students (61 percent reetrictivel.

In terms of short-term objectives, 'IEP formats for the State/Special

Facility students were significantly less restrictive than those for the Basic

Survey' population (39 percent ofEPs restrictive). However, while they were

less restrictive', than those for regular school,students (39 percent restric-

tive), they we're not different from those prepared for students in special

schools (28percent restrictive).

Evidence of the effects of the restrictive nature of IEP formats was

obtained by an analysis of the numbers of goals and ;objecti,ves contained in

the two sets of IEPs coded as beilig restrictive or non-restrictive. When IEPs

were classified by whether'or not their Almmats restrict.the number of goal

statements, there was a mean.difference of 1.1 goals between the two groups.

This difference, though not statistically significant, suggests that IEPs. with

restrictive formats contain fewer *pals. However, when a similar analysis was

conducted for objectives, a significantly larger average number of objectives

was found in IEPs with non4restrictive formats for objectives; i.e., there was

3.7
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a mean differelce of 8.9 objectives' between the to groups. (S'ee Volume IIIiT

'Chapter 3, for further details of this analysis.) These results are not to be

interpreted as implying, that IEPs with "more" goals or objefctives are neces-

saoily "better" IEPs; the number of goals/oHjectIves should be dictated solely

by the student needs. However, a restrictive format, while it may keep an IEP

Horn beiig unnecessarily long, also might prevent the entry of important

information.

2. Vaiiation'by Student Age Levels
,

With respect to. formats that limit thenumber of annual goals and

short-tern,objectives, there were no statistically significant differences

across the four student age levels (3-576-12, 13145, and 16-21). These

results are similar to those in the Basic Survey. (See Appendix C, Table C.8.)

. Format as Related to Parental Approval: State/Special Facility Population

Compared with Basic Survey Population 4

Table 3.3 shows' IEP formats as related to parental approval, and compares

the categories for the State/Special Facility and Basic Survey populations.

(See Appendix C, Table C,9.) While the format of about half(49 percent) of

the IEPs for students in the State/Special Facility population was Such that

the parental approval would be for the entire IEP, the format°of a subst9tial

number was such that approval appeared to-be intended for only a portion'of

the IEP.° It should be noted that the issue here is the IEP format as related

to the space for a parental approval signature. Whether or not the parent

actually signed the IEP is discussed elsewhere.

In three percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs, the space for parental

approval was located.so as to indicate that approval would be for the annual

goals, but not for the short-term'objectives. The short-term objectives in

these IEPs apparently were written later, and-the parent did not necessarily.'

approve theie objectives, at least not by signing the IEP itself.

In another one percent of the IEPs, the parental approval would have been

for part but,not all of- the short-term objectives.. Apparently, for these

IEPs, part of the short-term objectives were included in the-original IEP, and

additional objectives were added later. The parent would not have approved

these added objectives,jat least not by signing the IEP.

In six percent of the IEPs, the parental approval would e been for

services to'be 'provided (usually a statement of placement in a rticular

4.8



Table 3.3

IEP FORMAT AS RELATED TO PARENTAL APPROVAL FOR STATE/
SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC,SURVEY POPULATIONS

.-

A. i ., lk ,

Format Classifications i

Percent of IEPs

Basic Survey State Facility
-

. .

V
Approval (or diiapprov11) would be/for
the entire IEP

.

.
.' .

Approval (or dis pftoval) would be for

manualnnual 'goals but not for short-term- .

objectives
%

... .

Approval (or dis proval) would be for
part but not all f the short -terms
objectives .

,

Approval (or disa royal) would be for---
services to be pro ,ided but not for
annual goals or sh rt-term objectives

Approval (or disap oval) would be for
some portion of the IEP, but cannot
determine what woul be approved .

No place for approva or disapproval
.

is provided .

'

.

.

..

-

48

12'

5

11

2

22

.

.

.

:

.

..

.

. \

49 .

3-
a/

.

.

1-
a/

.

,

6-
a/

.

. ,

, .

' 2

.

a/
38- .

,

Total 100 100-
b/

.

a/, Difference betwee State /Special facility population and Basic
population is statisti,ally significant.

Or Detail does not add to total because of rounding.

Setting), but not for the annual goals or the short term objectives, which

apparently were prepared after placement.
. 1

In two percent of the IEPs, it was not clear from the format what would

be approved by a parental signature. 'For example, the space for approval

might be,on a sepaiate form attached toga multiple page IEP that listed place-

ment on one page, goals on another page, and objectives on still another page.

In the remaining 38 percent of the IEP no plate was provided for parental

approval or disapproval. It should be noted that Table 3.2 shows that there

4.0
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-were no headings for parental approval in 53 percent of the IEPs. This

e occurs because the specifications for'a heading were more restrictive

in the data source for Table 3.2 than in the data source 'for the formats

discussed here. (See Volume II,.Appenaix P for specifigatiogs.)

As can be seen in Table 5.3, tignificantly more IEPs for students'in the

State /Special Facility population_ that' in the Basic Survey population bad no

place in their formats for iarental approval: ,Approximately half of the IEPs
10 a

ip both' populations bad a formatted -location for appro4ljef the entire IEP0

but a greater percent of IEPs4in the Basic Survey population had formatted

locations for,approv,of portions of the IEPs.

No analysis Was conducted for subpopulations within the State/Special

Facility iopulatiog.

I

IV. MULTIPLE DOtUMENTS

As noted in Volume III, some of the IEPs consisted of more than one

-1 document covering the same time frame. Two types of additional separate

,documents were identified: (a) separate IEPs prepared by different teachers

or service ,sources, e.g., the mathematics teacher prepared an IEP related to

:mathematics and the English teacher prepared one relited to English (such

documents were not considered to be separate if only pages-4f goals and/or

objectives were prepared separately); and (b) separate placement and implemen-

tation documents, one prepared for the sole purpose of recording assessment

and platemeut data (but with no plans for a program), and the second prepared

solely to document the instructional program.

Multiple IEP documents were prepared fox only two percent of the State/

Special Facility students, and all of these we the type consisting of

separate documents from different teachers or a vice sources. These results

were not significantly different from those for lhe Basic Survey population,

in which multiple documents were prepared for about three)6ercent ol the

students. ---Newever, in the Basic Survey population, the multiple documents.

were divided about evenly between the two types.

Since virtually all of the IEPs consisted of a single document, this

property w, not analyzed for subpopulattons.

1

IP .3

6.

. A
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l V. SUMMARY

This chapter addressed the question: What do IEPs look like?. In answer

to this question, IEPs were described in terms of such basic characteristics

as length, legibility,lormat, and whether oenot they were single or multiple

cbments.
a

IEPs prepared for students enrolled in state/special facilities had a

mean length of eight pages and a median length of five pages. The mean length

of eight pages. was significantly greater than the mean length of five pages

fdr IEPs of studiats enrolled in the Basic Survey population. They were

longer than those prepared for students in regular schools, but there was no

significant difference in the lengths of the IEPs of students in statePspecial

facilities when compared to those of students in special schools. There were

no differences in lengths of IEPs for the State/Special Facility subpopulations

defined by student age and severity of handicap.

As in the Basic Survey .population, practically all IEPs (99 percent) were

reasonably easy to read. For the State/Special Facility population, 42 percent

Of the IEPs were typed is compared to 17 percent in the Basic Survey. population.

Fifty-seven percent of /the State/Special Facility IEPs were handwritten and

easy to read; compared with 81 percent in the Basic Survey population.

State/Special Facility IEP formats contained headings for a wide variety

of information areas, many of which are not mandated by pa,. 94-142. However,

under the assumption that the inclusion ofan appropriate heading will improve

the possibility that desired inform'atioe will in fact be included, the percent

of IEPs that contained headings for the mandated information areas was lower

' than expected. , headings for only 3 of the 11 mandated areas were found

in at least 87 rcedt of the IEPs. Overall, this was reasonably consistent

%AM results ottfil Basic Survey populaton, but there were some di erences

for individual areas. There was no tendency for the presence of hen ngs in

the State/Special Facility population to be more similar to special schools or

to regular schools gin the Basic Survey population. 7

Overall, information headings for nonmandated areas were included more

often in IEPs prepared for students in the Basic Survey population than in

IEPs prepared for students in the State/Special acility population.
.

The formats of about 40 percent of the Stat ' /Special Facility IEPs were

restrictive or limiting with regard to the n ber of annual goals that could

'3.11
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be listed, while about 20 percent of the'IEPs had a similar restriction for

short -term objectives. In terms of, anAUal goals, ,IEP formatiLfor the State/

SpeCial Facility population were significantly less restrictive than for the

Basic Survey population. They were significantly less restrictive than those

for students in regular schools, and results suggested they might less

restrictive than those for special school students. In terms of shOrt-terit

objectives, IEP formats for the State/SpeCial Facility students were signifi-

cantly less, restrictive than:those for the Basic Survey population. However,

while theyvwere less restrictive than,those for regular school students, they

were not less restrictive than those prepared for studenti in special schools.

As in the Badic Survey population, the formats of about half of the

gtate/Special Facility IEPs mere such that parental approval was intended for

.the'entire IEP. However, nearly 40 percent of the IEPs for the State/Special

Facility population did not have any formatted location for paren tal approval.

This was significantly greater 'than for'the Basic Survey population.

As in the Basic Survey population, virtua lly all (98.percent) the State/

Special-Facility IEPs consisted of a single document. The remaining two
A

percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs consisted of additional separate,

1
t . 4

doauments that were prepared by different teachers or service sources.

1

4
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Chapter 4

Sq

What Kinds' of Information do State/Special'Facility IEPs

Contain and How is this Information Presented?

This chapter presents a discussion of the kinds'of information contained

in IEPs and the manner in which this information was presented. For purposes

ofthis discussion, the contents of. IEPs have Keen separated into two broad

categories: (a) the eleven information areas mandated by Section 602 of

P.L. 94 -142, and (b) information areas that are not mandated by P.L. 94-142.

Detailed descriptive statistics and associated standard errors for the

population estimates reported in this chapter are referenced herein'and are

-presented in Appendix D.

I. THE EXTENT TO WHICH MANDATED INFORMATION WAS CONTAINED IN

STATE/SPECIAL AGILITY IEPs AND,HOWTHIS INFORMATIOWWAS
ti

4' 4 PRESENTED, AS COMPARED WITH SIMILAR DATA FROM THE

BASIC SURVEY POPULATION

One of the criteria for desclibingand evaluating IEPs must be the extent

'to which the documents contain the information mandated by P.L. 94-142. This

information must be included in an,IEP to comply with regulations regarding,

the provision of an education program that meets the needs of the individual

handicapped student. This section first provides data on the extent to which

mandated information was presented in IEPs and then provides data on how this

mandated, information and other closely related information were presented.

. Extent to 'Which Mandated Information was Provided
44.11ri

As is portrayed in Figure 4.1, a very high percentage of State/Special

Facility IEPs contained a majority of the infOrmation mandated by the Act.

-(See Table D.10fOr exact numbers and standard errors). In fact, 7 of the 11

types of required informatbon were included in more than 90 percent of the

IEPs. However, it should be pointed ut that these data represent a generous

interpretation of what constitu es inclusion of the items of information.

(Sew-Appendix D, pages D.1 and D.2, for the coding criteria by which the data

were derived.)

. -t
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Only two types of mandated information were included so infrequently as'

to suggest possible problem areas: (1) information as to the extent of parti

cigatiort in regular education programs, and (2) proposed evaluation criteria.

Only '45 cent of the State/Special Facility IEPs contained a statement

of the extent to which the handicapped student will.be able to participate in

the regular eaucatiOnal program, -This percentage is significantly lower thah,

for the other mandated information items. It should be noted, however:'tffit\

the term "regular education program" is not a particulaPly.meaningful state-
:

ment fortstudenti enrolled in state/special fatalities. For manO students, it

mdywnot have been considered necessary (from a practical point of viewJ to

make a statement concerning participation 4n regular education progr4m.
. .

Regarding the second possible problem area, 80 percent of all State/

Special Facility IEPs contained a statement.of-appropriate evaluation criteria.

Given the fact that more 'Eft demonstrate an intent to evaluate (91 pertent

contain some assurance of at least an annual evaluation), kike difficulty

apparpatly is related to the lack of headings in IEP formats for evaluation

criteria or, more likely, to a failure, to, include specified sta rds as part

of the shoA-tern bbjectives statements. Although .only_ about l percent of

the IEPs had a specific heading for this information area (see Table 3.1,

Chapter 3), information was entered under these headings in 93'percent df the

IEPs thathad such 'a heading.

For the mandated information items included' in leis than 90 percent of

the IEPs in the State/Special Facility or Basic Survey popukations, there were

dito statistically significant differences for only two items in the percent of

EPs including the information. Informati8n regarding the extent of partici-.

pation in regular edhcation programs was included in 62 percent of the IEPrin

the Basic Survey populition.and in 45 percent of the State/Special Facility

.Ins. This difference likely results from ular education, " being a more

Meaningful term for the Baia Survey popul n, espeCiallifor students in
--;&

regular schools. Regarding proposed evauation.criteria, the info rmaticin was ae

included in.80 percent of the State/SpecialFacility IEPs and 65 percent of

+. .the 'Basic Survey IEPs. i

Figure 4.2presints the accumulated percentage of IEPs that contained
-

either all:or some of the mandattdinfoNation ,items. Nearly one-third Ol

percent) of the State/Special_FacilityEPs contained all the mandated infor-

mation, 74 percent included information, in at least 10 of tile-11,m'andatd

4,3 ,
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a
areas, 85 percent includediatormation'in at least 9 of the 11 areas, and 87

percent' contained informasionAn 8-or more of the 11 areas.. Over 90 percent

of the State/Special Facilkty:IEPs contained information 14 7 or more of the

11 areas. -.(See Appendix 04.Table '0.2 for associated standard errors.)

These findings, whiclar%similai4 to those td the Basic Survey population,

are somewhlt disappointing, especially the finding that over two- thirds of the

IEfs did not meet all 11 Mandatede4uireMents (only 31 percent contained all

necessary information). Since a'high peiceaiage of IEEs_contained akvariety

of nonmandated. informatidi .(see Sectidh 11 below), it does noeseem appro-

priate to conclude,thattdbilany information,areas are mandated.

B. How Mandated and Related Informition were Presented

This subsection discusieS how iandated'and related information was pre-
.

geited in State/Special Facility IEPg and provides comparisons with Basic

Survey IEPs The means-oE4reseitation is to ditCugs separately each of the
s. .

11 items of information mandated by the Act to be included pi IEPs. .

, -

One important fac0r related' to how infsrmation is presented, generally

applies to all 11 items and is'eMphaslzed heeAexather than in the following
,.:- 4

discussions of Wividual ieems,, As Was discussed in Considerable detail in

Chapter 4 of Volume III, Oiere was a strong relationship between the inclusion
, - I I

in IEPs of headings that requeSted certain- information and the' inclusion of.

that information in the.IiEs. *There) is clear'eVidence that this relationship

Also was true of State/SpiCiAl Eacility IEEs. By using calculations such as
. 4.

those deScribed in AppendliS of Volume III1'and u(ng,data provided in

Table 0.4 and other appropriatePappeddix tables in this volume, it is clear
4 .6

that mandated information was prova0,more often in'the State/Special Facility

IEPs that 'included headinet,requesli:the information
/7

than in TEPs that did
, . ...

hot include the headings. t' t
. 4!' ic

There was consnerablcsi:Milaritibetween StAte/Specialjacility IEPs and

Basic Survey IEPs regarding hedings: for mandated items (See Appendix D,

Table 0,4.) Two exceptions %Sere (11:a:heading for the statement of specific.
I

I, 41
educational services to b,13r'ovided,(included in-67 percent of State/Special

Facility IEPs and 81 pe;C1kt ofBasislurvey4Ells), and (2) a heading for

extenelof participation in regular program (inclUaed,in 55 percent of State/

Special -Facili* IEPs and 77 percent of Basic Sur4Ay IEPs). No other differ-
.

ences are statistically significant (Set Appendix 0, Table 0.4.)

. .

.1 / .

. .
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i .1
, . 4.5 %, /1-*
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1. SCatement of Present Leverof Educational Performance
. .

As was shown in Figure 4.1, 89 percent of the State/Special Facility

IEPs contained information regarding the handicapped student's present level

of educatieRal performance. However, there was a wide range of levels of om--
.

pleteness of this 70%\9'f'data. One IEP might state simply that "the student

5.s behind in reading;" another might provide complete, summary data regarding

perfor;ance in i'widerange of academic and functional areas plus data (e.g.,

test data) to support the.level-Of-perfArmance information.

In attempting to.describe the differences in present-level-of-performance
. .

,information, in IEPs, the following four questions were addressed:

a) What proportion of IEPs contained' supporting data (e.g., test results)
.

to substantiate the present-level-of-performance information?

b) What proportion IEPs contained present-level-of-performance

- information for three or moreacademic or functional areas (e.g:

reading or graIlor written English, mathematics, social adaptation,

sieech)?. .

c)` What proportion of 'IEPs contained :present-level-of-performance

information for academic or functional areas ,for which special

education was found not to be needed? 4

d) What proportion of IEPs contained the date(s) of the assessment of

present level of performance?

The rationale for these questions was discussed in Volume III, Chapter 4-
.

Figure 4.3 presents results which respond to the questions.

It must bekemphasized that; in many of the IEPs Containing some present-

levelof-performance information, only a bare minimum of such information was

presented, and that i,t often was presented in a very general and vague manner.

On the other hand, 27 .percent of the IEPs not only contained it least some

)present-level-of-performance information, but also contained at least some

supporting data. Sixty-six percent contained present-level-of-functioning

data for at least three academic or functional areas, while 6 ercent listed

information for at least one area where special ecilkation as' found not to be

required. FouAkercent of the IEPs not only contained 4present level of per-

formance information for at least three academic or functional areas, but also

contained supporting data for 90-100 percent of these areas. These latter

IEPs can be considered exemplary documents regarding their presentation of

this tyPe-of'information. Only a small proportion of IEPs (10 peicent)

4,6
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contained the date(s) that, the assessment of present leVel of performance took
*.

plaie.

The percent of IEPs containing some present-level-of-functioning informa-

tion was about 90 percentfaz..both the State/SpecialJasgity and Basic Survey

populations. Also, there was no significantidiffereace in the'pefcentAof IEPs

containing this type of information in at least one academic area for which

special education was found out.to be required. However,' a greater percent.of
!v '

IEPs prepared for students in the Basic Survey populAtion than in the StAte/

Special Facility population contained the following: some presen t-level-of-
.

performance information plus supporting data for at least -part cf it (51

versus 27 percent); some present-level-of-performance information in at least

three areas aid supporting data for 90-100 percent of these areas (11 versus 4

percent); and date(s) of assessment of present level of perforiance (20 versus'

10 percent). A greater percent of State/Special Facility IEPs than Basic

Survey IEPs contained information about the present level of performance for

at least three academic /functional areas (66 versus 53 p#rcent). (See Appen-

dix D, Table D.15.)

For additional pertinent information, see Appendix D, Tables D.4 and D,5.

2. Annpal Goals

The following discussion of how annual goals were presented in IEPs

includes information regarding (a)/the average number of and rangeof annual

goals, and (b the extent to which goals,were presented in order.of priority.

The mean number of annual goals per Stat6/Special Facility IEP (for the

98 ,percent of IEPs that codtain annual goals) was 11, with a, standard devia-

tion of 13. The number. of goals (for all of the IEPs) ranged from 0-309 (see

Appendix Tabld D.6). Nine percent of the IEPs contained more than 25 goals.

Fifty percent of the IEPs contained fewer than 6.5 goali. This latter

estimate (the median) is a better indicator of central tendency because there

were a few IEPs with many goals.

IEPs developed for students in' state/special facilities contained more
i

goals than did those in the Basic Survey population, a mean of 11. compared to

6 and a median of 6.5 /compared to 3.2.- However, while State/Special Facility

IEPs contained more goals than those for students in reaular schools,,they did

not contain more goals than those for studetts in special schoo.s. (Sea

Appendix D, Table D.6.) '
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Anothei factor related to bow annu goals were presented in IEPs is that

in addition.to merely listing annual goa s, some IEPs either listed the goalsI
in ordei.of priority.or seNcted certain listed goals for priority status.

Eight percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs included this additional

refinement. This percent was not significantly different from the percent of

, Basic Survey'IEPs with a priority listing (see Appendix D, Table 13.5.) 3/4(

3. hort-Term Objectives

Theollowing discussion of how short-term objectives were presented

in IEPs focuses on (a) the number and range of objectives included in IEPs,

(b) the time frames for meeting the objectives, and (c) the extent to which

objecti.ies were presented in measurable terms.

The average number of short-term objectives per State/Special Facility

IEP (in the 92 percent of IEPs that contained short-term objectives) was 58,

with a standard deviation of 127. The range of objectives (for all of the

State/Special Facility IEPs) was 0-1,018. Because a few IEPs contained a very

large number of objectives (about 8 percent contained more than 100 objectives),

there was a considerable discrepancy between the mean (58 objectives) and the

median number of objectives (25), and the median is a better measure of the'

central tendency. (See Appendix D, Table D.7.) .in general, these measures

spirgest a reasonable balance between the number of goals and objectives per

IEP, with around four to five objectives (considering both the median and

mean) for every goal.

IEPs develdped for students in state/special facilities contained more

objectives than.did those developed for students in the Basic Survey popula-

tion,tion, a mean of 58 compared to 26 and a median of 25 compared to 11. The mean

dumber of objectives in State/Special Facility IEPs was gr.eater than that in

either regular school or special sc 'Ps. (See Appendix Dm:Table 0.7.)

Based on information in State/ p- ial Facility IEPs, approximately two-

thirdi (466 percent) of the short-term objectives' were to be worked on through-

out a full year, while 28 percent were to be accomplished in less than a year.

A time frame for the remaining six percent 'could not be determined from the

IEPs (see Appendix D, Table D.8). There were no differences in these results

and.those.for the.Ba4ic Survey population.

V In one-thirdof the State/Special Facility IEPs, not one of the short-.

term objedtives was written in measurable terms;.,iVe., the, IEP failed to

°Contain a precise statement of hilw any of. the objective shoulji be evaluated. ,
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Forty-four percent of all the short; term objectives listed in the "average"

State/Special Facility IEP were written in measurable terms.. (See Appendix D,

Tabli D.9). The results are'not statistically different or those from the
.

Basle Survey population. These:data are based on an evaluation of the short-
.:

term objectives including any additional pertinent evaluation criteria listed

anywhere in the IEP. Stdte this'property of short-term objectives is directly,

related to the mandate of the. Act that IEPs contain objective criteria for

determining whether instructional objectives are being met, this subject will

be discussed in greater detail in subsection'"8" (PrOposed Evaluation Criteria).

'4. Seafeient of Specific Educational Services to be Provided

The Act requires that an IEP include a statement of specific educa-

tional services to be provided. There would appear to be anumber'of ways by

wyich this requirement can be met. For example, an IEP may include (a) such

information under a aeading requesting a 'statement of specific SpeCial educa-

tion 'services to be provided, (b) a liting of annual goals and/or short-term

objectives to be met by the specific service, and (c) a separate listing in

the IEP of a related service to be provided. When using these criteria,

virtually every State/Special Facility IE,P'provided such information. Follow-

ing is a brief discussion'of each of these three major approaches to providing

this mandated information.

Sixty-seven percent of State/Special Facility IEPs included a heading

requesting a statement of specific ,educational services to'be provided. (See

Appendix D, Table D.A) In 89 percent of these cases, ,the typical State/
1

Special Facility IEP contained under the heading a brief descriptor of the

proposed special education placement (e.g., resource room', speech therapy,

'learningtlab)."When results were analyzed for the State/Special Facility and

Basi Survey populations, the differences in the percent of 1IEPs that con-

tained headings in this area (67 and 81 percent, respectively) suggested that

such headings. may appear more often in the Basic Survey population.

The major means by which IEPs included a statement of specific educa-

tional services to.be provided was by including the annual Oals and short-

term objectives which the educational program presumably is designed to meet.,

This strategy, which was employed for 99 percent of the State/Special Facility

IEPs, was discussed in the two previous subsections Results were very similar

.inthe ire/Special Facility'aneBasic-Surv4 populations.,

.
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'A final means of stating spetifieservices was by listing relatid services

(e.g., transportation, psychological services,. physical therapy). 'Approxi-

mately 35 percent of State/Special Facility:f1Ps included it ,least some related

.services information. This isdistussed in greater detail in Chapter 7.

5. Statement of. Extent to Which Student will be Able to Participate

in Regular Education Programs'

,Either of two ,basic approaches to providing information reeding

the extent t o' which the student would be able to participate in. the regular

program generally was- followed. 'These werev-(a),som s liste4, either as

proportion of time or in minute's-,.hours, or class perio t, the time the student s/

would be assigned to the regular education program; and (h) sol IEPs used the

reverse approach and listed the proportion or amount of time that the student

would be assigned to special education. Either approach provides the necessary

information.

As was noted earlier, i significantly smaller proportion (45 percent) 'of

State/SpecialFacilityIEPs contained this information than did Basic Survey

IFs (62Jertent)/..

6. Projected Date for Initiatioi of'Specific Services

Two approtchet were used in State/Special Facility IEPs to state the

projected date(s)-for initiation of iervices. These Caere: (a) to specifically

state that the special education services will begin on a certain date; and
1

4(b) to provide proposed Ttes for begityling work toward meeting th e listed
.

ahnual goals and/ r short-term objectives.- The first approach was used in 45

percent 'of the IEP thelater was 1used in 29 percent.' It should be pointed'

out,"howev4r, that t 29 percent inclhded IEPs in which the beginning dates
. -

ifere provided for only a'pertion of the goals or'-objectives. If the beginning

date was providedlor as iew, as one goal or one objective, the IEP was included

in this categOry.' Also, for this latter category, dates often were provided

by listing the.month but not the day of the month, or by noting that the IEP.

was, for example, for the 1978-79 school year. (The assumption here is that

service is initiated at the begiining of the school year.) Even with these

,allowances, however, a reasonably clear statement requiring a minimum of

inferences was presented in only 74 percent Of the State/Special Facility

IEPs. .

In additional 21 perdent of the IEPs 'included the date that the IEP was

prepared. While this is n9t necessarily the same as the date of initiation of

4.11
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service, the approximate' service date usually could be inferred. Four percent

of State/Special 'Facility IEPs provided no information from which the initia-

tion date could bet ascertained or inferred.

The projected date(s) for the initiation of specific services was speci-

fically stated less often in State/Special Facility IEPs (45 percent) than A

Basic Survey IEPs (66 percent). (See_Appendix D, Table D.10.)

7. Anticipated Duration of Specific Services

As with the date for the beginning of service, IEPs stated the

anticiplted duration of service by: (a) specifically stating the beginning

and ending dates of service (or stating the length'of service); or (b) provid-

ing information regarding the length of time proposed fot meeting one or more

annual goals or short-term objectives. In both cases, the duration generally

was stated in reasonably precise terms.

The first approach was used in 42 percent of State/Special Facility IEPs;

the.second approach was used in 31 percent. An additional 21 percent of

State /Special Facility IEPs inferred the duration o service by stating that

the goals of the special education prograstwere "annual" goals. One percent

of State/Special Facility IEPs stated that services would be provided "as long

as needed." Only five percent of State/Special Facility IEPs failed to provide

information from which anticipated duration of service could be ascertained or

inferred. (See Table D.11 for additional information.)

There was ao significant difference in the State/Special Facility and

Basic Survey populations in the percent of IEPs for which the anticipated

duration of services was specifically stated. However, duration of service

was specifically stated less often in State/Special Facility IEPs (42 percent)

than in special education school IEPs (65 percent).

B. Proposed Evaluation Criteria

The Act states that an IEP shall include "appropriate objective

criteria ... for determining whether instructional objectives are being

achieved." (It is assumed that "instructional objectives" as used in the Act '

refers primarily ifrinot exclusively to the "short-term objectives" mandated to

be included in IEPs.) As was noted in subsection 3 (short-term objectives),

two approaches were .used for presenting these evaluation criteria in IEPs.

First, the IEP included a" heading under which the evaluation criteria were

presented, and second, the short -term objectives were written in measurable

terms (thus
a
including within the objective statement the criteria for

4'.12



achievement). With the first approach, for example, the IEP might list under

a heading requesting evaluation criteria-data that"the student will score 4

least the grade 4.5 on the matheZZils section Uthe XXX test battery. :'
.

'With the second approach, a particular short-term 4ective might be stated s

follows: "Given 25 randomly constructed 2-digit x 2-digit multiplic ion .

problems, the student, using paper and pencil, will correctly sole at least

BO percent of them in 25 minutes."

As was shown in Figure 4.1,10 percent of State/Special Facility IEPs

included proposed-evaluation criteria. T i was statistically greater-than in

the Basic Survey population,. The basis for chi datum, as noted in Appendix D,

page D.2, is that the IEP included either (a) a heading requesting proposed

evaluation criteria, with reasonably appropriate information.entered under the

heading, or (b) at least one short-term objective written in measurable terms.

Of the 61 percent of State/Special Facility !Eft that hada heading requesting

evaluation criteria, 93 percent had reasonably appropriate information entered

under the heading. However, this percentage could be misinterpretedwithout .

an understanding of what was considered "reasonably appropriate information."

In order to be consisOnt with the guidelines regarding inclusion-of data

under headings'used for all other IEP headings, a quite generous interpreta-

tion of "reasonably appropriate" was used. For example, such statements as

"Passes& teacher-made tests," "as determined by grades or daily lessons," or

"completes most assignments Sh time" were considered reasonably'appiopriate.

The criterion for inclusion in the second category, that of Measurable short-
)

term objectives, was more strict but also more narpwfy bated. :Tor example, a

short-term objective was required to inclii4e a logical statement orexpected

behavior to a specified criterion i4" order. to ,be considered measurable.

However, if only one objective in the IEP was Witten in measurable. terms, the

UP was considered to include proposed evaluation criteria and thus was in-
7

.

cluded in the SO percent figure displayed in Figure 4.1. ,

.

It'is critical to note that in reviewing a short -term objective to deter-

mine Whether or not it was written in measurable' terms, any'related intamation

listed elsewhere in'the IEP under an evaluation criteria.heading was considered

to be a paa'of the short -term objectives. For example; if short-term objec-

tives such as "will improve in reading comprehension,'.' "will increase reading

skills," and "will learn 'to spellI'new'worjS''were included in the IEP; arid. if

the IEP stated that the evaluation criterionfot the IEP,was 'that the student

4 4.13
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score at the grade 4:5 level of the language,skills section of the XXX test

battery, the three examite'ohjectives would, based on the latter statement, be

considered to have been Written in measurable terms. As was noted in subsec-

tion 3, only 67, percent of State/Special Facility IEPs included one or more

short-term objedrtvell-Nritten,in measurable terms. This means that, by using

ft the less generous guidelinegf including only IEPs with objectivesyritten in

measurable terms, only 87 percent (instead of the 80 percent shown in Figure 4.1)

of State/Special Facility IEPs 14ovided evaluation criteria, Ferther, as is

shown in AppendiX D, Table D.9,. only 45 percent included evaluation criteria

for 50 percent or mere of the short-term objectiVes, and only 22 percent of

tate/Special Facility IEPs included evaluation criteria for 90 percent .or

More of the short-term objectives:

Regardless of _the guidelines used,.a laiger.praportion of State/Special

IEPs included evaluation criteria than didBasic Survey IEPs. For

example, as no ed earlier, when using the more.generpus guidelines, 80 percent

of the S Special Facility IEPs 'contained evaluation. criteria. Using, the

same gui elines, only 65 percent of the Basic Survey IEPs contained the evalua-
.

tiOn criteria. Using the more strict guidelines, 67 perpent of the State/
r, 9

Special'Facility IEPs, as compared- to 54. percent of the4basic Survey IEPs,

contained the evaluation ir'teria.

9. -Proposed Evalua on Procedures

As waseportrayed in Figure'4.11 92 percent'of State/Special Facility

IEPs included proposed evaluation procedures for evaluating the short -term

objectives. However, assts portrayed in Figure 4.4, a considerable.portion of

this 92 percent is included based on. inferences rather than clear statements.

Basically, the difference between the guidelines Usi4 for evaluation procedures-

and those used or evaluation criteria was that a short-term objective written

is measurable terms was one means of meeting, the evaluation criteria require-

meat, while the mere Inclusion of a short-term objective (whether or not

written in measurable terms) was considered to satisfy the requirement for

evaluation procechires. While this decision was somewhat arbitraryreasonable

justification appears to exist. If an objective is not written in measurable

terms, an impartial evaluator generally would have no basis for determining

whether ar not the objective had been met. For example, for,the objective

that states the student "will learn multiplication tables," one would hive no

way of knowing what numbers were to. be included in the multiplication tables

- A '

v,
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or what

.

level of pyormalace would be acceptable is a measure of stic

other hand, f r the same objective, the proceduke for evaluat ng--t e
. .

objective ,could-be assumed. It is reasonably (put,certainly not tota y)

clear. that ithe student would be presented` with various multiplication table

prOblems and- asked to provide the answers."'

Fitire A:4 shOws the meansby which proposed evaluation procedures were

presented in State /Special Facility ,IEPs. /d eight percent of the State/

Special Facility IEPs, this'inforkation watop esenied as a 'precise statement

(e.g., "by'administering tesi.. XXX") of how evaluation will be conducted.

PIn i4 additional 42 eercent of.State/Speci acilityIEPs, the evaluation
4

....L./procedures information was clear from the s rtiterm objectives (that is,

percent or more of the'objecttves. were 'written An measurable terms)., I4

another' 42 percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs, the proceittres for

evaluating most of the objectives.had to be; inferred FrOm unclear statements
a .

or unclearobjectiyes. in the remaining eightpercent of-the Mt's, procedures

for evaluating the objectives were not applicable, since theiewere no objec-
.

tives.to eval4te.

.The means by which proposed evaluation procedures were pre;ented were

similar in the'State/Special Facility and Basic Survey populations. (See '

w.
rpenINt D, Table D.127)

10. Proposed Schedules for Determining Whether Instructional objectives

.41 Are Being Met
4

Au The Act states that an IEP must include "schedules for determining
. ...

...1Uhether instructional objectives are being achieved." Fi-gure 4.5 portrays
o .. .

4. .

how thesq data were provided in IEPs. Only 23 percent of State/Special.

-;16.Facility IEPs listed dates and specifically stated that the dates represented
.

' the evaluation Schedule. An'additional 21 percent included the dates when

work toward meeting'short-term objectives was expected to be compleebd (for at

least part of the otiectives in the JEP).. These daies.reasonahly could be

considered to represent eviluaiollechedules. For 43 percent of IEPs, while

an evaluation schedule was not actually included, its could be inferred from

the beginning-of.treatment and end-of-treatment' dates. For example, if

serves to be provided were to beiinIn September and the IEP was for the

1977-78schoOl year, it could bt inferred that 'the evaluation schedule was

that the short-term objectites 'would be evaluated at-some (or numerous)
1 'A

points) between September-yid the end of the school, year. (It should be
44A
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noted %hat, for Am[e4objectives,a specific evaluation date is not appropriate.
.

For. example, an objective such ai "will turn in daily assignments at least 75

percent of the time" cannot be evaluated on-Tuesday, January 15; it must be
.... , . ....) .

evaluated 'over time.) Only13 percent of thelys either had no indication of

the ,time frame for the short -term objec tives or had no short-term objectives

to evaluate. A.4.'
. .

There tas 'no significant difference in the percent of State/Special

Facilityand Basic Suryey, IEPS'for Which the evaluation schedule hid to be,

I implied frois beginning-of treatmeat and end -of- treatment dates. However, more

BisiC Survey IEPs than.State/Specil Facility IEPs contained- information about

short-term .objectiVes inferencesabout evaluation_schedules could #'

be made (34 percent and 11 Percent: respectively). And results suggested that

more State/Special Facility IEPs than Basic Survey IEPs might.hve 'speclkiC

evaluation schedules (23 percent versus 14 perclint)::h (See Append, D, .

Table D.13.)
I

>
As was noted above, many shprtrterm objectives must'be evaluated ovet

'time; a specific evaluation date or'ates was not particularly apptopriate

(e.g., an objective such as ' "student All turn in all homework assignments on I

time" or "the student will improve the quacity of social interactions by

likely will have to be evaluatedcontinually..rather than at a specific point

in tisle). This may be a major reason'why.a heading requesting evaluation-
schedules failed to significantly increase t40 prpvision 'of evaluation schedule

data. Only about half of the IEPs with such, a, heeding.actually included

specific schedules under the heading (however,. almOst Oreelfourths included

some kind of information (e.g., "as appropriate" or ."diiIST, weekly, or monthly,

depending on nature of objectives") undgr the heading), '

11. Assurance of at Least an Annual Evaluation ,

. The Act states that the. IEP must include criteria, prOcedures,,a911,

schedules' for"deteruhning, on at least an annual basis, Whether itstructional

objectives are eing achieVed. By.using the, various criteria discussed-in the
,

previous sub tion (that is, Specific schedules plus time spans inferredfrom

other data'on'the YEP),' the large majority of StAdYSpecial Facility IEPs (91

percent) required at feast an annual evaluation for all of the short-term

objectives, Only.a miniscule proportion (O :2 percent) appeared to require an
f %.1*

.annual evaluation for part but not all of the objectives., The remaining nine

14,

V,

percent of State/Special Facility IEPs either had no dates for making inferences

4.18
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. %

or had no shortterm objectives to be evaluated. (See Appendix D, Table D,14)

There were no significant differences if these results and the ones for the
.

Basic Survey population.

II. 'THE EXTENT TO WHICH NONMANbATED INFORMATION WAS CONTAINED

IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs AND HOW THIS INFORMATION WAS PRESENTED,

IN COMPARISON WITH THE BASIC SURVEY POPULATION

The presence or absence of noimandated information was,determined directly

from the information entered under a beading requesting the information. No

attempt was.made tovaetermine if information associated with a heading that
- 4

was left blankwas listed elsewhere in the IEP. For
.

example, if space desig-

nated for the liudent's sex was left blank, no attempt was made to search

in, the for that information (e.g., from pionoun'genders).
12.

As scan be seen in Figure 4.6, th'e non-mandaled infOrmation contairwd in

IEPs was delinea,ted by the seven categories defined and used in Section III of

Chapterk.s.tudent Charatteristics; assessment-related; placement - related;.

'instruction- related; process ofJEF development, approval, and review; pro-
, 4

pissed program of 'spedial services; and. other miscellaneous information.
I

Specific types of information that occur in less than one percent of the IEPs

in the combined Basic Survey .and State/Special Facility populations were

grouped in this latter.category. (Also see Appendix D, Table D.5.)

With regard to student characteristics, the most common information item

was the 'student'iage/birthdate (80 percent). No other information items were

included in a majorfAy.,01 the S6te/SpeciaIfaci,14y IEPs: Informatio for
,

three pf ; the fiVel.tems" in, this :CategaTyvas inclfided more often in IEPs

`developed for students in the Basic Survey popillatio'n than in State/Special
. .

Facility IEFs (grade level, -sex, a'ad However, information for age/

birtfidate and for nature of students handicap appeared,wil0Obout the same
.

frequency is both populations:

None of the information within th,t'ategory of .assessment - related data

was included in as many as- 30 percentof the State/SpecialFacirkty. IEPs. .

Information related ,both to assessr nt data in suppOrt of present -level of'
.

performance and to the date of the assessmentawas'included.more frequently in
,

BasicSurvey IEPs than in State/Specia114Facility IEPs. .

,
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A. BASIC STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Age' or birthdate

Grade level
Nature of student's handtcap
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S. ASSESSMENT-RELATED
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Assessment data to support
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Physical education needs 4

Date. Of the assessmens of
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C. PLACEMENT-RELATED

Placement recoemendatton
Rationale for placemenV.or iervices.

Percent of :E?s
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D. INSTRUCTION :RELATED

Primary language r.

Student'sschool attendance record
' Student's special interests

PROCESS OF (EP DEVELOPMENT, APPR VAL.
AND REVIEW

Date of preparatip of !EP
Participants'tn he LEP process
Titles of individuals 1.1,ho approved

the IEP
Parental.approval f 331

Signature pf indtvidualla who
a ved IEP 321

roposed IEP xeview,date 231
Actual IEP review date
Results of IEP review (41

Results of parental notifthatton
Participants tn IEP review

F. PROPOSED PROGRAM OF SPECIAL SERVICES
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As in the Basic Survey.populatioh, instrument-related information was

included oa only a very salt proportion of State/Special Facility Ws. A

placement recommendition was provided about half 'of the time; however, the
. ,

rationale for placement was.provided only 17 percent of the tile. Placement-'
. ,

related information was included with.about the same frequeickdim the Basic

si

f
and State/Special Facility populations:

. .Stat Special Facilitylity IEPs generally contained a considerable amount of

data regarding the IEP develdNent/appropa process: 72 percent contained the
- .

date of preparation, 66 percent listed the n the IEP process, 62

pereent gave the titles ofindividuals approving the 14ercent gave some

evidence of parental approyal, and 32 percent contained signatures of
.

individuals approving the IEP: Information concerning participants in the IEP

process,, evidence of parental. approval, and signatures of approvers were
--.:4-.

included more frqquently in Batic Survey IEPs than in State/Special Facility

IEPs.

As in the Basic Survey Population, very few State/Special Facility IEPs

documented the IEP review process. It is likely that such reviews had not yet

taken place for many of the IEPs because they may, have just recently been

developed and implemented. (IEPs that are reviewed during the school year

usually are reviewed a few months after they have been implemented.) Never-
.

theless, it appears that greater attention was paid todocumentation of the

developmedt and final approval of IEPs, than was paid to their review.

Information! concerning the proposed program was most frequently provided .

with regard to recommended instructional materials, resources, strategies or

techniques (55 percent), and,the personnel responsible for services (52 per-

cent). The date short-term objectives were-met was provided in 'only 10 per-

cent of the State/Special Facility IEPs. A possible explanation for the lack

of this latter 'information is that it was not yet available for recently,

developed IEPs. All information items in this category were represented in

the Basic Survey and State/Special Facility populations, with similar

frequencies.

Other kinds of information were contained in about one-half of the State/

Special Facility IEPs, as compared t6 about one-third of the t1asic Survey

IEPs. No "single" kind of information included in this category occurred in

more than one percent of all IEPs in the combined Basic Survey and State/

Special Facility'populationi.

4.21



Table 4.1 presents completion rates for headings requesting non-mandated

information. As with the Basic Survey population, the extent to which infor-
.

mation was entered under some headings was quite low. Howeve, the reasons

for many of the low completion rates is obvious. The low completion rates In

students' school attendance records (12 percent)'datel short-term4objectives

pet 44 erlent): results 1 IEP review,(61 percent), and participants in IEP

revie percent) provide additional support for the assumption that these

headings would be left blank for a significant number of IEPs since the re-

quested iliformition probably mould be entered only at certain times; e.g., at

the end If an attendand.period, after short-term objectives had been met, or

after the MP review had beet!' conducted.

III. SUMMARY

This chapter discussed the kinds of information contained in State/Special

Facility'IEPs and how tte,information was presented. The contents of IEPs
v

were separated into two categories; (a) 'the ll.information areas mandated by

'Section 602 of P.L. 94-142, and (b) information areas not Mandated by P.L.

94-142. Ten of the 11 mandated information items were found in 80 percent or

mode of the State/Special'Facility'IEPs, and 7 of the 11 were found in more

than 90 percent.

For mandated information items included in le'ss than 90.percent of the

IEPs in the Atate/Special Facility ox Basic Survey populations, there were

statistically significant differences in the percent of IEPs including the.

information for only two items. Information regarding extent of participation
.

in regular education uograms was included in 62 percent of the Basic Survey

IEPs and 45 percent of State/Special Facility IEPs. Regarding proposed evalua-

tion criteria, information was included in 80 percent of State/Special Facility

IEPs and 65 percent of Basic Survey IEPs.

Only about one-third of the Stae/Special Facility IEPs contained infor-

mation for all 11 mandated information items. Over 90 percent of them con -

taird information for at least 7 of the 11 items. This^was consistent with

results for.Basic Survey IEPs.

Eighty-nine percent of the State/Special'Facility IEPs contained some

present-level-of-performance information. In addition, 27 percent included

4.22 ''



Table 4.1

COMPLETION,RATES FOR HEADINGS REQUESTING NONHANDATE5 INFORMATION

Non-Mandated Information Area

Percent of
IEPs That Have

Information ,

a/
Entered-

A. BASICSTUDENT CHARACTERISTICS
-..

Student's age or birthdate _ 97
Student's grade level 97

Nature of student's handicap 84
Stud'ent's sex 92
Student's race ' , , 89

B. ASSESSMENT-RELATED
Assessment datato support presvnt level of performa

%
'81

y hDate of the assessment of pret level of perform 94

.Student's strengths 92
. 14

.Physical educatioh needs 98

C. PLACEMENT-RELATED .

Placement stecommendation
RStionale for placement or services 84'

D. INSTRUCTION-RELATED

E

Student's primary language 88
,

Student's school attendance record 12

Student's special interests 100

PROCESS OF IEP DEVELOPMENT, APPROVAL, AND REVIEW

Participants in the IEP process' . '-, 90

Date of preparation of IEP 90
'Titles of individuals whb approved the IEP 91

Parental approval 70

Signature of individuals_whS approved the IEP 89

Proposed IEP review date 84

Results of parental notification , _" 71

Actual IEP review date ' 75

Results of IEP review ; 61

Participants in IEP review .... 50

F PROPOSED PROGRAM OF SPECIAL SERVICES.

Personnel responsible for services 92

Recommended instructional materials resources,,
strategies or,techniques

4 ' 84

-Date short-term objectives met 48
Priority listing of annual goq.s 75

G. OTHER
b

Other-
/

76 `.

a/ Percents are based on the number of IEPs that save the heading.

b/
IEPs with at least one "other" heading. Includes such headings as:

date of referral or last grade obtained.

4.23
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\sti porting-data, such as test scores, to support the present- level- of- perfor-

mance info rmatidn. Sixty-six percent of the State/Special-Facility IEPs'
b V W

includpd present-level-of-performance information for at aast tee academic
.

or functional areas, and 65 percent contained.such information lor at least

one academic orlunctional area where special, education was found not to Be

required, thus indicating a' student strength. Tail percent of the IEPs in-
..

cluded the assessment, dates.
e
TherePwas no significant difference in the

percept 4:4 State/Special Facility and Basic Survey IEPs containing some pre-
.

.

sent-level-of-performance information, but there were some differences in the

percents including some specific types of'supporting and (elated information.

Two percent of the'State/Special Facility IEPs had no annual goals, and
. .

eight percent.had no shortrterm objectives. Those IEPs that had at least one

.
goal statement had an average of 11 and a median of 6.5 annual goals.. State/

Special Facility IEPs contained more annual goals than Bask Survey TEPs,

saiicli had an average of 6 and a median of 3.2 annual,goals. HoUever, while

- State/Special Facility IEPs contained more goals than those for students in

regular schools thpy d' not contain more than those forstudents in special
...

her

4

schools.

The mean number of objectives per State/Sppcial Facility IEP was 58,

while the median was around,25. IEPs developed for students in state/§pecial

facilities contained more obiectives.than those developed eor students in the

Basic Survey populltion, which had a mean of 26 and a median of 11. The mean

,number of objectives in State/Special Facility IEPs was greater than that in

either regular schools or special schools. Only forty-fout percent of all the'

short-term objectiv Listed in the "average" IEP were written in measurable

terms,(even when any additional pertinent evaluation criteria listed anywhere

in the IEP. was.included). In one-third of the State/Special Facility IEPs,

not one of the short-term objectives was written in measurable'terms.

While the beginning date of service and the anticipated duration of !

service were each included in StaN(Special Facility IEPs 95 pet'cent of the "

time, these data were based upon rather ge4prous asdpmptions. For 21 percent,

the beginning date of service was not specifically stated but was inferied,

from the date the IEP was prepared. Also, for 21 percent.cif the IEPs, the

duration of service'was assumed to be one year based,on the notation that the

goals were "annual" goals. One percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs,

stated that service would be provided "as long as needed." The beginning date.

4.24
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of service and the anticipated duration we're each'included.in both State/

Special Facility IEPs and Basic Survey IEPsat least 95 percent of the time,

but there were some differences between ,them in the degree of speciificity.

Using generous assumptions, it was found that proposed evaluation cri-

teria were included in 80 percent of State/Special Facility IgPs, and this was

significantly greater Alanin the. Basic Survey population. However, only,45

percent of the IEPs included evaluation criteria for 50 perce'nt or more of the

short-term oblectivest and only 29, percent of the IEPs included such criteria

fOr 90 percent or more of th ,iort -term objectives.

As with evaluation criteria, the evaluation procedures information, while

provided in 92 percent of State /Special Facility IEPs, often wasnot clearly

stated. Eight percent, included a precise statement of how the evaluation

should be, conducted, and another 42 percent of the IEPs pro'Vided a clear

statement of evaluation procedure for 50 percent or more of the short-ferm

objectives included in the IEP. These results Were similar to those fo the'

Basic Survey population.

qbe schedule. for evaluiting short' -term objectives was specifically stated

in 23 percent of State/Special Facility IEPs and could be infllyed froil short-

teri:obtectives in another 21 percent. And in 43 percent of the State/Special

FacilitAEFS, the 'evaluation schedule could be estimated roughly from the

beginning-of-treatment dates and end-of-treatment dates. There was no signifi-

cant difference in the percent ocState/Special Facility and Basic Survey IEPs

for which the.evaluation,schedule had to be implied from beginning-of-treatment

and end -of- treatment dates. However, more Basic Survey IEPs than State/Special

Facility IEPs contained information about short-term objectives from which 8

inferences about evaluation thedules could be made:

Minty-one percent of State/Special Facility IEPs'required at least

annual a'aluaion for'all of the short-term objectives. This was apt sierkkt./

cantly different from Basic Survey results.
A

As in the Basic Survey population, s considerable amour-itat nonmandated

information was included ,in the IEPs. The students' age or birthdate was

provided 80 percent of,the time, a placement recommendation 51 percent of the

time, participants in the IEP process 66 percent the time, personnel respon-

iible for %service 52 percent of the time, and recommended instructional

resources /strategies 55.percent of the time.

1
4.25
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There was a direct relationship between the inclusioa of inforMation i n

State /Special; Facility IEPs and,theIEP format headings under which to list

informatioq. For both manaated and nonmandated information,- the inclusion iri

the IEP format of a heading requesting the information was more likely to-
_

result in the inclusion of the information.
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Chapter- 5:

.
.

WcParticipates.in the.Divelopment and Approval

ofietate/Speciai l'aCil iy.lEPs?

I

"r,,
...,.,

, .
',.. '`'''..., . ,

. ,,,
Two dai sources were used to provide information about wIlh-pArticipated

.

,. . , . '-.....,,

i'' the development.af IEPs: (a) an IEP evaluation checklist used to docileent.... . *--,.. ,

data from the IEP; and CO a surviy.questionnaire completed by teachers. The
,

IEP evaluation checklist was used to examine the extent to which IEPs specified

who participated in the process ofdevelopitg the IEP. It also was used to

deteriiine to what extent parental, guardian; or surrogate approval of the IEP
. .

was indicated in the IEP itself The Act does,not.require that participants

be listed in theIEP, and it was, found that in many,cases not all of the

participants in developing the IEP'were identified in the IEP itself and that

sometimes those who apOsoved the IEP signed a sepaiate approval form that was
A

not included wits; the IEP.

-In' the survey questionnaire, the teachers were asked to recall the handi-

capped student's and parehtrs participation in developing the IEP and to

respond to a number of quettions about that participation. The teacher most

knowledgeable about the stu4nt's IEP was the one'selectpd- to respond to the

survey questionnaire. In cakes. where personnel other than the reporting

teachers might have better knowledge about specific survey questions, the

' repotting teachers were encouraged to check with them for assistance in,re-
%

.sponding.to the survey. In spite of these considerationi, the survey data
. -

were affected by.a lack of complete teacher recall, since many of the IEPs,

for which the information was collected dtitring the spring, had been developed

. during the fall of the current 'school year or the 'spring of the previous

schoOl'year.

The data sourceswere.designed to be complementary, answering somewhat

different but Closely related subquegtions.' Results from,the two usually

differ slightly concerning similar iniormatiqn. Both sources lof information

should be studied together to gain insight into parent and student Oirticipa-

ton in developing IEPi.

This chapter egaqineshe participation of school (or facility) personnel,

parents,, an,d, students. in the devOopment of {IEPs; From the two sources of ,
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data it is possible to answer the questions: What is the extent ixf par4cipa-

tion of various persons in developing the.IEP? Who signs and appro;ee the

IEP? Two additional questions will be answeted: Does participation in the
; . .

develOpmeat of IEPs vary within subpopulationi of Students defined by student's

age and severity of ,handicapping- condition? Whit proportion of IEPs are

produced by committees including at least Agiftepresentative from each of the

three types of persons mandated by P.L. 94 -142 to be included: teachers,

parents, and-LEA representatives?
vt,

Section I discusses the involvement of various types of state/special.

facility personnel in developin; and approving IEPs, while Section II discusses

the involvement of parents and students. Section III shows the degree to

which IEP committees included the participation of at least one member from

the three categories mandated by P.L. 94-142. A summary is presented at the .

end of the chsOter. Detailed descriptive statistics'and associated standard

errors for the results presented in this chapter are included in Appendix E.

lb.
I. WHAT.SCROOL PERSONNEL PARTICIPATED IN THE DEVELOPMENT

AND APPROVAL OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs?

Those whose flames and/or titles appeared on the collected IEPs were

considered to be participants ip the IEP development process. As previously

noted, the Act does not require that IEPs contain a listing of the persons who

partpated in their development. Therefore, these data are probably under-

estimates of the number of persons included in the development and approval of

IEPs. Fifteen different types of school (or facility) personnelyexe identified

from the IEPs as participants. These personnel types were subdivided into
. .

three categories: teachers and ZnWpists; administrative representatives;

and ancillary personnel sucies school psychologists or counselors. Another

category was added for those without an identification of title orpdsition,

or those whose positions were not listed. (See Appendix E, Table E.1 for a

listing of.personnel included in each category.)

A. State/Special Facility Population Compared with Basic Survey Population

Seyenty -three percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs listed at least

one participant, acrd 67 percent ,included at least -one signature. Across all
;

IEPs with at least one participant, the mean nuntber of participants was 4.1; .

5.2
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and,across all IEPs with at

was T.3.. 0er .

-'. , .,

A'signifitantly greater percent of IEPs in the Bascc
..

Survey.popnlation
. .

.1.iited,at least one particiSant (92 ercent) and included at least one signa-
x 1

ture (82 percent) than in tht Sta /Special Facility population. However,?'
. ..

there were nolstatistically significant differences between thdoState/Spdcial

°

,

least..one signer, the mean nuaiber

1

of signaturei

.

Facility and Basic Survey populations in the mean rumbers of partidipants and
;

.=,'

signers for IE s with at leastoone participant; 6r sIgder. It is- poisible tkAt' )

isep\rate appr al ICIms arelfused, more often in.state/speciai-faellities;
.

. ,
.

affecting, the percfntage of IBP4,with at least oneiparticiptnt Or signer.

V

.Table,5.1 shows that zt least .bne representative trod the 'category of

teacherq and therapists w's specifically identified as a participant in 62

percent'of the IE1s developed in state/special facilktiesf a

36'-percent, add ancillary personnel (e:g., school ps

social workers, and nurses} 14.mment. In. 2 p

miniWtrators in'

ogists, counselors,

eat of bitia IEPs, at

least one other participant.wae ififatified who couldl,00t be classified by :

,title or who held positiOds that could not ldeCally be included in the other

'categories. The table further indicates that 30 patient-of the IEPsspecif.ic-
6.

ally identified both a teacher or therapist and an

the' two types of school personnel iandeted by P.L. 94 -1

participants on the \Iv' cpmmitteer in addition to the pareat.1

Table E.1.) 0

. .
a nistrator Thbse are

e:
regulations to be-

(§ee E,

;AirtV.
tol !.1.

Table 5.1

CATEOORIFS'OF SCHOOL PERSO wpo PARTICIPATE' D IN THE

, ;TATS /SPECIAL FACIL TY IEP PROCESS
C,

I - . _ .

- /\
.. P.

Categories of Participants 4

, ', Percent Of IEPs witH.
Pa44ipation Category Represented ..

, Participant .. Signer
.

.

,2)
'.feachers *44 t.

Administrativ 44 ,. - 0.

Both of above .:

Ancillary p - I' #, '

e
Could ant 1$ . d pther

Im 4

0

. .

,

!!...-

62 , 43 .

'36 31.

30 20
4

." 14 ,

.

9 .0. ..,
-27 20 . , .

.

.1

-: I Ai ,in the Basic Survey (Volume ILI), the percent s in this Section are
based on't0e total hpmiter of.IEPs, as opposed' to being based only on the IEPs
tbat:listed At leasb one iarticipant (or one signer), except as4specifically
noted for Mdtns. , ,

. 4

0

I

e

IP
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'The mean numbers if participants by csteiory of school persionner, across

IEPs with at least one participant indiCated, were as follows: teacheis and

therapists, 1.48; administrative personnel, 005; ancillary personnel, 0.28;',

and could not ciass'ify and, other, 0.76. (Sep AppendixE, Table E.8.)'

Table 5.1 also indicates the pereent'of$IEPs signed by participants from

various tategorieS. 'Signiicantly fewer participants signed the IEP than were

named on them,- This could be due to a number of reasons, including the -like-

lihoodbthat many partieipaits were not expecte'd to sign the actual IEP but

were to indicate approval on i separate form.

Table 5.2 presents the participation rates for those types of school'

pisonnelwho were identified as,patticipants on at least five percent of the

IEPs ,prepares for students in state/special facilities. (SieAipendix E,:

Table E:1 for a. complete list of participants,} Speech or language therapist's

were identified as participants most ofteh (18 percent), and principals and

LEA regresentatives2 were each identified in 14perlint of the ,IEPs.

Table 5.2
. 0

TYPES OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL WHO PARTICIPAtED IN THE
. STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEP PROCESS 0.

F.

....

t
. , .

Typ. 6f PartiCipant
i mkPercentof IEPs with

-rarticipation Type eftpresented .

.

'

.
.

SpeechAnd language therapists
Principals, . .0:

LEA representatives
Supervisors
School psychologists , v_.

School.representatives.
4,4

Regular classroom teachers
Specialeducatioa teachers,.
Social workers. ( , ,

Physical oroccupatioalikerapists

'

.

.

"
.

,

.

.

.

.

'-'

18

14

"14

10

9

9
...

.-- 8

6 ' o

5'

5'-'

.

I,'

.

'

,

-

.,

..

,

.

Table 5.3 compare articipation rates for4CategoEtes of school pd onnel.

.in IEPs prepared for spuden in state /special facllities with those prepared

for students in the Basic Survey population. With the exception of "could not
sir ,

. _

t
1 .2

These are, representatives from a Local Education Agency. 14 most cases
the LEA has maintained some responsibility for the educational program of the
student. In a few cases the LEAsharespome jurisdiction with the specific
state/special facility.. . .

to,

5.4 I ij
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'classify and other,',! each categorroiparticipaatyas represented in a largei

percentage of Basic qurvey IEPs than in State7Specia,1 Facility IEPs. (See

Appendix E, Table E1.) Looking across.all IEPs with at least one participant

indicated:Ahere were no statistically significant'differences between:the
«

:Stare/Special Facility and BasiC'Survey populations in mein numbers of partici-'
t-

,panes by category of school personnel, (See Appendix E, Table E.80

Table S.3

CATEGORIES OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE IEP PROCESS
IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITTAND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

.
.

. .

. . .

e Categories pf Participants

.

Percent of "IEPs with '

Participation Category Represented
State

Facility
. .

Basic Survey.-
. .

. .

s.

Teachers and %therapists
Administrative personnel
Both of above
Ancillary personnel
Could not classify and other-

/

62

36

30

14

27
.

74_
. 60

SO
'24 i

27

%
.

.-

'4

_

I 0

Ip.
"...

) ,
4

. .
, Table. 5.4 displays the'itypes of school personnel for whom significant .

differences in pdtticipation rates were noted between the State /Special Facility .

. .

and,Baslc Suryey populations. Participation rates were higher in the Basic,.

SurvvpOpulation for 6 of the 15 types of personnel, and they were higher in

the State /Special Facility population for 2 of the 154

t
Similarities .and differences between regulix schools, special schools,

and ,state/sfecial facilitAs varied by category of school personnel. For the
-

category of"#dmipistrati4e-representatives, participation rates in both regular

ad special sSools'were greater than in state / special facilities. This

pattern also held for teachers and therapists, although the differences were

not as great. Given these _results; the sable pattern was also true' for the
* .

. .

category"Itoth of the Above".which loc oked across the two categories.

Fbr ancillary personnel, participatiog rates in special sc)ioolsand

state / special facilities were'similar, Participation rates in regular schools .

. . A ...

were 4greater than those in state/special facilities, and results suggested
'411. '4 _
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Table 5.4

TYPES OF SCHOOL -PERONEL 401 WHOM THERE WERE SIGNIFICANITY
DIFFERENT PARTICIPATIONIATOIN IEP PRQCESS IN THE

STATE/SPEC/AL FACILITY AND BASIC URVEY POPULATIONS

4

. .
.

.

The of Participant

Percea
Participatio

of TEPs With
Type Represented

State
Facility Basic Survey

-

,Greater is Basic Survey

.

.

'8

6

L4

4

9

.2

.

5

10

ift.

.

.
.

13

. 33 ,
.

.

34

6
'. 14

.10

.

.

.

0
.

- 2
.

- .d,

. .

Regular'cl room teachers
Special ducation peachers.

.

. Prtvicipals - ,

Case Managers
a/ .

Stilool psychologists-
CounselorS ,

.

Greater in State /Special Facility
.

. *
,Physical or occupationil AP
therapists /

. Supervisors-' ,

. .

.
-.

Resalts were suggestive of a statistically, significant difference.

go. °-

that rates in regulirsChocds might be greater than those in special schools.
. ,

There were no significant differences in the participation rates for. the

category, "could not classify and other." (See Appendix E, Table E.2.)

. There,were several Warns, of similarities and diffeiences between

regular schools, special schools, and ,state special facilities by individual

types of personnel. Trop
.

sical or occupational therapists, participation

rates in stute4special facilities were similar to those in special schools but
,

greater than in'regulai5Zhools. For counselors,-schoorpsychologists, and

regular, classroom teachirs.participation ratesin statehspecial facilities

-alsofere similar to those
,

in special schools, tut they were less than those

in;regu/ar
,

schoogs.
6

Participation rates of-Social workers were similar

facilities and regolsr,schools, but rates were greater

eiertfian ign special jsChOols. For physical education

rates'ilio Are imilar in state /special facilities

5.6

initate/speciaa.

in state/spdcial facili-

teachers, participation

and regular' Schools).

:
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So.

however, results ,puggested that participation rates might be greater iu special

schools than in state /special facilities. (See Appendix E, Table E.2. )

B. Variation by State/Special Facility Subpopulations

The participation of school personnel in the development of state/special

facility IEPs was analyzed for subpopulations within two reporting variables:

student age and severity of, student handicap. Comparisons were made for

partrcipation,but not for signing. The comparisons were made for the cate-

gories of participant shown in Table 5.1, but they were not made for the

types of individual 'school personnel because of inadequate cell sample sizes.

1. Student Age Levels .

To determine whether or not the participation of school personnel

varied significantly with the student's age, IEPs were.examined according to

four student age groups: 3-5, 6-12, 13-15, and 16 -21. (See Appendix E,

Table E.3.) There were no patterns 'of significant differences across ate

groups for any of the various categories of schOol personnel. For ancillary .

personnel the. participation rate in IEPs for ages 16-21 was greater than for

ages 3-5. These results acre consistent with those the Basic Survey

population.

2. Severity of Handicap

There were no patterns of statistically significant differences in

the participation rates for varibus categories oIAipool personnel when students

were classified by mild, moderate, and severe levels of handicap. This is

consistent with results for the Basic Survey population. (.See Appendix E,

Table E.4:)

II. HOW DID PARENTS AND STUDENTS PARTICIPATE IN THE IEPPROCESS?

A. State/Special Facility PopulatiodCompared with the Basic-Survy PoFulation

Fifty percent of the IEPs preparedfor students instate /special facilities

included specific indication of7the participation of a parent, guardian, or
. . .

surrogate, while 48. percent of the IEPs,werg signed by oar of these three.3

(See'Appeundix e, Table E.1.) Teachersftin the teacher survey indicated that

3 P.L. 94-142 does not require that the IEP be signed bir the students
parent, guardian, or surrogate.

5.7
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0,percent of the parents orkuardians signed and/or verbally approved the

l'AP and that none of the parents indiCated their refusal to approve an IEP.

.(See Appendix E,

TeAhers also.indicated that 83 percent of the parents or guardians did

discuss the cimpleted IEP with the teacher or,,other school personnel and that

60 percent of the parents met with the IEP committee to discuss the developed

IEP. Because the intent,of P.L. 94 -142 was to involve parents in the actual

development of the student" program, teachers were asked whether or not the

parents or ,guardians provided input,urin3 the IEP meetings that they attended

The teachers indicated that, for 00 percent of the IEPs, asCrent or guardian

attended the IEP development meeting and presented input during the meeting.

Therefore, parents dia notihave.input in tile remaining 40 percent, and, as in

the Basic Survey population, is serious question cap be raised about the extent

of parent participation di;lring the development of IEPs in the State/Special

Facility population. .
Six 'percent ofthe IEPs developed for the State/Special,Facility popula-

Cion inclilded'indication of the Participation Of the hendicappeA student, and

three percent had a student signature. (See Appendix E, Table -Ed.) Teachers;

on the other hand, indicated' that 21 percent of the'itildents'h

their IEPs with school personnel and that 11 percent participated 4.

input into the ,IEP process- (See Appendix E, Table E.S.) 'Although
. '

eCd, student participation reported by teachers are encouraging relative 56
...-

those indicated on IEPs, they are pot high enough to enable'in affirmative
f.

answer to the'question of whether the regulations of P.If'. 94-142 ave being met
.

in texts of student participation whenever "appropriate." 'This problems-is.
, ,

shared with the Basic Survey population.
. . 1

..- .

Although the results for the,State/Special Facility and' Batic.SurveV

populations were generally,similafwith4regard ''£o' parent and stAident.pattici-
1 r .

pation rates, there were statistically ,significant differences sin some aieas.

lkComparis:ons of the participation and signing'r es bt:itirente.id ege State/

discussed

A provided
0

he levels

Special Facildi populatiOn and Basic' Survey

Results from the IEP itself lad from.the.tehche

showing, that there were n9 statistitally

. and verbal approval rates. ' (See AppendixE,Ta

However, results on the rates of parent

aevelopinethe IEP were conflicting.

V

a t *wed mixed Fem.') 1 ts

survey. .weretforis is tent- in

ti if t ,signature

E . 1 ) .

1pftion irm.the l)rocess of

Refult:s the IEP 4se10!$%icated;' sk,

z 4
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paren participation 63 percent of the time in the Basic Survey population and

50 percent of the time in the State/Special Facility population. Results from

4
the teacher survey indicated the reverse: greater participation by parent, in

the State/Special Facility population than in the Basic Survey population.

Teachers reported that parents discussed the completed IEP with'a school

_representative more often in state/special.facilities (83 pereent versus 76

;percent) and that parents met4nore often with the IEP committee to discuss the

completed IEP (66 versus 55 percent). The results also suggested plat parents

of students in state /special. /facilities may have provided,input more pften

during the development of the IEP (60 versus 49 percent).

Based on results from the IEP, parent participation' in state/special
. .

facilities was les than in either regular or special schools. Results from

the teacher survey suggested that parent participation was greater in state/
.

special facilities thSn in regular schools but was. not significantly different I

from that in special schools.

Comparisons of the participation and si ng rates for students, as

indicated in the IEPs, revealed no differe s for the State/Special Facility

and Baiic Survey populations However, while'results from the teacher survey

showed no significant differences in the perdent of students who met with the

IEP committee, they did reveaL that more-8udents (35 percent) in the Basic

Sgevey population 'discussed their completed IEPs with school representatives

than in the State,Specia.1 Facility poPulation (21'perceat).. In this regard,

student participationtin state /Special facilities was similar Lo that of

students in special. schools (/4 percent) and'less than that of students in

regular schools (36percent). (See Appendix-E: Tables'E.1 and E.5.)

. 0

! B. ariation by State/dpecial Facility Subpdpulations

The participation of parents and students in the developMent and approval

of IEPS Vas. analyzed for subpoptlations within two reporting viriables:
Iiii. .

student age and severity of studill hand%cap. From information in the MI's,
.

comparisons were midee4o participation, but not for signing. From the tea

seurvey,.c'omparisons were pade.for the affirmative teacher responses to the

questions displayed in Table 5.5-and Appendix.Table E.5.

1. Student Age Levels

Patent participation in developing the IEP was exami4e41 across the'

four age groups: 3-5, 6-12, 13-15, and 16-21.-4See Appendix E:'Tables E.3 And)

S

lr 9
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E.6.) Data from the teacher survey are displayed in Table 5.5, which presents

the percents 0..teachers' affirmative responses to several questions. Analysis

of statistically significant difWences reveals that parents of 3-5 year olds

participated more in the development of IEPs than parents of other students.

Although the percent of participation generally declined as the age of the

student increased, large standard errors prevent the drawing of the conclusion

that there is a definite trend for less parent participation as student age .

increases, whichuas strongly concluded ffom the results for the Basic Survey

population. (See Appendix E, Table E.6.)

Table 5.5 -

TEACHERS'. AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES CONCERNING.THg, NATURE OF PARENT
PARTICIPATION IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACIL/TYFIEP DEVELOPMENT,

BY STUDENT AGE

. 1

42.

Nature of Participation

Percent of Teachers' Affirmative
Responses .

3-5 6-12 13-15 16-21 Total
.

Did a parent oi.guardian approve
by signing?

1
. .4;

Did a parent or ivardian discusi
the completed IEP with scho 1
personnel?

'

.

Did a parent or guardian meet with
the IEP committee?

.

Did A parent or guardian participate
in the development of the IEP?

93

96

90

90

.

70

89

68 .-

58
, 4

70

78

62

62

59
4......,

74

.

59

51

69 to,

83'

.

66

.

60

1

1

o.

alysis of information in the IEP revealed no statislicAli4)!'t'

significant trend for degree 'of participation. by parents, 'guardians' or surro-
,

gates across age levels.
,

. .

Student participation across the four age levels also was examined.froth

both data sources. No trend could be detected from data in actual IEPs because

1 . only six percent the ZEPs included indication of student participation

across all age group (See Appendix.E, Table E.31)'
. , ....

When teachers' sponses to questions about student participation in

. developing ZEPs were alyzed by age of the hindicappeA student, a pattern of

5.10
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more student participation with increased age was suggested. Figure 5.1 shows

that none of the 3- to 5- year -old children discussed their IEPs with school

personnel and that none attended or participated in the development of the

IEPs during the meetings, while 12 percent of the 6-12 year olds discussed

their IEPs with school personnel and 2 percent participated in the meetings.

However, 29 percent of the 13-15 year olds and 35 percent of the 16-21 year

olds discussed their IEPs with their teachers; and 12 percent of the former

and 26 percent of the latter participated in the meetings. This pattern was

not as strong as in the Basic Survey population. Although the percents for

student input into de;ielopment of the IEP were.noe statistically different at

each age level in the State/Special Facility and Basic Survey populations, the

percents for studenkdiscussiOn of the completed IEP with school personnel

were lower at each age level for the students in state/special facilities.

(See Appendix E, Table E.6.)

When teacher survey data concerning parent and student participation are

considered together, there is some suggestion of a pattern of increased student

and decreased parent participation in developing IEPs in state/speiial facili-

ties as students get older. This pattern is similar in diiection to that

found in the Basic Survey population, but it is'aot as,defiAitel, As in the

Basic Survey population, this pattern.may reflect both the growing independence

of older handicapped students and the.changing perceptions of school personnel

and parents toward student involvement in the development of their' IEPs as

they grow oilier.

2. Severity of Student Handicap

The results on student partidipation across mild, moderate, and

severe levels of handicapping condition suggested that students with severe

,levels may have participated more oftln in the development of their IEPs than

students with mild levels. These results were consistent from indications on

the IEP itself and from teacher response to the luestidn about student artk-

cipatfon in.meeting with the IEP committee during development of the IEP.

This pattern was not true for teacher response to t 'he question concerning the

student discussing his or het IEP with a school representative, for which ,

al

'there were no statistically significan differences. This was somewhat dif-
,

Iekent,fiqm the results for the Basi= urvey population, in Orich no signi-
r.

ficant differences were found across ekity leVels. (See Appendix E,

Tables 4E dnd.E,7.).

..,.
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Student Had Input in the Development of the IEP.

Student Discussed IEP With School Personnel.

12 1.2

26

35

11

21

it 16

3-5 6-12 13 -15 16-21 Total

AGE GROUP

Figure 5.1. Percent of Student Participation in IEPtDevelopment ft:. Students in
State/Special Facilities Accorigng to Teacher Response; by Age Level.
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No definite patterns were found in the results for parer. participation

Across severity levels, either in the iiPsihemselves or in the findings of

the teacher survey. The results from the teacher survey.suggested that parent

participation might be less for parents of students with severe levels than

for those with moderate levels of handicapping lidition. Again, this was
0

somewhat different from the Basic Survey population, in which results suggested

the possibility of more parent participation as the severity level increased.

(See Appendix E, Tables E.4 and E:7.)

III. PARTICIPATION OF MANDATED PERSONNEL

IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF IEPs

A. Basic Survey Population

Three types of persons were mandated by P.L. 94-142 to be included in IEP

committees: teachers, LEA administrative representatives, and parents or

guardians. Based upon information in the IEPs developed for students in

state/special faciiities, only 21 percent list atlefiVone representative

from each of these categories as participants,,and only'14percent listone or

more of ,them ,as signers. '(See Appeadix'E, Table E.1, Category 7.) More IEPs

in the Basic Survey population listed_at least one repreie4tative from each of

these three mandated categories as participants and signers (36 percent and 28

percent respectively). Participation rates for these three mandated areas

were very, similar for regular and special schools), and both were significantly

greater than in state /special facilities. (See Appendix E, Table E.2,

Category 7:)

Although being named in the IEP as a participant in the IEP process is a

relatively good index of participation, there are three basiC reasons for

assuming that participation rates baged on IEP data probably are underestimates

and do not reflect all those who actually participated in the development of

the IEP: (I) P.L. 94-142 does not require that participants be identifj.ed in

the IEP and consequently, it ts.liicely that such information is excluded,

e.g., some schools require that the parent sign a separate apptoval f rm which

is neither included as a part of the la nor filed Ath it; (2) f rt r iden-

tification of the specific titles of those pers'ns in the "other" category

might increase the number of.persons in the mandated categories; and(3) persons,

with other specific titles, e.g., counselors, could have been participating on

5.13



/
Gi

IEP Ommittees as LEA administrative representatives. All factors considered,

however, these figures suggeit a relatively low rate of parercipation by those

mandated to participate.

B. Variation by Subpopulations

The percent of IEPs listing at least one member from each of the three

mandated categories as participants was analyzed for subpopulations within two

reporting variables: stutent age and severity of student handicap. Compari-

sons were made for participation but not for signing.

1. Student Age Levels

Comparisons were made across the four student age levels. The

results suggested that at least one member from each of the three mandated

categories may have served as participants on the IEP Committee of state/

special facility students more often at the younger age levels (3-5 and 6-12)

than the older age levels (13-15 and 16-21). (See AppendixE, Table'E.3.)

This is somewhat different from results in the Basic Survey population where

no differences were found across age groups.

2. Severityof Student Handicap

No pattern was found in the differences in participation rates when

students were classified by mild, moderate, and severe levels of handicapping

condition. However, results suggested that at least one representative from

each of the three mandated categories may have been represented more often in

the IEPs of the moderately handicapped than the severely handicapped. (See

,Appendix E, Table .4.) This result was .somewhat different from thei Basic

Survey population, in which there was the suggestion of greater participation

Of all mandated personnel as the severity level increased.

4.

SUHMARY

1

This chapter dealt withthe questi s: Who participates in the develop-

ment of IEPs? Who signs and approves IEPs? Data from IEPs and from a ques/

tionnaire administered in a teacher survey were used to discuss the nature and

_degree of participation by school (or facility) personnel, parents, and students

in developing and approving IEPs. The proporxign of IEPs developed by commit-.

tees that included all personnel mandated by P.L. 94-142 also was discussed,

5.14
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as were the variatioWin participation among subpopulations defined by,a4udent

age and severity of the handicapping condition.

Seventy -three percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs listed at least.

"ohe participant, a nd 67 percent included at least one signature. For all IEP

with at least one participant listed, the-mean number of participants.was 4.1;:

and for all IEP's with at leaft one signature, the mean number.et signatures

was 3.3. ,

Astgpificantly greater percent of IEPslin the .Basic Survey popUlation

listed it ieast'one participant (92 percent) and included a,t'least one signa-

ture (82 peicerit) 'than in "tile 'State/Special Facility population. However,

there were no- statistically significantdifferences,between the State /Special

Facility, and Basic Survey population§ in the mean numbers of participants and

signers for IEPs with at lea st, one participant or signer.

At.least one representatilie from the category of teacher or therapist

identified as a participant on 62 percent of the State /Special Facility IEPs.

At least oneiKepresentative from the administrative category participated in

developing 3b percent of the IEPs, and ancillary personnel (e.g., school

psychologists and .counselors) were indicated as participants on 121percent%1

the Ws. individual types of personnel most often' identified as participants

were speech o language therapists (18 percent), principals (14 percent), and

representatives from the LEA with which the student is affiliated (14 percent).

All three Categories of personnel-lkacher or therapist, administrative,

and ancillary personnel- -were listed is a larger percentage of Basic Su rvey

IEPs than State cial Facility.IEPs. However, for all IEPs with it least

one participant listed, .there were no significant differences tween the

Basic Survey and State/Special Facility populations in the mean numb rs of

participants by category of personnel.

." Information in IEPs indicated that parents (or guardianste surrogates)

partIcipaiea in developing 50 percent of the State /Special FaCidity IEPs and '...1
..

r

lat they signed 48'peeceut of them. Results from the teacher survey indicated'
. .

that 80 percent of the parents-signed and/or' verbally approved-State/Special

Facility IEPs and that fewer than one percent refused to approve an UP.

Teachers also indicoteA the following about parent participation: 83 percent

discussed the compl'eed'IEP with school personnel; 66 percent met with the IEP

1
. .

committee to discus the developed IEP; and 60.percent provided inputs to the

IEP committee during development of the IEP. As in the Basic Survey population,

5.15
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a serious question can be raised about thq extent-of parent participation
:.. . -..

durin-$ the develoment of IEPs.in StateiSpetial Facilities, because teachers'

reporteOPttpt parents did not :have input in 40 percent .of the IEP committees.
.

.

. ,Student, aieicipation or approVW1,wasindkcitedo'n six'perrent of the
.,

tateppe.p.ia cility IEPs. Teachers, on the other hand, stated that 21
.

perCent of
es*

ha dicapped students had liscusied their IEPs with school personnel

provided
. . .

and-. that .11 percent provided inpa during theray process. Although the ..
,

. . .-rotr:.'

devoeestudent participation reported by teachers4was encouraging relative
..!.1.. . . , ,4

to'that ih icated'in theIEP, it was not high enough to enable an,affirmative
-,-,,....1. , , .

:nswer to 4he queition oP'whdther the regulations of P.L. 94-142 are being met
..ii .

in terms gpf etudent,participatihnwhere "approprigte." This. problem, is also
e 4 . / '

shAred with the Basic turvey population. .

. .

.. n.
..

i

. there wartle suggestion of aTattemof increased student and decreased
4.. s. .

...
-7-......

pareht.participation in developing IEPs for state/speciacfacility studen s,
.

. ,

0 their Age increases. Results from the Ieacherssuryey4showed that while
, ....

noneof.the itudents.in the 3 -5 age range, discussed peir/Eles with school

persOhriel, 35 perCentof"the.16-2.1.year ol4s hotiBch diStfriiens. Likewis4'
. f

whie none of the students..ip the 3-5 age range ut to the.IEPscomillitt

26.percAhtof the 16121 year olds had inr.t.. 'this pattern, .was similar in

direciiWto that found, in the ,Basic Survey poptilatiqW;16batrii was much
.

..
. . 4. S'

. ,

tOnger in the Biiiclurvenplulation: . .

..

it e -

, The results on.studeht participation across Mild,' moderate, and severe
c- - .. .

leveks. of handicapping condiiion pagge4eethat stilOpips With Severe levels
. . . ,

may have participated more often in the development ofjheir'IEPs than studentsif
s Si

illtocnild levelS.° Thfie results,.were consistent frOeindfebtions:on the IEP
. , . s. ,

itself andfrom cher iesponse to the qdeition'about student participation

in meetOg with he :IEP c kttee-during.development of..theIEP. This
6 . .

s
somewhat different.Nom he wets for the Baile SUrvey,popufation, in,which

. . .-
R.

.. 'no sigailiFantligferendes were found across severity levels.
. 4 . .

, . . i. : ,

The.results gathefed from IEPsabout parent participatia across severity,
. . ,

1 jevels did. not revial..deflinitn,paikterns,:ibut results 'frOm4tte teacher survey
,

'suggested ;that'l.:parent fhitatipationymight.be:14ksi for parents of students with
.

... A,

.4. A..' 4. .,,, e
- .-

..
, severe lev#.1s,than 'for thae with moderate levels of handicapping condition.:

- * I e ' ' t .. - . -

. Again; this was sdmewhati..different.frod the Resit Sugvey Populationo.ii which ,

... : ; -

j ereilits..trOM both data soureeS.suggesteh the possibility.ot more arent par
. .

.
...,

. 6
, : .

ticigation as.the werity level, increased. lif-' . . .0, 46. . ..6

R

-

j
$

:
II."

:14

6.

5.16
AS

63



*Is

.
O

fee
It)*

OP 1$

*/ Only 21 percent of the StateqSpecial Facil ity IEPs listed one or
.

.

participahts:from.eackof the three categories of participants mandated by

P.D. 94'-142 to be in the IEP cpmmiftees: tescher,. administfltord, an parent.
1,, %.

I . & i . 1/4 -

And only li,

,

percent of the listed one or.mo5e signers from each of'the

.thrlt categdries. More IEPs in the Baiic Survey, population than in the State/
. 1. 0.

. ,..

Special Facility pbpulation listed at least one representative from'eacof
,.

.. . 0 ,

these three mandated categories as participants,and signers. As in the Basic/

. 401".
,Survey population, these figures Suggest a relatively iiiw rate of participa-

tion by thos.e'mandated to partiCipatb, even though they prpgaply are under-,
: . .

bst.imates of the actual percents of participants And signers in these mandattd
. , .

N.cattgbries.
.

.,.

.

;9 -

Comparisons across the four student age levels suggestect that at least it.4"
.

. -

. . .

onememhee from each of the three thabdatedcategories maysr
i

have served as r.
A.

d .

particpants on the rEPCommittee of state/special facility students more dft.et
, . 4

at the younger age lOvels (3P-5 and 6-12)than:theolder age.levels (13-15 and
, T of . .

-...
16-21). .Thie4is somewhat differekt from results, in the Basic Survey population

.:

where-rip difdikences wee found across age groups. '

, . \
. a 4 s

Analysis .of results across mad, moderate, and severe levels of handicap-
.4.,

ping:condition irvealed no overall trend: These results differ somewhat from
a It

thoe ohtainedfor the Basic Survey population,"for Wilkh there wis the sugges-

t tion.of;Ptatei p4sticipatigh d4ari mandated persOndelAs the siverity'level
I.'.
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r4, Chapter 6

MIN

4,4

What Types of Special Education and Relite d Services

ArelkSpecified in State / Special facility IEPs?
S.

ar

,4

,This chapter provides information regarding the types of special education

and related services that are specified in .IEPs. Generally, Special education

sexvices were specified in IEPs in the form of:st'atements of need, goals, and

objectives', following th mandate prOvidedby the law and regulations. -Related

services, on.the other hand, most frequently were indicated inmore,general
.

descriptive terms.in some part of the document otheethan whore needs, yell,

and objectives were located. As a result, they are' considered in a.separate

-section of this chapter.

Special educati n services include at leait two main types of activities.

The assessment and the second is educational programming based on *
aa,seJtsment. The assessment service:or the restltorit, typically was indk

cated in the IEP in the section, on present levil.of functioning, 4he.assess-.

ment information often focused on both the strengths and weaknesses of a'

studeAt. "tirengths'genetally'were indicated. in terms of statements. of normal
be

or, heti:et than normal, functioning. Weaknesses generally were ltied'as

statements of need. or specific kinds of educational progtammipg.

. , The ;first, sect onof this chapter InChiges a description of the types' a*
el ,

assesskent ser s hat'yere indicaten in IEPs under.the htdinvof "prsent

level of functioning." The extent to which dAta were provided to suppor..t

. statements-about present level 6f functioning ia included in the second section.

?he'third secork provides a description of serial education programming as

indicated by goal -statements. pecial education progtamming indicated by

%hort-tern objectives ispresehted in the fotiih,aecton., The types Ol related

services indicated in IEPs .;A-discdtsedin the fifth section of this chapter.
4

Detai.).ed descriptive. statistics and associated standard errors for the result

slOma'rized'in,chis.chapte'vare 'referenced and .presented in Appendix F.

For purposes of decribing the.proVIsion.of special eduCation services,
. .

thirteentdiffirent academic and fuhctioniiareas were defin\ed (a) reading or
. . 0

.

oral' or ,written English; .0) mathematics; (c) other academic; td) social'~
,

adaptation; (e) self -help skills; (f).emotionAl; (g) physical education;
.

.
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I i :40 , . t . f

f 4
at i 0 -..A k . . % i. , , 1 . . ,

.* ..
., i(h) motor skills; (1) -speech;, (j) visual icuity; (4) -hearings; (1) vocationalr.

irevocatilinal; and (m)'othg-i- ''-
.

4-
"' ' - ,

.. .

. '
.

Ariqtr9The distincpion between these areas generally is-clear. Possible-excep-
. .tiotis are the' distinction between social adaptation'and emotional, and beyeen

$ -. - i .
physiCal edhcatioy and motfr skills. Genei.ally, the -distinctidn was hasid on

4, 4.

a k

. statements within the IEP. That is, if Ashe T,EP-'reteired to' i' joa). or objective
,,a , _,

* as a "social adaptation" goal or ..objectiVe,. it as accepted s sUch. (ilrere.
--- not

. ..such distinctions were not made in the ISP, emoeional was -inte re Led. to 'apply
..- . ...

to cases of severe pathology (e. .; "stUdent bites and scratches teacher.," or.ty
-

IP 1

0

.
"stUdent often' inflicts Aglf-jaju '-'), wFle social adaptation was interpreted

.,. .
. .

'to. apply to. developmental alpects (e 4.1 "student,doesn' t respoltd to teacher's
. 4t. : -

$ directiois,6:or- 'Istudent',doesn't get along well with peers"). Physical educe--
$

o , 40

tion was considered to refer to educational onsiderations such as learning to
partiCipate in Sports- and games, while: Tot r skills were considered to apply

...

to such factors as trinctiona,1 codOination.
I es,

, , 1,
e

ti . ACADEMIC -AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN WHICH, ASSESSMENT SERV IC4,

WERE INDICATED IN THE PRESENTS LEVEL OF FlkletIONING gECTIONOF EPs
it .

. . ! .r 47' 0
os

.

'.. -.4 One of the requirements of an IEP is that it contain information about
.

the student's. preient level of .functioning. Pridlent-level-A4unceioning
I

.

information should document the assessment of the studenidkboth in. terms of
, . ,

strengths an weaknesses in order to better contribute to the development pf a..
full progra of serVioet .for the student: ' ' '4 , . 44^

.. A

The nerar question addressed iti. this section was; To what extent do ..
..'LEPs "conta n information 'about- strengths : and weakness ? To answer this = .

.

question, each IEP 'collected in the survey wa4. tixamine 0, determine whethrr _.:. . . .

or not it, contained some indication of thOs,tudent, 's level of functioning in
4

one- or mcgre .ot the thirteen academic or functional. areas,' While this type of
- .

. information,. typically was included under a "presenttlevel of .tunctioninigi; s.. .
heading, the &earth ,for such informwtion

0 -
was not limited to this type of ,

. 1

$,$..*
response. This information. also .was toun'd

,
under such headings' as "4comments,",

.
"objectives' already mastered,'' "strengths add weaknesses," and "reasons or. ,...
placement." Statements such as ""needs to inrOtove- in reading.? "doesn't get

. ,
0

along well pith other children," or "is 'emotionallY.mature tqr hisa we . ..

. I .
''considered sts apbropriace indications of level of functioning.

,

,

t...4)

4t
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/ *4 ,. ..

v ; 1 .. !
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Based on the level -of- functioning information contained,:iwthe IEP, an
. .. . it

indtcation-was made as .to Alethelr a strength (normal Tunctioninvor above)
. . . .

and/or weakness (deficiency) Was indicated in)the associated academic.oi
. .

s
. .

functional area. .in cases where supporting data were listed in the IEP, these
.

suppoqing data were used initking this determination....

Figure 6.1 shows the proportion of IEPs that contained present-level-of-'

fundtioning information in the various academic or functional areas. The
. .

.

Jargest proportiohs of- IEPs provided information in the academic areas of
i.

othec-acade*ic:(62 percent)4and reading/English (57 percent). Fifty percent

of the IEPs specifiedlkvel-of-f4nctioning inforlation in social adaptation

and 42,percent in mathematics. Present-levellpf-functionimjnformation was

sp ecified for motor skills in 39 percent of the 'IEPs and forspeeCh.and self-

-° help skills in 31 percent. None of the remaining academic. or functional areas

had level -of- functioning data specified in more than 20percent of the IEPs.

(See Appendix F,Tahle F.1.).

The prcents df IEPsfthat indicated a need or a strength in each of th

"academic./functionai awls are shown in Table '6.1. IEPs gener lly contained

more dforiitfon about needs -than strengths. A significantly larger propor-

tion. of.IEPs contained" statements ornee4,than-strength id.tnree areas (read-

inlg, other academic, and speech), and results suggested mdre'Statemento.of

need than strength in e40 other areas (hearing and emotional)... (See Table t.1,
.

Appendix F.)
.

.
.

-

The fact that the percents in the "need" column of Table 6.1 do nOt.equal
.,

thOse in Figure 6.1 indicates that need information was not incluAd in 1.00'
.

percent of the level-of-functioning statements, This finding sh6uld not be

interpreted as a negativefinding"since it is reasonable td expect that needs

would dot be fount in all academic or funftional areas that were assessed.
.

And, it is importantto note'that any liven IEP might contain both statements
A .0.

of need and statements of strength in aisiagle functional, area. For example,.
...

.

with reading, it liay be 'stated' that a student's vocabulary was ,at a normal
.1.

, . 'It
level, but he/sheipeded.help in eoaiprehension, thus inditating,bAh strengths

'and weaknesses,. .
.

. ; ..

i 1.4, . .,, -. , ,

44.. is not surprising4git deeds generally were stated more frequently
* .

than strengths, since P.L. 94-142 specifies ehat,the-statimenlool ptes'ii..tt
, . -

,level A functioning should provide a clear statement of.th# student's special

.4 IN

S"

4

0
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-Table 6.1

PROPORTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs THAT INDICATE
NEEDS AND STRENGTHS, BY ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS

. .

.

o.
Academic or

-' Functional Area

. ,
_ .

- 4

Percent of IEPs' with Statement of:

Need , Strength'
* .

-. Reading or oral or."
written English

Mathematics
q

Other academic-
a/

Social adaptation

Seri-thelp skills

Emotional
4

_ Physical education

.

.

f

A

. .

,

.

51
4

36

52

39

25

, :5

'6

1 29

29

6
.

14

8

14
1
t

-.
.

. .

_

,

.

.

i'N

1

.

..

-

-.
-

I

31

. 13

30

'34

20

1

r
24.

15

4

.

7

... -9

9

'

4

.

,

Y

.

N

.

t

'

-.

*4

'

.

................._

Motor skill's
.

Speech

Visual acuity

..Hearing

Vocational/Prevocational
%

h/
.0ther -

.

9

a/
Includes the combined acadentic areas of science, sociallscience,:general

academic.,:.and othei academic: i
..

0
b/
- . lancrudds such functional areas as general physical health, kinesthetic or.4. *

a

.'perceptual skills.

P

1 4.
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educational and related needs.' The listing of both strengths and weaknesses

is helpful boih to those who review the IEPs and to those who carry out the
)

studedt's program. . By. taking both strengths and weaknesses into account, .

go4s,._indodsedfiiies can be focused more speCifieally om areas of need. Also,

information' about strengths an be used by teachers to determine better

strategies. by jhich to -worn with, the student: It should also be noted that
.

the presence of data on strengths in the IEPs is especially significant since

the -IEP for4t typically did dot. require and "the positive relationship

..b7etween format and content has been clearly established in Chapter 4.
. P

The - extent to which statements of level of functioning appeared on IEPs

was analyzed for students in state/special fatilitiei and in regular and

special sibools in the Basis Survey population. FOr 6 of the 13 academic/

functional areas the frequedcy with which leve 7o -fudctfOning informatj-n was

!wind in IEPs was greater in IEPs prepared in state/special acilities and

. special schooli than id tWie p-feraTer"-Iir regular The six, areas

( we re : social adaptation, self-help skills. physical education, motor skills,
.

vocationol/prevocational, and other academic. In the "other'-' category "(e.g.,

general physical health and perceptual skills' the frequency was less in

state/special facilT.es than in either regular or special 'schools. (Sei

Appendz F, Table

** fndica.tions of, need were fouild more often .n IEPs prepared in state/

special facilities and special schools than in reg ular schOals for.thWollow-
.

inlg six academic/functional areas; social adaptation, self-help, skills,
s

ptlysi,cal "edUcet2hd rior skills, stther, academic, and other. For the areas of

language and aiatiemAticsk results suggested that the frequency of indications

c of eed might be lower in IEPs prepared in state/special facilities than in
1p

t boo ' p rpd in, either 'regular or special schools. 'See Appendix F,

'Table f.3.i '

InVcations. of notmal fugctionisg, or strengths, were found more fre-
.

lguengy in I.Ers in state/special. facilitie4 and special schools than in regular

-soinctri fbr the following four. ,areas self-help skills, physical edu.catio n,,

for Wins, and other academic. Reisukts also- suggested the same pattern for

44 d
a

.4%

1 Inford4Letter to State Directors Of,Specia 1 Education, 'State: Part B

Coord aaEto

ized te4

Hdy .23,

s, znd StAte 89-313 Coordinators: Policy Paper on .

atibm. Prograuts (IEPs)." DAS- InformationBulletin, Number 64.
( Ber,au-of. Education 'for the Handicapped (USOE, .HEW),

980.. .

-
".
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so ial adaptation. For speech, results suggested that the frequency of state-

Mt ts of strength was greater in state/special facilities than in either

regular or special schools. For visual acuity, the frequency'in state /special

faCilities taas significantly less thin is regular schools and mayhave been

less than'in special schools.' See Appendix F, Table F.4.) .

--/--

II. ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN WHICH DATA WERE PROVIDED

TO SUPPORT PRESENT LEVELQF FUNCTIONING STATEMENTS

.
IEPs were examined to determine the extent to which data were provided to

support present level of functioning statements.. Only objective data (e.g.,,...

test scores; documentation of formal observations) were Tonsidered to consti-

, Lute supporting cata. Although: supporting data are not required by _law or

regulation, such Oata cart "elp the user of he IEP to better `Understand the

41t

0

functionipg level of a student and therefore now how to work with the student

to increase his/hir te'rformance level.
.

The findings prgsented in Table 6.2, which were computed from thespercents
.4

presentid in Table F.5 (Appendix F), show that.supporting data typically were

not included in State/Special Facility IEPs.2 For example, Table F.5 (Appen-

dix F) shows that 57.1 percent df all State /.Special Facility IEPs had alevel-

of-functioning statement for reading and 19.5 percent of them had supporting
....

assessment data for reading, thus 34 rcent of State/Special Facility IEPs

had iritpporting data in reading, given that they had a level-of-functioning

statement in reading.

0'

Using as a base only those IEPs that contained information about the

students present level of functioning, for only two academic areas were

supporting dataefound'in more than 30 percent of the State/Special Facility o

IEPs: reading or oral or written An'glish (34 percent) and mathematics (38.
.

percent). The other areas for which supporting dita were found in at least'20

percent of those IEPi that had a statement related to the student's_ present

level of functioning' were vocational/prevocational, speech,. hearing, an

. 2 Noti that general physical health was separated from the "other" category
for purpose of this discussion.. Although it is appropriate' to discuss .thee ).

tnelusion of supporting data for statements about general physical health, rt
does not make sense toilefine'generil.health as a speriaic functional area for
which special services axelitqvided:

-',-------- .
6.7
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Table 6.2

PROPORTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs WITH PRESENT-LEVEL-OF-
FUNCTIONING STATEMENTS THAT CONTAIN SUPPORTING -DATA'

Academic orTunctional o,

Area With
Level-of-Functioning Statement .

. .
.

Percent With9
a

Supporting"Data-

1. Mathematics

2. Reading or oral or written English

3.General physical health-
b/

e
4. Speech

.

c/
5. Other academi .

6. Hearing .

7. Visual acuity

4. hotor Walls

. 9. OtherE
.

10. Physical education

.

11. Self-help skills la

12. Yocational/Prevo'cational .

13. Emotional o: !

1-

14. Social adaptation .

.

C

.

,.

.

.'
.

.

.

- s

38

- 34

3

20

a'7

20

6

6

27

8

11

23

2

10

.

;\

%s2,.

.

.

a/
- /Percents are based on IEPs that contained level-of-functioning informa-
tion--see Figure 6.1,
b/

For purposes of tkis table, general physical health was removed as a
separate category from the "other" category.' About 11.1 percegt of the _IEPs
had a statement of present level of functioning in this area.' -

/
, Includes the combined areas of science, social science, general academic,

and other ac#demic

.j d

6.8
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it

to e4' Suaorting data for 8 of the 14 areas listed in Table 6.2 were found

in'iewer than 20 perCent of the IEPs.

The variation that existed between- n ictional areas in the extent to

Which supportive data were listed in IEk's was probably due to differences in

the availability of testing instruments. For example, many more standard

testing instruments age available in reading and mathematics than in the area

of social adaptation; so it is much easier to 'provide supporting data in

reading and mathematics.

These findings can be viewed from anothei perspective. That is, they-

show that, while not requfred,,many IEPs contained suppclting information

about level of tunctioninvin the different academic and functional areas.

This is perhaps4one indicator of an attempt to comply with the spirit of the

Jaw.

III. ACADEMICAND FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN WHICH EDUCATIONAL

/15110GRAMMING IS INDICAIED BY, AT LEAST ONE GOAL STATEMENT

flindicators5ince goal statements. are indicators of the t94pes of educational program-

ming that a student is expected to receive in a particular academic or func-

tional area, IEPs were. examined to determine the extent to which goal state-
.

ments were listed in the various academic and functional areas. This section

reports on the proportion of IEPs that contained at least one goal statement

in various academic or functional areas.

Figure 6.2. shows the percent of state/special-facility students who

114 received educational. programming in various academic and functional areas, as

reflected by the existence of at least one goal statement. Therd was at least

one annual goal statement:or reading in.65 percent of the IEPs, and over half

ofthe,IEPs had at least -one goat statement for mathematics or other aca-

demics. In addition, 30 percent or more of the IEPs had at' least one goal

statement in social adaptation, motor skills, self -help skills, or speech.

In 7'of'the 13 areas, a greatir proportion of IEPs in both.state/special

facilities and special, school, contained at least one annual goal than did

IEPs do regular schools: social adaptation,, physical education, vocational)/

prevocationai, s'lf-help skills, motor skills, other academics, and "other.."

tn two of these areas (mdtor skills and Wilt academics), results also sug-
,A.

Ogled that the proportion in state/spedal facilities was higher than bhaE in

6.9 Ci
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special schools. For the 'tmotional area the prOportion in state/special

facilities was higher than the'proportions in both regular and special schools,

which were 'similar. (Se Appendix F, Table F.6.) ''

IV. ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN WHICH EDUCATIONAL

PROGRAMMING IS INDICATED BY AT LEAST ONE SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVE

Short-term objectlres, like goals, also serve as indicators of theekinds

of eduiationalprogramming a student is to receive. Theoretically,.they are
o

more specific than goals, and frequently a series of, short-teem objectives

represents how a goal is to be achieved. IEPs. were examined to determine how,"

many of them contained at least one short-term objective in the vlrious academic

and functional areas

A. State/Special Facility Population Compared with Basic Survey Population

Figure 6.3.displays the percents of IEPs which' contain at least one

short-term objective in the 13 different functional areas. A comparison of

Figures 6.3 and 6.2 shows that the distributions of goals and objectives over

functional areas are very similar. This "good fit" between,the two distribu-

tions suggests theft preparert of IkPs were consistent in specifying at least

one objective in those academic or functional areas for which a'goal was

stated. A.
4 e -

Figure 6..3 shows that reading or oral or written English was the predom-

inant area in which specials ducation services were provided. Sixty-four

percent of the IEPs contai at .east one short term objective in this area.

The next highest area was other academic, with 62 percent of the IEPs contaip-
,

ing at least one short-term "objective in this area. The third highest area

was mathematics, in which 55 percent of t4e.IEPs contained at leatipone short-

term objective. In addition, there were three other areas which contained at

least one short-term objective in 40 percent or more of.the IEPs: self-help

skills, social adaptation, add motor skills.

The least amount of special educatio0'service was indicated in the'emo-

tional,.hearing, ind visual acuity areas, in which 10'pefcent or less of the

IEPs contained short-term objectives. These low frequencies may be due to the

nature of the areas. They do not lend themselves to short-term objective

, statements. 0
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For 7 of the 13 academic or.functional ar #as, a greater proportion of

IEPs in both state/special facilities and special schools contained at least. .1

one short-term objective than did IEPs in regular schools: social adaptation,

self-help skills, physical education, other"academic, motor skills, vocational/

prevocational, and other. .For one.of these areas, other academic,,' .results

for state/special facility IEPs was alsd greattr. than speccal.schoolse In

additionfor the emotional area, results for state/special facilities were

greater than either regular or special schools; which had similar results.

(See Appendix F, Table F.7.)

If it can be assumed that students placed in state/special facilities and

special schools need more special education services-, hen the survey demon-
t 6

itratesthat they are receiving them in most academic/ unctional areas.

B. '4Wariation by Age Le;.=e1
I

Definite trends across age levels for the distribution of IEPs with at

least one short-term objective Were found in only two areas. For motor skills,

there were fewer IEPs with at least one short-term objectile at the older age

levels (13-15 and 16-21) than at the younger-levels (3-5'add 6-12). t'Or the
.

vocational /prevocational area the percent of IEPs with at least one short -,term

objective increased as age increased: (See Appendix F, Table F.8.) These

results were reasona1ly consistent with those in the BasicSurvey population.

*.
V. RELATED SERVICES

r
r

.This section presents the results of the surveigas they.relate to the IL
,

4.
.

. .
. 1 .

provision4a related services to handicapped students. Pox purposes of this
1

discussion, related'sarvices include audiology, counseling, medical services,
$..

occdpatidnar therapy, pares,' counseling and training,,phystcal therapy, kr.
.

.
,,

Chological services, recreation, social work services, transportation, and

other. . ., . .

. .=

One or more services were indicated 'in 435 percent of the Siate/Spicial
.

Facility IEPs.' Seventeen percent lilted only:one related setvice. Six percent,
41,

.
.

specified two related services, about.three percent indicated a need- for .three
. ..._ ,

related services, and four related services were toted it abut eight pertent

of the IEPs. Only one percent of 'the State/Spetial-Eacility 1th specifiet
:

, ' r I

%

. '4
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the iproviion'of five or more related services. (See row totals in Table F9,

The most frequently listed related service was transportation, with about

16 percent of all IEPs listing this service, The next highea were coun seling

And psychopgidal, services, which were indicated on nine and eight percent of

the IEPs, respectively. Another seven, percent of IEPs listed each of the

categories; audiology and physical therapy. FoUr percent listed each of the

two c'ategorieg, recreation and occupational therapy. Medical services (e.g.,

eye exams, physical exams, medication, and nursing care) werzi mentioned in two

percent of the IEPs, while social work services were noted on one percent of

the IEPs. Eighteen percent listed other related services, which included such

4 services as tutoring, dental,setvices, and vocational rehabilitation. (These

percents-total more than 35' percent, the percent of students with IEPs that

specified related services, because multiple services were specified on some

IEPs;see row totals of Table F.10, Appendix F.)

Asignificantly larger-percent of the IEPs fOr'students in state/special

facilities 05 percent) specified the provision of one or more related services

than did the IEPs of students in regular schools (12 percent), and results'

suggested this may be greate'r than in specialochools (23 percent). (See

Appendix F, Table F.9.)

Transportation was the most' frequently listed related service in state/

special facilities, regular schools, and special schools; however, it was

listed more often -in state/special facilities (16 percent) and specialschools

(14 percent) than in regular sc ools (5 percent). Physical thesapy and occu-

. rational therapy also were 11 ed more often in both state/special facilities*

and special schools than in regular schools. (See Appendix F, Table F.10.)

VI.' SUMMARY

The types of special education and related services +hat were contained

in State /Special Facility IEPs were examined in this chapter. Special educa-
A

.Lion services were defined to include both assessment and educational pro-
.

gramming. Assessment services were indicated through statements about level

of ;functioning, including both strengths and weaknesses. Educational program-
,

ming was indicated through goals and short -term objectives. Thirteen academic

age functional areas were defined for the purpose of describing these services.

, 6.14



as

*'

1

The largestNproportii6ns of State/Special Facility IEPs provided informa:-

tion about the present level of functioning in the academic areas of reading/

English (57 percent) and other academic (62 percent). Fifty percpt of the

IEPs specifiecthe ififormation in social adaptation and 42Jpercent, in mathe-

matics. Present - level -of- functioning information wa's specified for motor

skills in 31 percent of the IEPt, and for sptech and self -help, kills in 31

percent. None of the,emaining, academit.or functional areas had level-of-

functioning'data specified in more than. 20- percent of the State/Special
4,

Facility IEPs. For 6 of the 13 academic/ 'functional areas, the frequency with

which level-of-functioning- information.waa found in IEPs prepared in state/

special facilities and siecial schools was greater than in IEPs prepared in
. .

regular schools% In.one area the frequency was less in state/special facili-

ties than in either regular or speciar'schools.

Statements about functioning level were analyzed to determine the extent
. .

to which they included statements about needs and statements about strengths.

While need statementsappearedpith_greater frequency inmost of the functional

areas, strenithi were listed with considerable frequency. In general, state-
..

meats of both needand strengths Were found more frequently in IEPs prepared
in state /special facilities. and, special schoolsthan in IEPs prepared in

regular schools.
...

. .

The extentto which State/Special Facility IEPs contained supporting data

for statements about resent levet.áffunctioninvalso was explored. Using as,i
a base only those IEPs that contrih information abotAt the students.present

.

level of functioning, supporting were found in more than 30 percent ofN/ .: . .4,

the State/Specia Faciltty IEPs in',eilo areas: reading/English
A
(34 percent)

.
., . '... .

and mathematics Oa percent). .S4Pportini data were found'in at least 20
.

percent of IEPs fir four otherareas: .

e
Goal statements are one incality of the types of educational programming

i . -lb:
..

that a student 1. expected to ,receive. There was at least one annual goal
I 1.

statement for reading/English 1p. 65tptcent of the IEPs, and over half of the

-IEPs also had at leait one goal statement for mathematics and other academics.

In addition, 30 percent or morellf.the1:EPa-had at least one goal statement in

four other academie/functional.aVeas: 17.11i,.7-,of the 3 areas, %; greater propor-

tion of IEPs. in both state /special faCcilities and siecialfschools contained at

least ode annual goal than did Mr LoAregular'schools. For an eighth area
,

V
1.0

$# * ,



the propottion in state/special facilities was higher than the.proportions in

both regular and special schools.

Shoat -term objectives, like goals, dlso were considered as indicatois of

special, educatien progiamming.' Tt;erewasat least one short-term objective

. for reading/English in 64 percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs, foi

other academies in 62 percent, andwfor mathematics in 55 peicent. In addi-

tioji, 40 percent or more of the State/Special Facility Ids contained at least'

one short-term objective for three other areas. For 7 of -the 13 academic or

functional areas, a greater proportion of IEPs in both stale /special facili-

ties and*special schools contained at least-one short-term objective than did

IEPs in regular schools. For an eighth area the proportiodfor state/special

facilities was higher than that fdr either regular or special schools.

Thirty-five percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs indicated the

provisioq of one or Fore related services. SeVenteen percent specified one .

service, six-percent indicated two services, three percent specified three
6

services, eight percent listed four,tand one percent listed five or more

related services. The most frequently listed related service was transporta--

Lion, with about 16 percent of all State/Special Facility IEPs listing this

iervice. The next highest were counseling and psychological services,

followed by audiology, physical therapy, recreation, and occupational therapy.

A sign ificantly larger percent of the IEPs for students in state/special

facilities (35 percent) specified'the -provision of. one or more related

services than did the IEPs of students in regular schools (12 percent), and

results suggested this may be .greater than in special schools (23 percent).

A

.

Transportation was the most frequently listed related service in state/speciAl

faci ities, reguIaAchools, and special schools.

I
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Chapter 7.

HoOnformative and Internally Consiftent

Are State/Special Facility IEPs?

444mpince extensive lata already have been presented in Chapter 4 regarding

'the extent to which both mandated and now,mandated\information are contained

in State/S vial Facility IEPs, the reader is referred to that chapter for a

detailed discuss on of the infordativeness of IEPs. While informativeness of

IEPs is iscussed in this present chapter, the primary focus is on internal

consistency.

Section'I of this chapter discusses the internal consistency of LEPs as

deterMined by.the relationship between statements of need, goals, and objec-
n.,

"tives. Section II referer&ces an exploratory study which was undert4ken to

categorize IEPs by degree of informativeniss and internal consistency. Sec-
.

4.tion IIJ presdnts a brief summary of the findings discussed in thd chapter.

I. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STATEMENTS OF NEED, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES

Educational programming, which was specified primarily through the goal
t
"statements and short-term objecti/es listed in the IEPs, should be ba'sed on

',the student's present level of functioning. (As reported in Chapter 3 of

Volume IV, Level 2 of the Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy provided str'bng

evidence that the IEP was a good indicator of the services actually received

by students.) Thus, the relationship between need statements, goals, and

short-term objectives pNovides an indicatibn of the student's special educa-

tion needs and what is being done about them through educational programming.

A clear statement of need related to a goal, and goals that are in turn

related to a group of short-term objectives, provides a reasonable guide to a

student's individualized educational program. AnIEP which includes these

three key types of statements likely communicates the student's needs and

planned services to all parties involved in the provision of services to the

student. The relationship between these three key types of statements is an

*excellent indicator of thd internal consistency of the IEP. 41

4
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Thg should be a consistent relationship between need statements, goals,

and objectives. That is, if a need is stated, the IEP also should contain at

east one related goal and at-least one objective indicating how that goal is

0 be achieved. Alternatively, each stated goal s )iould be accompanied by. need

statements and objectives. The same principle applies to short-term objectives. .

fen of the 13 academic and functional areas (see Chapter-6) were selected for,

study. The'"other academic" and the "other" areas were excluded because their

imprecise definition precluded linking needs, goals, and objectives td.specific
i

academic area's; e.g.; a linking of needs, goals, and objectives to the "other

academic" area could be misleading since the need might be in'science'while

. the goals or objectives might apply to social studies. The emotional area was

excluded because the number,of IEPs containing needs, goals, and/or objectives

in that area was sd small that findings could be spurious.

Given that an IEP had a need, a goal, or an objective in an academic or

functional area, the percent of IEPs with each of the seven possible combina-

ti e of these three items was computed. The seven combinations are: (a) a

rne d, a goal, and an objective; (b) onlya need and a goal;,(c) only a need

'and an objective; (d) only a,need; (e) only an objective and a goal; (f) only

a goal; and (g) only an objectiye.

Table 7.1 lists the selected academic /functional areas and displays the
..._-..

percentages of IEPs containing various .combinations of need statements, goals,

and objectives. The percentages for each functional or academic area listed
. i-

in this table are based on the total number of IEPs that contained either a /
---

need statement, a goal, an objective, or some combination thereof, for the

area. (See Table G.1, Appendix p.)

- Good special education practice would be represented in this table if all

figures, in the extreme left column, labeled "Needs, Goals, and Objectives,"

were 100 percent. However, the highest percent in this column is only 52

percent,, the percent of IEPs that contained statements of needs, goals, and

objectives in the area of reading or oral or written English. Only three

other areas were "complete" in over 40 percent of the IEPs for which they were

applicable--mathematics (44 percent), self-help skills'(43 percent), and motor

skills (42 percent).

The next column to the right (Needs and Goils4Only) shows the percent of

IEPs that contained statements of need and goals, but did'not.contaim objec-

tives. This combination occurred most frequently in speech (13 percent).

7.2
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Percents for each academic/functional area are based on the number of IEPs with at least one of the
thfee information items in that area (i.e., a need, goal, or objective).
/

Detail may not add to total because of rounding..-

Table 71

PERCEAT OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY.IEPs CONTAINING' ARIOUS COMBINATIONS
OF NEED STATEMENTS, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES IN SELECTED FUNCTIONAL AREAS °

.

Academic or
'Functional Area

-
.

Combinations-

Totals-

Needs,
Goals, and
Objectives

Needs

and
Goals
Only

Needs and
Objectives

Only
Needs

Only

Goals and
ObjectiVes'

Only
Goals
Only

,

-

Objectives
Only

L_____ _

t
i

Wiading or Oral or
wiitten English

Mathematics .

.

Social adaptattn

Self-help skills

Physical education

Motor skills

Speech

Visual- acuity

Hearing

Vocational/
Prevocational

.

52

44

34
.

43

18

42

39

N 5,

12

16

4

4

10

5

1

'4

13

2 .

5

6
.

2

,. 2

5

3

2)

3

3

/ 2

2

. 3 .

8

5

13

9

4

5

16 .0

33

43

8

22

'30

26 ,:

.28

'40

28

38

16

17

48
,

5

4

8

9

14

11

4

30

8

13

'

7

10
. .

5

3

20

6

, 7

12

14

7

,

'loo

1.00

100 --

100

FOO

100

100

100

100

100

1 .

1



The third column in Table 7.1 (Needs aud'Objectives Only) presents Ehe

-proportion 6f'IEPs in each academic/functional area thatcontained .statements

of need anshort-term objectives, betnO goals. The percents shown in this

.column are 16w, i.e., all five Peicent,or Iess,

The findings presentedin the fourth column (Needs Only) 'reflect the
.

t
4 percents of IEPs that contained only need statements. .The percent of IEPs

0.,

that contain need statements, but no goals or objectives, is rather high'in

7
vision and hea big: 33 percent and 43percent; respectively. However, these

two functiona areas may operate somewhat differently than the other areas.
1 0.

...so

While vision and heari..ng deficits may be indcated in IEPs, it may not always

be appropriate to link educational' goals arid'objectives to the deficit..
4 .

Including a statement about the.deficit provides information that special
. .

.
. arrangements may be in order, but may not show up as goals and objectives in

vision or hearing. Rather., they may show, up in an academic area, like speech,

or for that matter, in any area wherein the student needs special help is a

result-of the deficit. Other areas with needs, but no. goals or objeCtives, in

. more than 10 Percent of the ItPs, were speech (16 percent) and social adapta-

tion (13 percent). .

,

The remaining ttifee columns in Table 7.1 present findings pertinent to
.

academic andfunctional areas for which IEPs contained goals and/or objectives
,

without an indication of seed. These results show that the pattern of got
.. .

linking goals and objectives generally holds in. those IEPs that did not contain

information denoting a need or weakness. The "best" case for this group is to.

have'both a goal and objective in the same area. / This blest case occurred most

'often in the area of vocational /prevocational where 48 percent of the IEPs

that had aC least one need, goal, or objective'iq this area had a goal(s) and

objective(s), but no .indication. of need. The bes.t case occurved in more than

20 percent of-the State/Special Facility bar 7 of the 10, areas.

`In -order to gain some insight intq the degree of informativeness

in, the Basic Survey and State/Special Facility populations, distribufti re
-o

compated for two columns of Table 7:1; .needs,,ioals, and objective's', and

needs only. (See Appendix G, Table G.2.) Needs,goals, and og:iectives were

included in a greater percent of IEPs in the State/Special Facility'population

than.in the Basic Survey population for 4 of the_10ix,eas: .social adaptation,

4, self-help skills, motor skills, and visual acute. Needs only were found in.a
. ,

greater percent of IEPs in the Basic Survey population than in the State/Special

7.4 100
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Facility population for 4 of the 10 areas: mathematics, social adaptation,

s elf -help skills, and motor skills.

While not conclusive, the above results suggest that IEPs developed for

students in the StateiSpeCial facility populition may be informative and

internal/114 consistent more often than those developed for students in the

'Basic Survey population. In terms of linking edtcational needs with 'special

'education programs through annual goals and ohjectives, it appears, that those

who,:are Ovolved in designing StateiSpecial,Facil4y IE. formats and in devel-'

op19g,StateiSpecial Facility IEPsmay be a little ahead of those involved with.

these processes ink the Basic Survey population, especially those in regular

schools. 'This may well lie due to the presence in state/special facilities and

speciaischoolseot a greatJr proportion of staff.with training in spet'ial

educitidd and /or tvalUation. In spit* of this, the frequency with which IEPs

in'both the'Basic Survey and State/Special Facilitypopulations were found too

lack informaivenesa with respect to consistency between -needs statements;

goals, and objectives was unexpe cted.

II. ABDITIdNAL.INIORMATION RELATED TO THE INFORMATIVENESS

AND INTERNAL. CONSISTENCY OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs

While*othei chapters in this volume present findings regarding discrete

portions of IEPs and discrete factors. regarding IEPs, no particular attempt
J.

has been made to provide a, global view of the documents. In an attempt td

provide such a view, an exploratory investigation was conducte d to categorize

IEPs according to the degree'of informativeness and internal Consistency. The

methodology of this investigation"are presented in detail in Appendix G of, '

Volume III. The investigation findings for the State/Specia l Facility Substudy

"are- presented Appendix G of this volume. These findings strongly support

the findings reported in Section I above.

. III. SUMMARY

The relationship Between statements of need, goals
.

studied fol 1.0of the 13 academic and ftinctional areas.

many State/Special Facility IEPs'lackea informativeness

tency in that the 'need statements the contained, were

1.5

, and objectives was

It was round that

end internal consis-

not accompanied by

4.

go,
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associated goal statements and short-term objectives, The area.of reading/

EngLish.most often contained 'all three statements. Fifty-two percent of thd

IEPs that had at least one of the information items in this area had all

three. Mathematicsf self-help skills, and motor'skills were the
414

only other

three areas that were "complete" in over 40.percent of the State/Special

Facility IEPS for Ohigh-they were applicable.

In several academic/functional areas relatively large percentages of

State /Special FaCility IEPs contained need statements withOut related goals

and objectifies. These percents ranged over academic/functional areas from a

low of 4 to a high of 43. Also, many State/Special Facility IEPs contained

goal stptements.without related statements of need and/or objectives, and many

(contained Objectives without/ one or both of the other two components. IEPs

that contained needs only, goals only, or objectives only must be considered

to be lacking in informativeness and internal consistency. Comparisons of

Ig/Special Facility IEPs and Basic Survey IEPs suggested that State/Special

ity IEPs may be informative and igternally consistent more often; however,

41e frequency with which IEPs in both the Basic Survey and State/Special

Facility populatiOns were found to lack informativeness with respect to con-

sistency between needs statements, goals, and objectives was Unexpectedly

high.

1.%
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Chapter 8.

Summary, Conclusions, and Implications

V

This chapter consists of two sections; the first summarizes the major

findings of the State/Special Facility Substudy and the second lists some
I

gmclusions and implications of these findings. 1

I. SUMMARY

IEPs and related student and state/special facility information were

collected and analyze'd for a national sample of students, ages 3-21, who were

enrolled in nowLEA-administered state/special facilities on 1 December 1978.

'Trained survey specialists visited each of 71 sample facilities and: (a) se-

.- lected a sample of about eightstudents from each. facility, (b) photocopied,

'f and deleted any personally identifiable. information that was contained in, ,the

IEP of each selected student; and (c) distributed, collected, and field-edited

the two questionnaires designed to obtain related informatip about each of

the 550 students in the sample and the 71 state/special facilities in which

they were enrolled. 4141

All collected IEPs and uestiohnaires were returned to RTI where they'

were entered into a receipt and control system for further processing. The

properties and contents of each IEP,were described at RTI through the aiplic
:do

cation of an IEP Evaluation Checklist, thus generating a set of coded re- '

sponses for each IEP. The coded checklist forms and questionnaire items were

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

properly, and formatted for subsequent analyses.

Analyses of these State/Special Facility Substudy data focused on ten

general questions that were developedjointly by BEH staff and the RTI project

teams. These questions and a summary of their answers are presented below.

Answers to the tenth question, which conceps-differences iq findings between

the State/Special Facility.and:Basic Survey populations, are presented in

appropriate parts of responses to the other nine questions and then summarized

together in a separate section.

The'descriptive measures used to answer these questions are estimates of

populatiohparameters that were computed from the weighted sample data! The
*

.1



.
JP

4
'

6

estimated'standard errims associated with these population estimates were also

computed and reported. o

A. , Whet are the 'ciaeacteristics of the Students who Have IEPs and are

Enrolled inStiieiSpeoiirFacilities,thd of the Facilities in1Which

they are Enrolled?,- 7

1. SiUdents
.

... : .

About 188,00b handicapped students,, ages 3-21, were estimated to be
:

enrolled and receiving special education services in eligible state/special

4
tacilities on 1 December J978. Approximately 93 percent of these students had

..
., IETi. .

4

. ,

. Most of the-handiCapped student; in state/sipecial facilities received
.

. . . . . .

-.7.!.... .

.

their special education in untraded.classes, while very few of the Basic
.a

0

Survey students were served in ungraded classes.
b..

_ .

. . Students in state/special facilities were fairly evenly distributed

. across the 642,. 13-15, and 16-21 age, ranges, with a smaller proportion in the
...../

3:5 age range. This differed from the Basic Survey'in that two-thirdsof the, . ..

. 4o. Basic Survey students were in the 612, age range.

Eighty -three percent of the State/Special Facility students were white,
.

not Hispanic(as compared to 75 percent in the Basic Survey). Thirteen per-

cent were black.. Fifty-one percent of theltate/Special Facility students (as

'compared to.I6percent in the Basic Survey) hadMultiple handicaps. At least

one handicapping '.condition for about half of the state/special facility students

was mental retardation;. 18 percent 1preklear ning disabled; 2.8 percent were

emotionally disturbed; 39 percent were speech impaired; and 22 percent were' 4W

deaf or had of heaiing..

'Fifty-eiga.pertent Of the stateriPegial facility students (as compared

with 13 percent is thW Basic Survey) had severe,' handicaps, 36 percent had

moderate handicaps, and .16 percent (as compared with 51 percent in the Basic

. .
Surey) had mild Handicaps;;v

2.. Facilities
.41

About half of the stare/special facilities were state operated or

state supported. 'Almost one-third provided educational services only4 almost

half 'provided day care or residential treatment that included educational

services.' Most of the facilites(64 percent) had aptal enrollment of less

than 50\Atudeats. Only seven percent had a total enrollment of 201 or more.
PI

4 8.2
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Two-thirds of die facilities 9ere Accredited by the SEA; one-half were
,

'supervited by the'SE4 and.one-t4ird,'nere a part of, or 'supe'rvised by, a
if

public school system.
.

1

Most (71 percent.) of,the facilitieprepared_ - IEPs primarily to meet the

requirements of P.L. 94-142% ,Many facilities prepared' IEPs
.

of also meeting the requiments of other Xesn,or mandfeltes (e:g.,

with the intention

P.L. 89-313).

B. What Do-State/Specilljacility igPs Look'1.6ce?

State/Special Facility IEPs had'In average (mean) length of eight'pages;
.

however, about 'half of all IEPs consisted offivepages or-less. This mean

length was greater than titatyfor Basic Survey.lEPs.. However, while the mean
1

2

length was greater than. that' IEPs in regular schools, it was not greater

than that for special schools. As in the Basic Survey, the majority of State /'

Special Facility IEPs were handwritten wand virtually. all were reasonably fisy

to read.

Formats.foreaternpecial Facility me cont*ined headings for a variety

of informatidn areas. dost'of these headings were related to information

which, although not required b P.L. 94-142, was important to understanding

the student's special 'needs; interests, and planned program. As for Basic

Survey.IEPs,.headings for the mandated information areas, as well as.for some
.

of the more importantsnoneandated areas, were found less frequently than
$

expected.

4

__

Formats for about 40 percent of the State/Sp, aial Facility IEPs tended to
. .

.

restrict the number of annual goals that could be listed, and almost 20 percent\

tad a simila'r restrictida.Orshort:term objecelves. However, State /Special

facility IEPs were less r ?strictive than Basic Survey IEPs for both annual

goals and short-term objecitives.

1As in the Bisic Survey'ppulation,. e formats-of about half 6f the
I

State/Special Facility IE s were such that parental

.

,,

f

approval was intended for

the entire IEP. However, nearly 40 percent of the State /Special Facility IEPs
.

did not have.i formattedltocation for parentaA approval. This was ngnificantly
.

.

greater than for Bagic SukveY IEPs.

As in the Basic Survey population,-virtually all State/Special Facility

IEPs consisted of a single document. The remaining two percent of the State/

Special Facility IEPs consisted of additional separate documents that' were

vi
.

prepared by different teachers or serce sources. Three percent of the IEPs

8.3
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consisted of multiple documents that were either prepared by different teachers
. . . ,

or service sources, or prepared as separate placement and implementation

plans.

.

C. What Kinds of Information Do State/Special Facility IEPs Contain?

State/Special Facility IEPs generally contained the kinds of information

that.were soliiited through the headings.26 the IEP formats. That is*,there ,
.

:

was,,as in Basic Survey IEPs, a -strong and direct relationship betWeen the II-

,d ,-
inclusion of a heading the IEP format and.theirovition of the information %

in the IEP.
.4

Only-Uut one -third of the State/Special facility IEPs contained of )

the 11 Information items that they are required to contain as per Se ion 892

of P.L. 94-142; about three-fourths contained 10 of the 11 mandat items, and

90percent ftntained 7 of the 11 items. Information across to 11 .mandated s

items ,was included in State/Special Facility and Basic Sury IEPs with about

the samelrequency.
4

As in the Basic Survey, virtualli all of the IEPs contained information

aboutthe specific educational services to be provided and the projected

initiation date and anticipated duration.of such services. TheUo'mandated

informaion areas that were included last frequently in both State/Special

Facility and Basic Survey IEPs were (1),proposed evaluation criteria and (4a,

statement orthe extent'of participation in the regular education program.

Information regardng. extent of participation in regular education programs

was included more often in Basic Survey IEPs, and proposed evaluation criteria

were included more ofteti in State/Special Facility IEPs.

Only two percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs did'not contain

annual goals, and only eight percent did not contain shortIterm objectives.

State/Special racility 'Eft that had at least one goal statement had an average

of 11 and aimedian of 6.5 annual goals. State /Special Facility IEPs contained

more annual goals than Basic Survey IEPs, Which had an average of 6 and a

median of 3.2 annual goals. 'However, while. the IEPs of students in,state/

special facilities contained more goals than those for students in regular

schools, -they did not contain more than those for students in special schools.

For- State /Special Facility IEPs with at least one 'objective, the mean

number of objectives was 58, with a median of 25. IEPs developed for students

in statettpecial facilities contained more objee'tives than those developed for

8.4
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students in t6e Basic Surverpopulation, which had a mean of 26and a median

of 11. The mean number of objectives in State/Special Facility IEPs was

greater th%n that in either regular schools or special schools. As 'in the

Basic Survey, the majority (about two-thirds) of objectives listed in IEPs

were not necessarily "short-term" since, based on evidence, in the IEP, the

objectives were to be worked.on throughout the full year.

As in the Basic Survey, State/Speaal.Facility IEPs contained considerable

nonmandated information. Included in this category were: basic student

descriptors.(age and,typ.e orhandicap); information about the student's assess-

ment/placement, gederal educational background, and proposed program of

special services; and some documentation of the prbcess AherebY the student's

IEP was developed, approved, and reviewed:.

D. How Is Information Presented In State/Special Facility 'EPS?

Though not required by the Act, over one-tourth of the State/Special lit

facility,IEPs that pmained at least some present - level -of- performance infoK-

matiOn also contained at least some supporting data .(e.g., test scores).

Present-level-of-performance informatiiin for each of at least three academic

or functional areas was contained in 66 percent of the State/Special Facility

IEPs. Ten percent included the'date of the assessment of present level of
4

performance. Supporting data and the date of assessment appeared more fte-
,

quently in Basic Survey IEPs thin in State/Special Facility'IEPs, but infor-.

mation for at least- three: academic or functional areas was included in more

State/Special Facility IEPs.,

A small percent {8) of the State /Special FacilityIEPs contained a priori-

tized listing of goals instead. of a simple li'Sting. This additional refinement

which is not required by P.L. 94-142, occurred with about the same frequency

in State/Special Facility and Basic Sur;my,IEPs. .

About,two-thirds of the*State/Special Facility IEPs contained at least

one objective that was written in measurahre.terms or otherwise included

criteria for evaluating whether' the objective was met. Approximately 44

percent of the objectives listed in an "average" IEP Were-written in measurable

terms or otherwise included evaluation criteria. There were no significant,

differences in this information about short-term objectives between the
)
State/

Special Facility and Basic Survey populations. 4
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', As for the Basi'f Survey in practically, all State/Special Facility IEPs,
. . ,

.4.4 4 1
the;speCifieeducatiotaluices td be provided were stated in, or inpferret.

. t
from; annual goals.std4dr shorellterm objectives. Also, as in the Basic Survey,

'','

. .

the projected, dite0sr initpiion of specific services and the anticipated
.,..

duration ,
of

,

i
ces usually were stated "in reasonably precise terms.

. .

v4;,..

, As In the DaSkC Survey, information about proposed evaluation procedures,
» .

. .

criteria, and schedules" (including assurances of at least an annual evaluation)

. -

' generally

areas had

Beginning

wardiotiielearly stated. For the most part, information in these
4

to 110- inferred from short-term objectives (which often were unclear)

and end -off- treatment dates also often had to be used to make infer-

ences about evaluation schedules and assurances of an annual'evaluation.

E. Who Participates in the ,Development and Approval of State/Spkial

Facility IEPs?

Based on information from the IEPs, a wide range of school ,personnel. were

involved it the development and approval of State/Special Facility IEPs.

Since P.L. 94-142 does not require that IEPs contain either a listing or

signatures of participants, these findings may not reflect all those who

actually participated in the development of IEPs. These data,.however, pro-
.

vide a relatively good indicator of the types of'personnel involved.
.

Over 70 percent`of the State/Special Facility IEPs listed at least one

participant,,and about two-thirds of them contained at least one signature.

-4
The average

9
r of participants on IEPs that listed it least one partici-

pant was.44; a similir staeigtic for signers was 1.3.

A significantly grater percent of IEPs in the Basic Survey population
1. ,

listed at least one participant and included it least one signature than in

the State/Special Facility population. However, there wereno statistically
416 . ,

r significant'dikferences between the State/Special Facility and Basic Survey
.

populations in,themean numbers of participants and signers for IEPs with at
.-.. 4

least4One participant or sifner.
.

Sixty -two percent of ft he State/Special Facility IEPs listed at least one

teacher or therapist as a participant and 43 percent were signed by at least
.

one person in this category. Administrative personnel were indicated as

participants in 36 percent of the IEPs and as signers in 31 perCent. (These.

percents for administrative personnel are probably underestimates in than
. /

persons with ether specific titles, Org., counselors, might have served on YEP

4.16
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committees as LEA administrative representatives.) Thirty perce* pi the
. '

Stite/Special Facility IEPs had a representative from both of thes,5ategories

(teachers or therapists, and administrative personnel) listed a0arEicipants,

and 20 percent had representatives from both groups listed sXpers.4 Ancil-

la ry personnel (e.g., school psychologists, counselors, andvocial workers)

woxe listed as Participants in 14 percent of the IEPs, and asssigners in 9

percent.

All three categories of pe'rsonne'l -- teacher or therapist, administrative;

and ancillary personnel- -were listed in a larger percentage of Basic Survey

IEPs,than State/Special Facility IEPs. However,,for all IEPs with at least

one participant listed, there were no significant differences between the

Basic Survey and State/Special Facility populations in the mAn numbers of

participants by categoryof personnel.

'Information in IEPs indicated that parents (or guardians or, surrogates}

participated in 'developing 50 percent of the State /Special Facility IEPs and

that they signed 48 percent of them. Supplementary information obtained

directly from the teachers most knowledgeable about the student's IEP indi-

cated that 80 percent, of the parents signed and/ox verbally approved State/
r

Special Facility IEPs and that fewer than one percent refused to approve an

/EP because they considered the IEP to be inappropriate. Teachers also indi-

cated the following about parent participation: 83 percent discussed the
.

completed IYP with school personnel; 66 percent met with the IEP committee to

discuis therkyeloped IEP; and 60 percent provided inputs to the IEP committee

during development of the IEP. Results were generally similar for parental

participation in State/Special Facilitcand Basic Survey IEPs.

Students were rarely listed in the State /'Special Facility IEPs as partici-..
pants or signers. Teachers, on the other hand, stated that 21 percent of

haddicapped students. had discussed their IEPs with school personnel and that

11 percent provided input during the IEP process. Results were generally

Similar for student participation in State/Special Facility and Basic Survey

IEPs."

Just over one-fifth of all State/Special Facility IEPs had all three of

the mandated categories (teachers, LEA.administratiN4 representatives, and

parents or guardians) listed as participants, while 14 percent had them listed

as signers. More IEPs in the Basic Survey population than in the State/Special

1 ';

e
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Facility population listed at least one representative from thi three mandated

4catego'ies as participants and signers.

F. What Types of-Special Education and Related Services are Specified

In State/Special Facility IEPs?

The special education services specified in IEPs were described in terms

of 13 different academic and functional areas: (1) reading (or oral or written-

English); (2) mathematics; (3) other academic; (4) social adaptation; (5) self-

. help skills; (6) emotional; (7) physical education; (85 motor skills; (9) speech;

(10) visual acuity; .(11) hearing; (12) vocational/prevocational; and (13) other.

Approximately'60 percent of State/Special Facility IEPs provided informa*-

tion:about the present level of functioning in the academic areas of reading/

English and "other aco4 ademic." Fifty percent of the ItPs specified the infor-

mation in social adaptation and 42 percent in mathematics. Present-level-of-

functioning information was specified for motor skills in 39 percent of the

'IEPs and foi speech and self-help skills ,in 31 percent. 'None of tie remaining

academic or functional areas had level-of-functioning data specified in more

than-20 percent'of the State/Special Facility IEPs. For 6 of the 13 academic/

funttional areas, the frequency with whiCh level-of-functioning information

was found in IEPs prepared in state/special facilities and special schools was

greater than in IEPs prepared in regular schools.

Although assessment information was most often expressed as statements of

needs, many of the State/Special Facility IEPi also included statements of

strengths. In general, statements of both needs and strengths were found more

frequently in IEPs prepared in ,state /special facilities and special schools

than in IEPs prepared10 regular schools.

. Using statementspf vials and/or objectives as indicators of the kinds of

educational programming a student wab to have received, State/Special Facility
ly

IEPs across the nation reflected educational programming in all 13 academic/

functional areas. The extent to which State/Special Facility IEPs contained

educational programming'in each of these 13 areas generally, followed a pattern.

similar to that stated above for the provision of assessment services, except

that die percent of IEP's that indicated educational programming was lower in

most academic/functional areas than the.percent for which an assesSment,service

swat indicated. As for the'Basic Survey, such differences were expected because

many IEPs contained assessment information that refleCted only strengths in

I
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certain academic/functional areas, thus precluding a need for speOial educa-

tional programming: In a majority of. the 13 functional areas, a greater'

proportion Of IEPs in state/special facilities and special schools. contained

at least one annual goal and one short-term objective than did IEPs in regular

schools.

Thirty-five percent of, the State/Special Facility IEPs listed one or more

of the following related services (services are listed in descending order '

according to frequency of occurrence): transportation; counseling; psycho
.

logical services; audiology; physical therapy; recreation; and occupational

therapy. Seventeed percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs-listed only one

related service, 6 percent listed two related services, ayld the remaining 12

pert listed three or more related services.

A significantly larger percents of the State/Special Facility IEPs spdci-

.fied the provision of one or more related services than did the Basic Survey

IEPs. Transportation Sias the most frequently listed related service in state/

special facilities, regular schools, and special schools.

G. How.Informative and Internally Consistent are IEPs?

Based on a global view of the IEP documene; about 27 percent of the IEPs

were informative and internally consistent, while 79_ percent generally met

most of the requirements of the Act. Only five percent of these documents

were considered bo be exceptionally informative and internally consistent.

'Results for'State/Special Facility and Basic Survey IEPs were generally

similar, although there were more informative and internally consistent IEPs

in the Basis Survey.

As in the Basic Survey, the two major shortcomings of State/Special

Facility IEPs with respect to informativeness and interns' consistency were

the failure (1) to include all mandated information items, and (2) to specify

a direct and. identifiable link between areas of need and the services to be

provided (as reflected by statements of goals and ob,jectives). A

The first shortcqmiqg was discussed earlier in answer to the study ques-

tion about the kinds of information contained in IEPs. Regarding the second

shortcoming, a significant percent of the IEPs either had statements of needs

in functional/academic areas for which goals and/or objectives,were not in-
..

cluded, or they contained goals `and /orand/or objectives for areas in which a need

statement was not included. ,

, 8.9



The academic area'of reading (or written or oral language) most often

contained all three statements (a need, at least one related goal; and at

least one related objective); i.e., just over one -elf of the IEPs that had at

least one of the three types of statements in this area had all three. Of the

other nine areas studied, only three (mathematics, self-help skills, and motoi

skills) Were complete in more than 40 percent of the applicable State/Special

Facility IEPs.

, In several academic/functional areas, relatively large percentages of

State/Special Facility IEPs contained need statements without related goals or

objectives. These percents ranged over academic/functional areas from a low

of about 4 percent to a high of 43 percent. Also, many State/Special Facility

IEPs contained goalstatements without related statements of need and/or

objectives, and many contained objectives without one or both of the other two

components.

H. How Do the Types of Special Education Services Specified in State/Special

Facility IEPs Vary by Selected Student Characteristics?

Only one analysis was conducted for a type of special education service

by a student characteristic. The academic and functional areas in which

educational programming was indicated in as IEP by at least one short-term

objective was analyzed by student age level (ages 3-5, 6-12, 13-15, and 16-21).

r Definite trends across age levels for the distribution of State/Special

Facility IEPs with at least one short-ter% objective were found in only two

areas. For motor skills, there were fewer IEPs with at least one sort- term'

objective at the older age levels (13-15 and 16421) than.af the younger levels
. - .

(3-5 and 6-12). For.the vocational/prevocational area, the percent of IEPs

with at least one short-term objectivejacreased as age increased. These

results were reasOnably consistent with those in the Basic Survey population.

I, How Do the Formats, Contents, Properties, and Development Processes of

IEPs Vary by Selected Stident Characteristics?

Several analyses were conducted for two subpopulations of the State/

Special Facility populations. These subpopulations'were defined as follows:

stegent. age level (age 3-5, 6-12, 13-15, and 16-21); and severity of the

student handicapping ,condition (mild, moderate, and severe). Major findings

are summarized below.

8.10
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1. Age Levels Ali

There was some suggestion of a pattern of decreasing parent partici-

pation in the'development of the IEP as student age increased. The reverse

was true for student participation in the development of IEP, i.e., seldent

participation increased as age increased. This was similar in direction to,

though not as strong as, the results in theBOSic Survey population,

Results suggested that at least one member from. each of the three man-

dated categories (parents, teacher, and LEA representative) may have served as .

participants on the JEP Committee of state/special facility students more

often at the younger age levels'(3-5 and 6-12) than the older age levels

(13-15 and 16-21). This is somewhat different from results in the Basic

' Survey population where no differences were found across age groups.

2. SeveI/ty ofilandicap

Results on student participation across mild, moderate, and severe

levels of handicapping condition suggested that students with severe levels

may have participated more often in the development of their IEPs than stu-
.

dents with mild levels. This is somewhat different from the results for the

Basic Survey population, in which no significant differences were found across

severity 'levels.
.

Results from the teacher survey suggested that parent participation might

be less for parents of students with severe.levels than for those with moderate

levels of handicapping condition. Again, this was somewhat different from the

Basic Survey population, for which results suggested the possibility of more

parent participation as the severity level increased.

Results also suggested that at least one representative from each of the

three mandated categories may have been represented more often in the IEPs of

the moderately handicapped than the severely handicapped. This result was

somewhat different from the Basic Survey population, in which there was the

suggestion of greater participation of all mandated personnel as the severity

level increased.

Interpretation of these0findings,should take into consideration the

possibility that the reliibility of the,estimates of severity of students'

handicaps was attenuated by the fact that these estimates were provided by

special education teachers who might have used their own frame of referegce in

making these judgementi.

- 8,11
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J. How Do the Answers to the Questions B-I Above Differ for Students in
o

Basic Survey Schools (Regular and Special) and State/Special Facilities?
* <

As wad indicated in the answers to questioni B-I, there were'severl

reasonably important ways in which State/Special Facility IEPs differed from

IEPs develoged in regular schools and specill schools in the Basic Survey.

These. differences are listed below. .

1) State/Special Facility IEPs were longer than Basic Survey IEPs, as

well as regular school- IEPs; however, they were notolonger than

.

special school IEl.
$ .

.-.,
. -...t

.

State/Special Facility rEPs less often than Basic Survey IEPs had
..

formats which tended' to `restrict >the number of annual goals and \-.,...,f
..-.

'1
J. V

short-term objectives which-could be-listed.

3) State/Special Facility IEPs contained more annual goals than Basic

Survey and regular school IEPs, but not more than special school

IEPs.

4) State/Special Facility IEPs contained more short-term objectives

than Basic Survey, regular schn4i, and special school IEPs.

5) State/Special Facility IEPs contained present-level-of-functioning

information (for both needs and strengths) more often-. than Basic

Survey and regular school IEPs in 6 of the 13 academic/functional

areas. No differences in this area were noted between State /Special

Facility and special school IEPs.

6) State/Speciit-Ficility IEPs specified the provision of one or more,

related services more often than did Basic Survey IEPs.

7) State/Special Facility IEPs listed at least one participant and one

signer less oft17 than Basic Survey IEPs, and feWer State/Special

Facility IEPs than did Basic Survey IEPs contained a formatted

location for parental approval.

8) State/Special Facility IEPs less often than Basic Survey IEPs listed

at least one participant from any of the following three categories

of personnel: teachers,- administrators, and ancillary (service)

personnel. (It-should be noted, however, ,that for IEPs with at

least one participant or signer, there were no diffelqmoces in the

mean number of participants and signers for State/Special Facility

and Basic Survey IEP .)

8.12
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,(guardians/ surrogatet).

On the other hand, as in the Basic Survey, only p very small percentage-

of the State/Special Facility IEPs were - considered to be complete and inter-
AIMP

nallrconsistent documents in that a significant proportion.did'not contain:

(a) all of the mandated information items, and/or (b) a direct linkbetween

areas' of need and theservices to be provided, as reflected by the annual

goals and sh?rt-term.objectivras. Even under the. generous criteria used in the

etudy, only about. one -third of the State/Special Facility IEPs conditeed all

t.

(4.
State /,special Facility IEPs les`s often than Basic Survey Is listed

at least one participant 'from'all three of the categoliesmanda

by P.L. 94-142;i.e., teacher, LEA administrative Tepresentative,.

d

and, parent. /

.

II. CONCLUSIONS. AND IMPLICATIONS

As withthe Wit the findings of the State /Special Facility
#

Substudy provide a description of special educatiOn programs in state/special

facilities during the early stages of meeting the IEP.requirement. of

P.L. 94r142.' These results indicate that state /special facilities appeared to

have made a'giod start toward full Implementation of the IEP mandate of

P.L. 94 -142, as have
Jr
schools 'n theBasic Survey. In the second school year

following the effective date f the IEP requirement, about 93 percent of the

students receiving special education and related services in state / speoal

facilities had an IEP. About three-fourthd,of the State/Special Facility IEPs

contained 10 of the 11.matiZated information items, and nearly., 30 percent of

. themwere considered to be at least reasonably complete and internally coniis-
.

tent. 'Many State /Special Facility IEPs contained nonmandated information

that generally made them more complete. -A.variety o f services were specified

in the IgPs, and a widelPrange of personnel were involved in the development
. . /

and appiqyal of these documents, including a significant proportion,of parents

the information mandated byP.L. 94-142. .

Although certain differences were4hoted between State/

and Basic Survey IEPs, it can be concluded, that in gene;al.the IEPs for these
A

two populatipns were quite similar (especially those prepared for students in
. .

state/special facilities and special schools). Becaute'of this similarity,

he following two major implications of the State/Special.FaciIity Substudy
.

'

. .

ecial Facility

- 8.13
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findings fir improving the informativeness and internal consistency of State/

Speci41 Facility IEPs generally are the same as those reported in Volume ILI

(Chaptet 9) fqrthe Basic Survey.

First, it is clear that there is a strong relationship between IEP, format

aid content. As a result, more attention to formats, along with-some monitor-
,

ing of completed documents, should result in a significant improvement iq the

informativeness and internal consistency of the IEPs. For example, !EP formats

should'include specific headings-for desired information, qnd4sthese headings

should be structured to promote internal consistency with respect to linking

each specific academic/functional area in which a

associated goals and objectives. If the criteria

for determining whether each short-term objective

included'in the objective (i.e., the objective is,

need is indicated to its

and evaluation, procedures

is being achieved are not

.not stated in measurable

terms), headings for this information atso should be'placed.so the appropriate

information can be linked directly to specific objectives. .

Second, it is relatively 'clear from the patterns of variability examined

in the substudy that the persons developing the IEP are a key to the quality

of the document. The importance of the training of the professionals respon-

sible for educational programming and /or IEP development is certainly a major
. r

implication of the findings of, the national survey. Substudy findings indicate

that such training should focus on ibproving the internal consistency of IEPs,

and on specifying evaluation procedures-and criteria for determining the

achievement of objectives, stated either as separate entities or as part of

the statements of objectives.

In terms of linking, educational needswith special education ps4rams

through annual goals and objectives, it appears that those who are involved in

designing State/Special Facility MP formats and in developing State/Spe411

Facility IEPs may be a little ahead of those involved with these processes in

the,Blasic Survey population, especially those in regular schools. This well

may be due to the/presence in state/special,facilities and specialschoolt of

a ,greater proportion of staff with training in special education and/or

evaluation.

As with the-findings it! the Basic Survey, the results'reported in this

voldme for the State/Special Facility population during the 1978-79 school .

year. provide an important baseline for evaluating changes over time in the

propertiesand contents of IEPtjor this population, as well as for assessing

the effectiveness of this new piogram.

-
8.14
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. Appendix A

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN; INSTRUMENT, ITEMS AND QUESTIONS ADDRESSED
BY THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY'SUBSTUDY OF THE IEP SURVEY

,. .

. ..

Questions to be Addressed for State/Special Facility IEPs

Related
Questionnaire

a/
Ieems-

.

h

,.

.

.

.

.

I.

t

i

,

II.

.

-' .

,
. ,,

. .

,.
4 N.

What do IEPs look like? .

.

EC 1

EC 2

EC 3(Col AY

EC 2 *

EC 5

EC 2

EC 2 ,

. .

,

EC 6 (Col A)

EC 6 (Col E)

EC 7 (Col A)

,

-
.

.

e

.

,

,.,,,.

1. .How many pages do they Contain?

2. What proportion are legible andreasonably easy to read?

3. What types of information headings do they contain?

40 What proportion of IEPs have formats that limit the number of annual
goals or short-term objectives?

...,......--

5. What proportion of_IEPs have Cormats that restrict parental approval
to -only a portion'of the.IBP?

6. j1hat proportion 0 IEPs consist of separate documents prepared:

, '11. By different teachers or service soatces?
J

'b.. For purposes of placement or implementation?
4% .

.

What kinds of information'do IEh'contain?

1. What proportion of IEPs contain mandated information? That is, what
prop6rtion,contain:

_ .
.

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

. ,b.. Annual goals.?
a.

-term objectrve.-. '41154 Short e
'

.

1.1

-,
,

a/
EC = 1EP.Evaluation

"
CA hecklist;,§CQ = Student Charicteristics Questionnaire; and; SCHQ = School Characteristics

Questionnaire; SDCQ = 'scii"Oor Districts. Characteristics Questionnaire; SFCQ = State/Special Facility Characteristics
. Questionnaire; SIP = Sample Information Protocol; SP.= Level 2 Substudy Protocol; SIR = Sampling Information Record;
SSLF = Student Listing Form;dDRF1 = D4taof-Record Form 1; DRF2 = Data-of-Record Form 2; DRF3 = Data-of-Record

.

Form 3CDRF4 = Date-of-Record Form it; re*. Multiple Reporting Sheet.
k' - continted -
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.
. . .

.

.

Questions -to be Addressed

Related.

Questionnaire
Items

. . . .

.

.

.

.

d. A statement of special eMcation( related serdices
.

to be provided?
.

-------0.
.

..

e. A statement of extent of participation in regilar program?

f. The projected date /or initiation of services?
.

g. A statement of expected duration of services?.
% .

t h. Objective evaluationtcriteria?
q .

\
i. Evaluation procedures? .

j. Evaluation schedule?

k. A statement regarding annual,.6aluation? '

2: Whatis the distribution of IEPs by the number of goal 'Statements
contained? . V

..:3. What isJOhe distribution of IEPs by the number of short-term
objectives contained?

4. What oportion of IEPs contain information in all/11 of the above

m ted evaluation dimensions? In 10 of the 11? In 9 of the 11?
... In only 1 of the 11?

..to ..
..

5. To whit extent do IEPs contain information in addition to that
("undated by Section 602 of P.L. 94-142? . ,

III. How is information presented in IEPs?

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

.

EC 9

EC 12

EC 13

EC 7 (Col B)
.

EC. 14

EC 15

EC 16

.

EC 6 (Col E)

E0.7 (Col

Items specified
in EC 1-16 above

gc 3 (Col B)

1.

EC 6

EC 6 A & B

EC 6 A'

EC 6 C.

EC 6 D *

.

.

'.

4.

.

1

.

.

.1.. How are statements regarding the studentss"level of functioning
presented?

a. With supporting data? "
/1

b. Without supporting data .

2`3
c. Oith statement that special education is needed?

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

. . ,.

- continued -
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Questions to be Addressed

Related
Nestionnaire

items

2. Row are annual goal statements presented?

a. With statement of expected behavior?

b. Without statement of expecte4,behavior?

3. How are shOrt-term objectives presented?

I

a. With/without logicl statement of expected behavior?

,., b.. In specific time frames?

4. How are. statements of services presented?

a. A placement recommendation? .

.

. b. Services to be provided?

c. Personnel responsible'for services?

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

.

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

. , .

5. 'How are dates regarding the initiation of services presented?

a. Explicitly?

b. .implicitly?

c. insufficiently?

6. How are the statements regarding the Oration or services presented?

a. Explicitly?

b. Implicitly?

c. "As long as needed"?

Insufficiently?

EC 6 El4 F

EC 6 E

.EC 7 A& 8/EC 7 A

EC 8

EC 3 (Col 8), 13

EC 3 (Col 8), 14

EC 3 (Col B), 16'

EC 3 (Col 8), 27
and '29

EC 3 (Col 8), 30

EC 12 1

EC 12 2 & a

EC 12 4

EC 13 1

EC 13 V& 3

EC 13 4

EC 13 5
1

1, 1
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.13.1.



1-

.
.

.

.

. .

,

,

Questions to be Add

Related
.Questionnaire

Items

.

t...j

IV.

.

7. How are evaluation statements presented?

a. Procedures explicit/implicit/cannot be determined?

.
b. Schedu

"ok.
1

les explicit/implicit/cannot be determined?
.

/ V
.

N

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

Some? -

. ..

b. All?
.

c. None? 4. -
\ . .

,
-..

d. Cannot be determined. .

.

9. What proportion of IEPs contain a statement of the rationale for'
the student not participating in the regular program?

:.
Who participates in the development and approval of IEPs?

i

ECI14 1 & 2;
EC 14 3/SC14 4

15 1/EC 15 2
II 15 4

EC 16 2 o

EC 16 1

EC 16 3

EC 16 4

EC 11

# .

c

EC 4 (Col B)

EC 4 (Col A)

SCQ 4f

SCQ 4g and 4h

SCQ 4a

SCQ 4b

.

.
&

.

.

,

3;

,,

,

1. What is the frequency distribution of IEPs by the nualber of signatures
they contain, and by the titled of the signers (e.g., teachers,
parents, principals, counselors, psychologists, students)? .

2. What is the frequency distribution of IEPs by the number and titles of
personnel listed on the IEP as having participated in the IEP process?

3. For what proportion'of IEPs did parents participate in the IEP
process?

4. For what proportion of IEPs did students participate in the IEP
.

process? For what proportion have students discussed their IEPs
with a teacher, counselor, or other school representative?

5. For those IEPs'in which parental participation was indicated, in
what proportion of IEPs did paients participate by:

a. Signing the IEP?

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

- continued -
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Questions to be Addressed

Related
Questionnaire

Items-

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

d. Discussing the completed IEP with a teacher, counselor, or
other school representative?

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

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

g., Various combinations of the above?

V. .What types of special education and related services are specified in IEPs?

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

2. What kinds of, and how many related servicesare provided,
singularly and in various combinations thereof?

3. In. what academic and functional areas is thee a determifiation
that special education is needed/not needed because of the present
level of functioning? #

/'

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

I
5. In what academic and fpnctional areas does a goal statement

reflect a servic which matches a statement of need?

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

VI. How informative and internally consistent are IEPs?

1. What proportion are internally consistent in that at least one goal

i
relatei to at least one objec ive that relates to at least one area

of indicated need?

SCQ 4c and EC 5

SCQ 4d

SCQ 4e

o

SCQ 4f

.SCQ 4

EC 7 (Cols A & D)

EC 10

EC 6 A, C & D

EC 6B

.

EC 6 C and EC 6 E

EC 6 E and EC 7 A

4r

EC 6 (Cols C & E)

EC 7 (Col A)

- continued -
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No%

0

$

Questions ti be Addressed

&latedC
Questionnaire

Items

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

a. What proportion are classified as incomplete information
documents?

b. What proportion are classified as minimally informative
documents?. *

c. What proportion4are clgssifiid as, informative and internally
consistent documents?

,
d. What- mportion are clesified as exceptionally informative

and internally consistent documents?

VII.' What are the characteristics of the students who have IEPs and are enrolled.
in state/special facilities and of the facilities in which they are enrolled?

.6 1. HoW are the students who receive special se rvices. distributed by;
th'

a. Selected facility characteristics (see VII.A4below)?

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

c: Nature.and,severity of handicapping condition?

4

2. How are the facilities in which students are served distributed. by:
.1' , I

a: Type (state supported or state 'operated)?

$ b. Purpose?
. . . . .c. Slip of student enrollment?

d. Relationship,to SEA (accredited or supervised bl)?
0, .

e. Laws or legal mandates for welch lEPs are wr'ltten?
(

VII I.; 'low do the types of special education services specified'id'Iqs vary
by selected student characteristiciW-,____

13u
- No

L. How does the answer to question V above vary ty student age and
severity of student handicap? r,

,

arious combinations
of EC 1-16'

SCFQ
,

SCQ 1

SC() 3

SFCQ

SFCQ 2

SFCQ 5

.'SFCQ 7

usg 8

4-"eb.

40
EC 7 (Cols A & D),
and 14; SCQ la and 3

,
.

p - eentinmed,2'

1,0

3"
I
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-

Questions to be Addressed

Related
4

Questionnaire
Items

IX.

X.

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

EC 1-16; - .

SCQ la and 3 .
4.

EC item§ in I-VI.

.
4

State/Special Facility IEFS vary by selected student characteristics?

1. , How do the answers to questions IVI above vary by student age
and severity, of handicap?

,

How do the answers to questions I--.VI above differ for-students in Basic
i

Survey schools (regular and speci81) and state/special facilities?
l

. ,

ti

4

0

4
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Table 8.1,

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITB IEPs,..BY GRADE LEVEL AND SEX
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

3

I.

Grade Level

Sex

Male Female Total

PreK 2.2 (1.3) 1.1 (0.6) 3.3 (1.8)

K 0.6 (0.3) 0.4 (O'.2) 1.0 (044

1 , 3.2 (2.3) 0.2 0.1) 3.4 (2.3)

2 0.4 (0.4) 0.1 (0.1) (0.4)

3
,,---__/

2.2 (1.2) 0.1 (0.1)

.0.5

2.3 (1.2)

4 0.0 (0.0) 0.2 (0.1) 0.2 (0.1)

5 0.2 (0.2) 1.6 (1.4) 1.8 (1.4)

6 1.0,(0.7) 0.6 (0.6) 1.7 (0.9)

1
-

3.3 (1.2) 1 2.(0.7) 4..6 (1.6)*
I

8 1.1 (0.6) 1.5 (0.9) 2.6 (1.1)'

9 3.5 (1.9) 01 (0.1) 3.6 (1.9)

lb 1.4 (0.8) 1.1 (0.7) 2.4 (1.0)

11 1.4 (0.9) 0.0 (0.0) 1.4 (0.9)

12 0.9 (0.6). 0.8 (0.7) 1.7
---.

(0.9)

Ungraded/ 46.6 (4.8)* 23.0 (3.4)* 69.6 (17.6)*

Undetermined
.

.

Total 68.1 (3.4)* 31.9. (3.0

1

Cell has estimated sample sizeof 25 or more. All other cells have an
,estimated sample size of less than 25.

I/ Detail do not total 100 due to rounding error.

411



tTable
.

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH IEPs, $Y AGE LEVEL AO SEX
(In percents, with standard errors noted in Parentheses)

Age Leveli

Sex

TotalMale s -: Female

41 3-5

6-12 .

. .

13-15

16-21

5.0

26.0

18..5

.18.6

(2.0)

(3.7)

(3.2)

(2.9)
.

3.1

11.1

10,1

,7.5

(1.2A

(1.7)

(1.9)

(1.9)

8.1

37.2

28.6

26.1

(3.0)

a/
(3.8)-

(3.8)

(3.5)

Total 68.1 (3.4) '31.9 (3.4) 100:0

Cell has estimated sample of less than 25.

./ Detail does not add to total because of rounding.

Table B.3 is

0. DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH IEPs, BY RACE AND SEX
(In pe'rcents,' with standard errors noted in parentheses)

.

Race

Sex

Male

, 'White, Not Hispanic

Black, Not Hispanic

Hispanic

AmeriCan Indian/Alaskan
Native

. . ..

Asian/Pacific Islander-
.

55.4

10.0

.2.1

0.1

0.6

(4.3)

(2.5)

(0:9)*

(0.1)*

(0.6)*

Total 68.2 (1.3)-
a/

Female 1 Total

27.8 (3.4) I 83.2 (2.9)

3.0 (1.0)* ! 13.0 (2.9)

1.0 (0.6)* i 2-3.1 (1.1)*

0.0 (0.0)* ,i 0.1 (0.1)*

0.1 (0.1)*. I 0.6 (0.6)* . '

.31.9 (1.3) 100.0

*
. Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.

a/
- Detail does not add to total because of rounding.

tt

B.2

b
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Table .B.4

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH'IEPs, BY NATURE
AND SEVERITY OF HANDICALTING CONDITION

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Nature of Condition

Severity of Condition

Mild Moderate Severe
-

Total

Mentally Retarded 5.2 (2.6) 8.1 (3.1) 4.4 (1.8)* 17.8 .(4.4)

Learning Disabled 3.4 (2.2)* 0.6 (0.4)* 2.4 (1.6)* 6.4 (3.1).

Emotionally Disturbed 1.5 (1.2)* 6.9 (3.1) 2' (1.4)* 11.2 (4.8)

Speech Impaired *
2.3 (2.1)* 0.2 (0.1)* 0.1 (0.1)*. 2.6 (2.2)*

Deaf and Hard of Hearing 0 .0 (6..0)* 1.3 (1.2)* 4.6 (1.9)* 6.0 0.0)

Visually Handicapped 0.1 ,(0.1)* 0.0 (0.0)* 0.2 (0.2)* 0.4 (0.A)*

Orthopedically ImpAired 0.6 (6.0)* 0.3 (0.2)* 0.5 (0.2)* 0.8 (0.2)*
.

Other Health Impaired 0.7 (0.5)* 2.6 (1.5)* 0.5 '(0.3)*., 3.8 (1.9)*

Multiple Conditions 2.8 (1.1)* 15.4 (2.9) 32.8 (6,3) ri51.0 (6.0)

Total
a/ a/ a/ a/

16.0- (4.7) 35.6- (5.4) 48.5- (5.8) 100.0-

*
, Cell has estimated sampit size of less than 25.

-Detail'does not add to total because of rounding.

Table B.5
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH IEPs, BY NATURE OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION

Nature of Condition- Percentl/

Mentally Retarded -.450.3 (9,0)

learning Disabled 18.5 (4.3)

Emotionally Disturbed 22.8.(6.4)

Speech Impaired 9.3,(6.4)

Deaf and Hard of Baring 21.5 (6:9)

Orthopedically Implired 11.2-(2.6)

Visually Handicapped 10.4 (2.8)

Other Health Impaired 10.7 (3.1) 4*,
. . ..

.

a/
.

Percents are based 'on the total number of students witkvIEPs. Percents

total more than 100 becauie some students have more than oble handicapping
condition.

B.3
143
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1 Table

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH IEPs,
BY NUMBER.OF HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS AND TYPE OF SCHOOL
(In percents, with standard'errors noted in parentheses)

Number of
Handicapping Conditions . Percent

1 49.0 (6.0),.

2 29.9 (.5)

3 12.1 (2.6)

4 or more 9.0 (3.3)

Total. 100.0

Table B.7

DISTRIBUTION OF FACILITIES BY TYPE OF FACILITY
. (In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Type of Facility Percent

State Operated 14.9 (5.9)

State Supported,
But NotState Operated 314 (9.8)

.'Other 53.5 (10,2)

B.4

lia

0



Table 8.8,

PRIMARTPURPOSE OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITIES
(In percents, with standayd errors noted in parentheses)

Primary Purpose Percent!'

Residential treatment that includes educational services

Day care treatment that includes educational services

18.1

29.1

(8.4)

(a.7)
.. A

Day care and residential treatment that includes
educational services 9.3 (5.7)

Educational services' only 35..2 (9.7)

Other 8.1 (3.3)

!"
Percents do not total 100 because of rounding.

Table B.9

RELATIONSHIP OF FACILITIES TO THE SEA /

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Relationship Percent'

Accredited by the SEA

Supervised by the SEA

66.2 49.6)

'49.9 (10.6)

A part of, or supervised by, a local
public school system 32.8 (10.9)

a/
Percents total more than 100 because "some facilities maintained more than

' one of the relationshipse

3.5

O

S.
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Table B.10

I

PROPORTION OF FACILITIES THATPREPARED VARIOUS PERCENTAGES OF THEIR IEPs TO
MEET TUE REQUIREMENTS OFARIOUS LAWS. AND MANDATES

, (With standard errors in parentheses)

.

.

.

Law or Mandate

, .

' Percent of IEPs
.

None 1-25 -. 25-50 d' 51-75 >
.

75

, .._ .

P.L. 94-142 19.6 (8.8) 0.$ (0.8) 8.1 (p.5) -6:i (0.1) 71.4 (10.1)
.

P.L. 89-313 50.4 (10.0)

. t

10.4 (7.5) 0.8. (0.7) 0.1 (0.)), 38.4 (9.6)

Title XIX (Intermediate -0

Care Facility/Mentally
Retarded) 97.2 (1.2) 1.5 (1.0) 0.3 (0.3) 0.1 (0.1) 0.9 (0.5)

. .

Joint Commission of .

Accredited Hosptials
s (JCAH) 95.8 (1.6) 0.8'(0.8) 2.4 (1.2) 0.1 (0.1) 0.9 (0.5)

,Vocational Rehabilitation 86.8 (6:5) 4.1 (2.5) 0.1 (0.1) 1.6 (1.6) 7.4 (6.0)

Other 79.8 (8.3) 7.5 (6.4) 0.0 (0.0) 2.6 (2.6) 10.1 (5.3)

146
1

I
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Table C:1

DISTRIBUTION OF 1EPs, BY HUMBER OF PAGES IN THE STATE/
SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

(In percents, with standard errors noted.in parentheses)

.

Number Of
Pages

-

iniet
Baste Survey

.

.

'----

State
FacilityRegular Special Total

1 -

3 .
*

4

5*

6

7-10 .

11 or gieaer

6.2 (1.1)

24.0 (2.0)

16.3 (1.6)

14.1 (1.2)

.

12,5 (1.4)

7: (0.7)

i
12.8 (1.0)

6.8 (1.2)

...

1.5 (1.1)*

17.5 (4.9)

11.6.(3.0)

13.3 (4.0

8.4 (1.7)

6.8 (2.0.

22.3 (4.3).

18.6 (3.7)

tO (1.0)

23.7 (2.0)

16.0 (1.5)

14.1. (1.1)

12.4. (1.4)

7.2 (0.7)

13.2 (1.0)

7.3 (am

.

1

3.5 (2.3)*

10.1 (4.4)

7.3 (3.2)

16.9'(5.1)

15.8 (3.9)

5.3 (1.1)

24.3
0
(5.2

16..9 (3.0)

'

r-'
Total

4

100.0-/ 11 100.0-6 100.0-
/

- .

-Mean Number .

OPlages. I

katIndard
Deviation of
Popblation.

Range of :
Number
of Pages

.

4.7 (0.2)

.

.

3.9.

.

.

1441
s

e

7.0 (0.6)

.

5.9

.

r *

1-47 .

/ .4.8 (0.2)

i

4.0
. -

.

.

1-47

'

'

---..,

8.2 (1.2)

10.9

.

,

1-158

.

.Ctll has estimated sample size of less than.25.

Details do not add to total becalqe of rounding.

14,,
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Table .C.2 , .

.

.. '

I , . 6

.

DISTRIBUTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs,
BY NUMBER OF PAGE AND STUDENT AGE4EVELS

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Number of
Pages A

" Student Ake Levels
1 Total.- .

f 3-5 6-12 ' 13-15 16-21 Ages 3-21s

1

2
4;

3

4.

4(
6

7-10 -

11 or. greater

15.9 (11.8)* 2.2 {1.6?* 3.0 (2.1)* 2.0'(1.4)*, v3.5 (2.3)*1

6.5 18(5.7)1! J19.i9 (4:7)* 12.7 (6.4)* 8.5 (4.7)* 10.1 (4.4).
. . .

6;1 (4;7)* 11.3 (5.6)* 6.6 (3.7)* 2.7 0.70 4:3 (a.2) .

20.0 (14.0)**21.1(6.6) 15.1) (7:3)*, 3.1:0 (7.6)* 16,9 (5..1)
. .

3.5 (2.3)* 15.1 (4.8) r3. {4.7)* 23:3 (7.5) , 15.8 (3.9) :

-1.r (1.2)* -7.4 (2.6)* 4.4 (2.2)t . *.4 (2:3)* 5.4 ..t) i
. 4 .

22.6 0.9)* 20.4 (6. 29.1 8.1) 251 (7.1) 24.3 (5.2)

23.7 (10.2)* 12.4 (3.3)* 15 (3:6)* "23.1 (7.0) 16.9,(3.0)

N,.....-4--)

Total ..10' ''100.0

/-

a
. 100.0 100.0. . 140..0 100.0r

/sy
Mean Number-
Of Pages

Standa0
Deviation Of
Population

Range of
Number
Of Page4

7.2 7.0' 0.81 8.7 (1:6) ' 9.8 (2.3)
. .

cs

c. * .

,

5.6 8.3 'C 14:4 10.7
. , ,..

..o. ,iir /i ;

, ,4.. sir

1-34 1.117 1-0 158 . '1-71
.

1$4 (1.2)
$

10.9
. .

,

1-158

.
.

_ Cell was estimated sample size ° ess than 25.

Details do not add ig.'iotals because ,of rounding.

.10

A
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DISTRIBUTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs, BY
NUMBR OF PAGES AND SEVERITY OF STUDENT HANDICAP

(In percents, 4ithstandard errors noted in parentheses)

a

a 4
'N. /

Table C.3

°

%

-

Number of es

.. Severity of Handicapping.Condition

Mild
-
oaerate Severe

1

2
4

. ..

0,

-,6

'

. 7-10 - .

11 Or greiter

0.6 (0.6)*

8.0 #(5.,6)*
.,

...h.). (1.6)*

18.4. (8.0)*

- .10.2. (4.2)*

3.4. (2.5)*

14 27.1 (13.7)*.

9.1 (5.7)*

6.6 (5.7

. 13.7 (6.5)

1

. 4.4 (3.1)*

.19.4 (8.2)

A p5.0 (5.2)*

2.1 (1.3)*

28.0 (7.9) .

11.0 (3.3)*

.

"

2,1 (1.5)*

8.1 (3.61
.

4.21-(1.5)*

14.6 (4.2)

,18-.3 (r3)

8.3 (1.-7)1

20.6 (5.2)

23.7 (.6)

,

/

_J

.

....

aTotl 100.01/''
a/ .

100.0-
-

100.0-
/

.

Mean Number
Of,Pages

4111'47'
Standard .

Deviation O -
Population .

..
.

Range .of

Number of
...Pages,

.
,.

7.1 (2,1)

j.6

1-50

I)

.

_

7.1 (1.1)

, 10.2
.

1-142

,9.4 (1.3)

4

12.0

I

1-158

.

* Cell has estimated sampli ze of less than 25.

1/ Details Io not add to total because'ofItounding.

a."

44
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Table C.4

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PAGES IN TATE/SPECIAL FACILITY
IPEs, BY CATEGOR OF LEGIBILITY

1
4

Category of
Legibility i

Number of,Pages .

u

Mean

Standaid
Deviation Of '
Population

Standard
Error

Of Mean

1.

2.

*

3.

.

IEP Typed and Legible

IEP Handwritten, But
Easy to Read ,

.

IEP Handwritten, and
Difficult To 'Read

4

.

0.

16.6

6.4

.

9.8

.

15.4et/

5.2

5.3

.

2.4

0.7
.

1.8

I

F

4

aN
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1."4 Table C.5,

vsITIBuTIO0 1EPs WITH HEADINGS FOR VARIOUS MANDATED INFORMATIO AREAS,
IN THE STATE/SPECIAl. FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(1n.percents, with, standard errors noted in parentheses)

.0 .

.

,

Information Headi -
a/

.,--

.

Perceol of Students with IEPs That Include Heading:

/ State
Facility,

Basic-Survey
)

Regular Speclil Total

V
Statement of annual goals

,

Short- term objectives
..,

.

Statement of the present level of.
educational.performnce

.._,.

Projected date for initiation of:
specific services

.

Statement of specific educational'.
services to be provided

Anticipated duration of specific,
services

Statement of the extent to which ,

child willwill be able to participate
in regdlar educational programs

Proposed evaluation criteria .

Proposed evaluation procedures ..

Proposed schedules for determining
whether instructional objectives
are being met

..

At'

,

-

.

.

94.4 (1.3) 97..0 (1.3)

91.6 (1.4) 93,2 (2.9)

89.5 (2.0)' 94.3 (2.1)

88.5 (2.0) 93.0 (2.6),

.. .

it -w '',.

480.5 (2.7) 90.67(2,9)

'39.8 (2.8) 88.4 (4.1)
.

..

.

76.4 (3.1) 79.6 4.7)

53,6 (3.2) 46.3 (7,3)
. .
) 1 .p

.39:5 (3:6) 44..(7.6)1
4

.

I. P V
27.4 (3.3) 29.4 47.1)

' 94.5 ('.3)

11.7 (1.%)

89.7 (1.9) f

. .88.7:-(1:9), -ft

o N.,

80.9 (2.7)

s.

A0.2 (2.8)

. It

d '.

76.6 (3b.1) .

53.2 (3.2)

39.7 (3.6)

1

27.5 (3.3).

(0.9)

87.4' (6.4rNik,

,88.1 (5.3)

.476.5,(7.7)

66.7 (7.3)
,

6 .
.

.

55.3 (8.4)

60.6 (9.2)
.

37,6 (8.3)

'.28*..9 (6.6) 1

. .

a/
A heading for "assurances

and therefore is not included.

15S

of at least an Nola' evaluation" was not expecteeto be found: in 1EPs

,f
' ,

;
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a Table C.6

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs WITH HEADINGS FOR VARIODS NON-MANDATED INFORMATION AREAS,
IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In percents, with' standard errors noted in parentheses)

1,--,
t

.

, (

Information Headings

Percent of Students with IEPs That Include Heading:
4OP

. Basic Survey
State

FacilityRegular Special Total
, -

A. BASIC STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

.
Student's age orbirthdate .-

Student's grade level
Nature oftudent's handicap
Student's sex
Student's race

.

B. ASSESSMENT- RELATED
- .

Asibssment data to support present
level of performancq, .

Date of the assessment of present
le4e1 of performance

Student's strengths , e

Physical education needs -

C. PLACEMENT-RELATE .

Placementrecommendaiion
Rationale for placement or services

D. INSTRUCTION-RELATED :s\

Student's primary language
Student's school attendance record
Student's special interests .

.

,

'

k

.

.

81.6 (1.5)
59.1 (3.5)
26.6 (3.5)
13.4 (3.0)
6.6 (2.2).

01

.

36.2 (3.3) .

22.9 (2.7)
23.2 (3.0)

11.9 (2.3)

65.0 (3.5)
22.2 (2.8)

, 5.9 (2.6)
2.8 (1.1)
1.9.(1.0)

94.3 (2.6) .

55.9 (8.4)
25.0 (6.0)
'6.2 (5.0)
,9.5 (4.0)

.

liP
.

39.8 (8.0).
4 1

26.6 (8.0)
26.0 (8.0)
16.2 (5.2)

77.9 (6.0)
24.0 (5.2

8.1 (4.2)
7.7 (4.5)
1.7 (1.2)*

.
,

82.2 (2.4).
58.9 (3.5)
26.6 (3.()
13.4 (3.0)
6.7 (2.2)

.

- 36.4 (3.3)

23.0 (2.7)
23.3 (2.9)
12.1 (2.3)

65.5 (3.5)
22.3 (2.7)

6.0 (2.6)
3.1 (1.2)
1.9 (1.0)

.

82.3 (8.0)
83.8 (6.5)
32.1 (9.1)
1.2 (0.7)*
0.9 (0.4)*

17.5 (5.1)

11.1 (4.4)

29.3 (8.6)
13.5 (7.2)

54.8 (8.2)
20.1 (7.2)

6.5 (4.9)
0.8 (0.6)*

. 0.4 (0.4)*

c 1 I

(continied)

)



Table C.6 (continued)

Informaelon Headings

Percedt of Students with IEPs That Include Heading:.

Basic. Survey

Regular Special Total
State
Facility

E. PROCESS OF IEP DEVELOPMENT, APPROVAL,
AND REVIEW

Participants in the IEP process
Date of preparation of IEP
Titles of individuals who approved

the IEP
arental approval
ignature of individuali who approved
the IEP

Proposed IEP review date
Results of parental notification
Actual IEP, review date
Results of'.IEP review

Participants in IEP review .,

F. PROPOSED'PROGRAM OF SPECIAL SERVICES

Personnel responsible for services
Recommended instructional'materials,

resources, strategies, or techniques
Date short-term objectives-met
Priority listing,of annual goals

G. O'fIIER

Other2
/

.86.7 (2.3)
83.2 (2.3)

75.1 (2.8)
73.5 (3.0)

62.0 (3.4)
47.9 (4.0)
9.5 (1.9)
8.5 (1.6)

8.1 (1.8),

6.8 (1.4)

67.1 (3.3)

59.7 (3.2.)

22.8 (S.1)
17.1 (2.5)

92.3 (2.2)
92.6 (2.4)

85.2 (3.6)

76.5 (7.2)

49.7 (8.0
68.6 (5.5)
12.1 (4.3)
5.2 (2.5)
6.9 '(3.8)

5.4 (2.6)

87.0 (2.3)
83.7 (2.2)

' 75.6 (2.7)

73.6 (2.9)

61.4 (3.3)
48.8 (3.9)
9.6 (1.9)
8.3 (1.6)

. (1.1)

6.8 (1.4)

71.3 (5.2), 67.2 (3.3)

55.8 (7.6) 59.5 (3.2)
26.1 (6.0) 23.0 (3.0)
13.9 (3.6) 17.0 (2.4)

40.4 (7,8) 37.8 (3.5)

Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.

73.7 (5.7)
79.5 (6.9)

68.0 (6.99

46.7 (7.7)

35.9 (7.4)
33.7 (8.3)
0.7 (0.5)*
6.8 (4.7)

5.944.6)
2.0 (1.2)*

56.7 (8.2)

66.1 (8.6)
21.0 (7.2)
10.8 (4.2)

69.3 (6.6)

`- IEPs with It least one "other" heading. Includes such headings as: date of referral, provisi'ons for

mainstreaming, or 'last grade obtained.

1,)



Table C.7

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs WITH FORMATS WHICH LIMIT IHE NUMBER ot,
OF ANNUAL GOALS OR THE NUMBER OF SHORMERM OBJECTIVES,

IN MEE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS'
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Formats Which
Limit The:

Basic Survey.

Regular Special 'Total

State
Facility

1. Nuiber Of
Annual Goals 65.0 (3.2) 6.0 (7.8)' 64.8 (3.1) 41.5 (8.4)

2. Number Of
Short-Term
Objectives 39..3 (33) 28.5 (5.8) 38.8 (3.2)' 20.6 (7.1)

1.

a/
Petcents are based on column estimated population total, adjusted,for

nouresponse.

41
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Table'C.8

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs WITH FORMATS WHICH LIMIT NUMBER OF ANNUAL GOALS OR NUMBER
OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES, BY AGE LEVEL FOR STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY STUDENTS

(In,percents1 with standard errors noted in parentheses)

. Formats Which
.

Limit die: -

SStudent Age Levels-
a /

Total
Ages 3-'213-5 '6-12 13-15 16-21

r.

1. Number of Annual Goals

2. Number of Short-Term
Objectives

. ,

-

35v; (18.8)

r**

24.0 (17.4)
.

39.3

14.6

(9.8)

(6.3)

40.8

27.2

(10.0)

(9.9)

47.3

....

20.8

(9.5)

(7.4)

41.5

20.6

(8.4)

(7.1)

Percents are basbi on column estimated pbpula tion totals, adjusted for pnresponse.

1

.1

0

.
) ler)

9
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.Table C.9

FORMAT AS RELATED TO PARENTAL APPROVAL IN THE
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATION

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Format Classifications

Percent of IEPs

Basic- Survey 'State Facility

Approval (or disapproval) would be for
the entire IEP 48.3 (3.1)

Approval (or disapproval) would be for
annual goals but not for short-term
objective; 11.8 (1.8)

Approval (or disapproval) would be for
part but not all of the short-term
objectives 4.8 (1.1)

*"Approval, (or disapproval) would be for
services to be provided but dot for
annual goals or short-term objeCtives. 11.2 (2.1) ,

Approval (or disapproval') would be for
. some portion of the IEP, but cannot

,determine what would-be approved 2.0 (0.5)7-1

No place f4r approval or disapproval ,

is provided' 21.9 (2.5)

.

p Iota , 100.0 100.0-
a/

48.7 (7.1)

2.7 (1.5)*

1.2 (0.6)*

6.3 (2.8)

2.3 (1.6*

* 37.8 (7.1)

a/

L.

Cell. has estimated sample size of less.thAn 25.

Detai), does not add to total.because,oi.rounding.

.

C.10
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b

..

Criteria'for Determining the Dtcurrence o Mandated Iftform ation in IEPs,..

r

-

a.

0 0
1

ler

.:A,determinatiod as to the occurrence of mandatedinformatfon in 1Ps was

based onquestioni in the rEP Evaluation Checklist.: The falbwing criteria
t.

were usedusea to determle whether ornot the followiiiiii.ues'''of mandated informa-

tion-tion, we're included; :t.
.4 . .

.

1) Statement of present level Otperformonce: any ntmbr circled in

- the column labeled "Prevent level of functioning listeC {IteM
,

Coltim A) . *

2) Statement of annual goals: any positive number entered column

"labeled`"Number of goals listed" (Item 6, Column
..a

3) S#ort-term objectives: posiOve number entere' in columelabeled

"Number of sort -term objective *" (Ite0 7,..Coludn

4) Stitement of specific educational saviceriP,be provided: {a) any

appropriate inkOrmation entered Andbr aleading request.ing such '4

information,(Ltem 3, tolion 8, number 14);'(b) any sitive.number.

entered in column" labeled "Number lotgoals listed" (Item 6, Column E);
Irs

(c) any vitive`number entered in column. labeled "Number of short

term objective;6"(item 74 Column A);.or(d) any nft0beecircled to

indicate a related service to be received (Item 1010e

51 'Statement-of extent'pf participition i the regular program: any
S..*.

'-itealut-of timel(eithprpereeftt or minu es per week) entered in

'.'

...,... . .

question Alegarding proportion or amount.of timeassigned to special

services (Item 0), -. ./7'\
-Ni..)*

,

. let

6) Projected date for initiatift of services:' 'an item circled in the

',question Onibdgi dates of service (Iiem12) which stated that
.

.the dates)

from?ates c

from date IE
0

1)..,-Anticipated

on -duration

wa ). specifically. stated; (b) could bi inferred
. .

o. 4 goals or objectives; or (c): could be inferred
-

-=',

'i pared.'

duration services:' an item circled inthe\questiOn

of services (Item 13) which stated that the duration was

(a) fspeyifically sated; ) inferred from dates given for goilS or'

objectives; (c).inferred.from heading stating that goals werannital .

4
goals; or (a) that services would.be:proviled "as long as needed."

a I tjti.
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8) ','Proposed evaluatiOi criteria: any appropriate information entered

under a'heading requesting such information, or any positive number

.entered in column labeled "Number of obje4tivds that include a

logical statement of expected behavior to an acceptable standard"

(Item 7, Column 8). 'Included in this leftercriterion were (a) a

-statement..of observable behavior; (b) *statement of specific criteria

by which student would be judged to have met/not met that objective;

and (c) reasonably logical internal consistency between sta tements

"a" and "b." (It shOuld be noted that evaluation-criteria listed

anywhere in the IEP were considered to be a part Of the related

short-term objectives.) °

0) ?roposed,evaluation piocedures: an item circled in the queStion

regarding evaluation procedures (Item 14) which stated that the

procedure was (a) clear from the short-term objectives; (b) con-

tained in a precise statement of- how the evaluaon .(of the short-

term objectives lifted in the IEP) should be conducted; ok (c) itz-

4

(erred from unclear statements of ho% the evaluation (of short-term

'obSectiveslisted in the IEP) should be conducted, or from unclear

short -term objectives. (An example of an unclear statement or ,--
0

4:

4
unclear objective'is will learn multipleation tables." While it

'-,\.isno clear to an impartial observer exactly what procedure will be
.

.

used t determine whether or not the objective has been met, there
.07

is some reason...to believe that a4 appropriate procedure may be

/I

/

r

10)

are being meE; an item in the question concernipg evaluation schedules

(Item 15) which stated thiethe schedule was:, (a) specifically

stated as being the evalu ion schedule; eb).imilied from the.short-
.

term objectives; or implied from beginning-of-treatmentsand

end-of-treatment dates. %

11) Assurances of at teas an annual, evaluation: an item circled in th

question regarding an annual evaluation(Item L6) which stated that

(a) all of the short4termmb*ectives appear-to ltquireat least an

annual evaluation or (b) some, but not all; of the short-termobjec-
.

tives appear to require at least an annual evaluation.

assumed.)

Proposed schedules for determinih whether instructional objectilifs

0.2
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Tablt D.1

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs WITH. INFORMATION MANDATED BY
SECTION 602 OF P.L. 94-142 IN THE STATE/SPECIAL

FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In 'percents,,with standard errors noted in parentheses

a

Mandated Information Areas.

Percent of IEPs!/

`Basic Survey State Facility

'Statement of the present level of
educational performance

90.1 (1.7) 88.9 (4.8)

Statemen't of annual goals 94.4 .3) - 984 (0.8)

Short-term objectives 91.1 (1.3) 92.0 (4,5)

Statement of .specific educational
services to be provided

98.9 (0.5). 99.9 (0.0)

Stttemene of the extent to which
child will be able to participate

62.4 (2.7) 45.2 (7.5),

4

in regular educational programs

Projected date ,for initiation
of specific services

6

'99.3 (0.2) 95.5'(4.1)

Aa*Lcipated duration og0specific
services

0 .

'94.9 (1.3) 195.0 (4.1)

Proposed evaluation criteria 65.2 -(2.2) ' 80.3 (5.5)

Proposed evalUation procedures 91.1 (1.3) 92.0 (4.5). .

# /10, -

.87%4Proposed schedules for deter-
mining whether instructional

(1.8) 86.1 (5.5)

'obj'ectives age being met,

Assurances of.at least an annual 87.5 (1.8) 91.A (4.6)
evaluation 4

Pprcents are bagea on coliima estimated population totals, adjusted
for nonresponse.

'44
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4 Table D.2

DISTRIBUTION-
a/

OF IEPs BY 101MBElloOF MANDATED AREAS FOR WHICH IEP CONTAINS
INFORMATION IN THE STATE /SPECIAL FA LITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

'(In percents, with standard err s note in parentheses)

yt

.Number Of
'Mandated 'Information Areas

eleven mandated areas

Ten mandated areas

Nine mandated areas

Eight mandated areas

.

Seven mandated areas

Si)5,1pandateddleas .

Five mandated areas

FoUr mandated areal
,

Three mandated areas
:

. .

Two maciMated areasi
;

.

.One mandated area
. ---

'*"

t .

36.7 (2.4)

34.5 '(2.2)...

14.1 (1.7)

3.6 (1.0)

,1.7 (0.6)

3.9 (0.8)

3.4 (0:7)

0.7 (0.3)*

0.8 (0.3)*

0.7 (0.3)*

9.0 (0.0)*.

Basic Survey!"

Special . Total

T`

State
Facility

2.2 (5.7)

33.6 (4.1)

18.3"(3.8)

2.0 (1.4)*

0.9 (0.5)*

4.8 (2.2)

6.6. (2.6)

0.7 (0.4)*.

0.5 (0.5):4-

CO (0.0)*

0.5 (0.5)*

36.5 (2.3)

34.5 (2.2),

14.2 (1.6)

(O.9)

1.6 (0.1)

4.0 (0.7)

3.6 (0.7)

0.7 (0.2)*

0.7 (0.3)*

0%7 .(0.3)*

0.0'(0.0)*

30.7 (11.7)

43.1 (7.0)

10.8 (3:i)

2.5 (0.9)*

4,1 (3.2)*(

7.2 (3.7)

0.9 (0.7)*

0.3 (0.3)*.

0.3, (0.2)

0.0 (0.0)*

'0.0 ,(0.0)*

Cell has, estimated sample size of less than 25.
. . g

a/t . A J'
Percents are based on column estimated population totals, adjusted fpr nonresponse.

.. .
, , .c.,1 .

4IP /'
a

O

I

o
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TableD4i

DISTRIBUTION!' OF IEPs THAT INCLUDED PRESENT-LEVEL-OF-FUNCTIONING
AFORMATION Apil VARIOUS NUNgERB OF ACADEMIC /FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN THE

0

STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In percents; 440r:standard errors noted in parentheses)

a
- v.

A

e

.,

Number of
Academic/Functional Areas

.

Percent of IEPs
.

Basic Survey "State*Facility
, -

.

, .

,

.

.

'

0

.1

2

3

4

5

. 6.e.

7

8

9

10.

11

12

13

14
.

15

16

7

-

",

.

.

4

,-

.

\

. .

.

...

.
,

.

9.9 (1.7)

17.4 (1.5)

19.6 (1.5)

i5.2 (1.1)

13.1 (L.0)

8.7 (0.9)

8.2,(1.0)

5.3 (0.7)

2.8. (0.5)

1.5 (0.4)

0.4 (0.2)*

0.1 (0.1*)

.0.0.(0:0)*'

0,2 (0.1)*

0.0 (0,0)*

0,0 (0.0)*

6.0 (0.0)*

0.0' 0.0)*4

.

..

.

.

11.1 (4:0-

11.5 (3.4)

1.1 (3.1)

110.1(2.4)

12.7 (1.9)

14.1 12.7)

13.5 (2.2),'

7:4 (1.4),

3.4 (104)*
.3.

3.4 (8.9)*

1.5 (W1.6).*

0.2 "(0.1)'i
c

0.1 (0.1)4

0.0 .(0.4).

ID.0(0.0)*

0.0:(00)*

0.0f(0.0)*

.0.0 (0.0)*

'e

.,I

1
.

*

a/
Percenti_are based on the estimated total.nlmger vfistudentnwith. ...,

IEPs, adjusted for nonresponse. .. -?
.

'..,11 ,. ....

. .

Cell has estimated sample' size of less than 25.

,

D.5

f!

' # 4.
". :' -11' S.f

4

Ot

.'s *Ay 4!, 1 ,*
. 4

. . :1,4 l' .

- -... -4. .,:4 . . .

.4: .` "",; 1- - 6,k.'-y ... '. ::_.,. .. ........
..1 -r;". : A: .. : - :". , : .

.. . -.4. .4
6

4... 7 . . t
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Table 0.4

DISTRIBUTION OF 1CPs CONTAINING IWAUINGS FOR ANFORMAfloN IlY Sfi:1100 60244
P.L. 44-142 AND DISTRIBUTION Of ICPs THAT INCLUDE 1100101/0100 IN MS)
HEADED SPACES, 10 STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND WIC cURVIY 1'0PULACIONS

(In.vPrrents, with standard errors noted in pirenthsft)

DoOdated inforamlio6Ari.4

Pert
I/

ol titiuhnl.
:

Ito.oleng

MA.
Survey )4toloty

Inc Indy Heading .nod Hay.

loloom4tion LntPoed

hill. State

boorvy FA4

St4tenol.sit of thP pretopt level

ensnational verlornaine
8m/1 (2 01 88 1 (5 1) 10. 1 (2 0) 86.5 (S 1)

Statement of annual goals 94S (I 1) 97 8 40 4) ' 91 1 11 4) ' 91.5 (1.0)

Shioti Toro objPitiveo 91.1 (I 4) 8/4 (6 4) 8'9 011 5i 86 7 (6 4)

t MAI meol Of trosn. 1-.6,1.1(104AI 80.9 (0 7) 66 / (7 1) 68 / (1 0) 59.1 (7 (r)

se:vices to be vo.ove4d

StmemPot al the rxterrat to whoth
ob.141 will he able to partioop4tP
on rPolar edutational proArron

Ph 6 (3 I) V, 1 (8 4) 66 5 (1 11 .46.2 (8 1)

Poop ...lei( date for orrattoaloorra

of overin servo..!.
88.8 (I 9) 16,.5 (7 1) 80 6 (. 2) 10.0 (7 9)

Antos op4ted Uratoon ol overlie,'
oervi.es

811 2 (2 8) 71 6 (8 )' 60 4 $ . 0 ) 62 0 (8 8)

Appropriate valimtoon criteria 51 (1.2) 40. 1. 110 2) 42 1 (2 91 56.6 (9 1).

Appropriate Pv.luatoon poomednrvi. 19 7 11 6) 1/ 6 (R 15 4 (1 1) 14 6 11.9; -

Appropriate srberabilrs for drip- 21 5 (1 t) 1/1 9 (to 6 (2 I) 228 (S 5)
ninths; whether onstrottioval

, obietivPs Are being met

.14

Aftlinranirs of at 10.101 an .normal

'pi/A.6016n
I/

Portents are based oft 11w r:.11mi1d total ouNber of stinhot., with aoloosi.d. la! nonresponse

I./
A heacitss (or Mil tt.0 would be inappropo sato, ;Ipi f. uni 41 fie 1 f of Map% 1 Arid 1.

.

4
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Table D.5 ''

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs CONTAINING HEADINGS FOR INFORMATION NOT MANDATED BY
SECTION 602 OF P.L. 94-142 AND DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs THAT INCLUDE INFORMATION

IN THESE HEADER- SPACES 1N.THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In percents, with.standard errors noted in parentheses)

14

Information Heading

Percenek 4f Students withAEPs That:

Include

Heading

Include Heading and Have
Information Entered

Basfc
Survey

State
Facility

Student's age or birthdate

Student's grade level

Student's sex

Student's race

Student's primary language

Assessment data to support present
level of performance.

Date of the assessment of present
level of performance

Nature.of student's hindicap

Student's strengths

Student's special interests

Student's school attendance record

Placement recommendation

Rationale for placement or services

I Personnel responsible for services

82.2 (2,4)

58.9 (3.5)

13.4 (3.0)

6.7 (2.2)

6.0 (2.6)

36.4 (3.3)

23.0 (2.7)

26.6 (3.5)

23.)
.11

(2.9)

1.9 (1.0)

!s. 3.1 (1.2)

1 65.5 (3:5)

22.3 (2.7)

67.2 (3.3.)

82.3 (8.0)

33.8 (8.5)

1.2 (S.7)*

0.9-(0.4)

6.5 (4.9)

17.5 (5.1)

11.1 (4.4)

32.1 (9.1)

29.3 (8.6)

0.4 (0.4)*

0.8 (0.6)*

54.8 (8.2)

20.1 (7.2)

56.7 (8.2)

Basic
Survey

State

79.0

54.8

12.6

(2.5)

(3.3)

(2.8)

79.8

32.7

1.1

(7.8)

(8.3)

(O.7) *.

6.2 (2.0) 0.8 (0.4)

5:4 (2.4) 5.7 (4.3)

30.2 (2.9) 14.2 (4.5)

19.7 (2.4) 10.4 (4.0)

25.0 (3.3) 27.1 (8.2)

19.6 (2.4) 27.1 (8.3)

1.3 (0.81 0.4 (0.4)*

1.5 (0:6) 0.1 (0.1)*

61.4 (3.4) 50
4
6 '(8.2). 3

19.7 (2.5) 17.1 (6.7)

60.4 (3.1) 52.4 (8.4)

4.

-9r-
(continued).

.
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Table D.5 (continued)

;If

Information Hqading

Percent- of Students with IEPs That:

Include

Heading
Include Heading and Have
Information Entered

Basic
Survey

State
Facility

Basic
,Survey

State
Facility

Physical education needs 12.1 (2.3) 13.5 C7.2) 9.3 (1.8) 13.3 (7.2)

Date of preparation of IEP 83.7 (2.2) 79.5 (6.9) 76.9 (2.3) 71.7 (7.0)

Participants in theJEP process 87.0 (2.3) 73.7 (5.7) 83.4 (2.4) 66.3 (5.7)

Signature of individuals who approved 61.4 (3.3) 35.9 (7.4) 55.4 (3.3)- 32,1 (6.9)

the IEP

cy

Titles of individuals whoapproved
the 1RP

75.6 (2.7) 68.0 (6.9) 71.6 (2.8) 61.6 (4.6)

co
Parental approval 73.6 (2.9) 46.7 (7.7) 56.2 (2.7) 32.7 (6.0)

Results of parent notification 9.6 (1.9) 0.7 (0.5)* 8.4 (1.7) 0.5 (0.4)*

o Priority listing of annual goals 17.0 (2.4). 10.8 (4.2) 14.8 (2.2) 8.1 (4.0)

Recommended instructional materials,
resources, strategies or techniques

59,5 (3.2) 66.1 (8.6) 52.0 (3.2) 55.4 (8.3)

Date short-term objectives met 23.0 (3.0) 21.0(7.2) 11.0 (1.7) 10.0 (4.4)

Proposed IEP review date 48.8 (3.9). 33.7 (8.3) 35.2 (3.0) 28.4 (8.1)

Actual IEP review date 8.1 (1.6) 6.8 (4.7) 5.9 (1.0) 5.1 (4.1)

Resultsitf IEP review 8.0 (1.7) 5.9 (4.6) 4.6 (1.1) 3.6'(3.4)

Participants in IEP review 6.8 (1.4) 2.0 (1.2)* 4.0 (0.9) 1.0 (1.0)*

b/
Other-. 37.8 (3.5) 69.3 (6.6) 31.2 (3.3) 52.7 (7.b)

Cell has estimated
a/

Percents are based
b/

IEPs with' at least

rade obtained.

sample size of less than 251

on the estimated total number of students with IEPs, adjusted for nonresponse.

one "other" heading. Includes such headings as: date of referral or list

f

r

I'
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,Table D.6

DISTRIBUTION-1/.0F IEPs BY NUMBER OF GOALS PER IEP IN
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC' MRVEY POPULATIONS

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

-1
/

Number of
Goals

Basic Survey
State

Regular Special: Total Facility

0 5.7 (1.3) 4.2 (1.6)* 5.6 (1.3) 2.0 (0.8)*

1 15.7 (1.5) 2.0 (1.1)* 15.2'(1.5) 3.6 (2.9)*

2 13.8 (1.2) 6.5 (3.0) 1.3.5 (1.1) 5.7 (2.2)

3 13.6 (1.1) 5.8 (1.5) 13.3 (1.0) 3.8 (i.1)*

4 11.4 (1.0) 8.1 (1.8) 11.2 (0.9) 9.8 (3.4)

5 8.2 (0.7) 10.7 (2.1) 8.3 (0.7) 13.8 (4.7)

6 7.1 (0.8) '10.4 (1.9) 7.2 (0.8) 7,4 (2.0)

7 5.1 (0.7) 6.5 (1.2) 5.1 (0.7) 10.2 (2.6)

8 3.3 (0.5) 5.6 (1.2) 3.4 (0.5) 7.4 (1.4)

# 3.2 (0.5) 3.6 (1.2)* 3.2 (0.5) 2.8 (0.9)*

4 10 2.3 (0.4) 5.6 (1.5) 2.4 (0.4) 4.4 (L.7)

11-15 6.6 (0.9) 15.1 (2.7) 6.9 (0.9) 10.4 (2.2)

16-25 2.8 (0.0) 11.5 (2.1) 3.1 (0.6) 9.6 (2.2)

26 or more 1.4 (0.5) 4.3 (1.2)* 1.6 (0.5) 9.1 (2.2)

b/
Mean Number of Goals- 5.4 (003) 10.1 (0.8) 5.6 (0.3) 11.0 (1.1)

Standard DevtatLon of Kean 6.1 10.5 6.4 13.2

Range of Goals 0-118 0-143 0-143 0 -309

d/
Cell his esttmated sample size of less than 25.

Percents are ba4sed on column estimated 4opulation totals, adjustedkfor nonresponse.

Mean number of goals is based on the total number of IEPs with at least one goal.
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Tabit.7.
.

DITRIBUTION-a/ OF lEPs BY NUMBER OF OB,JECTIVA' PER 'El! IN
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASICSURVEY POPULATIONS

(In`pircents,.with t'todard errors noted in itarentheses)
'It t

"f NUnitef
Ob'ecti.ves

0
4.44

.7;

w.

J

. 4"

172

3-.4.°

5-6:
,

778-

?11-12
t ,

. .
1-20 .'
21:30

31 -50
-'161

51"-70`.
,

ir-}oo:
1.01 or 'movie

,

F

.
4

4

4

14eAb Nukiber f Object-loves-I,' '.

Standard D viation bf Man....
Rake It Objectives

at"-

'Basic 'survey
Regular Special

8.8 (1:4)
cl

11.0 (4.1) !"

5.6 (0.8) 1.3 (0.9)* --:

9.*IS (1.4) 2.9 (1.2)*
9°7:5 (1.10,, 417 4.3 1.6)*
9.1 (0.9) 6.0 (1.A)
6.5. (a8) 4.3 (1.1)*
4.8 :(0.6). 3:11° (1.2)*

7.0' (1,4)
.Q.6 (0.8) 11.V (2.4),
9.4 #(.1.454' 15.4 .(2A

10.1 (1 . 1 ) 14.) .(3:0.). 1
. 5 a:6 -4-0:8)

(0.5)
.2".8

.7.3
5..1

5..8'

(1.7)
147

1(1.6)-:

(1.4)

25) .69)
47.7

; 0-1,0.02 .0^-73r °

4

Total
State°

Facility

8.9
5.4
9.5
93
9.0

48
f+.5

9-1

9.6.

16.3
5.7
2.5,

2.9

(1.3) .,*
(0.7)
1-.3)

(0.9)
(0.9).
(0.7)
(0f6)
(6.7)
(0.8)
(1.0)
(1.1)

(0164)

(Oft)

8:0 (4.5)
1.2 (1.0)*
5.59 -(1.8)
4 49 (1.3)*

.4.
44-1t.,(1.7)*

3.1 (1.1)*'
4.2 (4.3)*
7.0 (2.4)

10.2 (.2.6)

12.3 1(2.7)

17.8 (4.4)

6..9 (2.0)
8. 4 (2.7)

25:9 (1.9)-
48.1

0-1,002

II

58;0 (17-.6 4-
127.2 e

0-1;018;4

°a/ 1.ell it'A ,stimategt sawip,le ,s less Man 25. .
- Pe4c.enti are pa'ied on Via; estimated poputati on stata ls, adYusted' for, nonresponse.

will,.

. - . .., 4 41.,.4 ,

r

lielallalun4.,f ctifes lg.. salre- dol.r bfig Wit watt, Tptriviive on
.1, 1 ..

. 4.0 1 - : '' '3. -t . 4

4

I

I
ll

I ?



Table D.8

DISTRIBUTION OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES OVER VARIOUS' TIME FAMES
IN STATE /SPECIAL' STATE FACILITY AND BASIC SJJRVEY POPULATIONS

(In percents, with Standard errors noted in parentheses)

' tele

.
V

Time Frade
_ Of Ob'ectives

p

PAcent4of Objectives
For Students Enrolled In:

Basic gurOe

ge ular-
a/

S
b/

Total/

Fujiyear

Less than full year .

No time;frame specified

45.0.

31.9

3.1

(2.8)

(2%7)

(1.0)

59.3

36.0

4.7

(5.2)

(4.3)

(2.7)

64.t (2.1)

32.2(2%6)

3.2 (T.0)

'.

:

.

d

total 100.0. 100.0

a/

State
Facilit

d/

65:7 (5.3)

28.1 (4.0),
l* .

6.2 (4..9)

100.0

Percents in this-column'a 4ased on-41I164,267, the setimate d total-number-of abiestOes--

writtehdor studeiiti in regillar schools.
'

/
innPercents in this column are based on 4,100,206, the eStimated.totai number of objectives

written, fbr students in special schools,

/

_

Percents in this column are based on 65,664,472, the estimated total number of objec Ives
liritten for students

##

x' )
Percents in this

written for.gtudents
'

4.

4 .,

.0

in both cegular'and special schools.' .
.

v . .

colump are based on 9,712,723, the estimated total number of objbtives
in state /special facility schools.

.
,

.

-

4/11 1Pr ,

440
}

$

,
.

ft
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'44

4 . °
,

' -r
4`

.4. . i.1. i

f %
1

.4, 0 , . . .
. "' 4.

.

. A k . .

,t .
1, , ..

,
.

...:

1 ,.
M . , 9

- . . % Tgle D.4
4or

DISTRIBUTION?' OF IEPs BY PARC& OF SHORT-TERN OBJECTIVES
,WITH A' LOGICAL STATEMENT OfEXPEtTED-BEHAVIOR TO A'

1. .

.-
SPECIFIED :STANDARD IN STATE/SPECIAL- FACILITY AND

BASIC SpRVEY P2141LATONS
rn percent6, with standarcrerrorso,ndt'edin 0;enthesew)-

'-'4_ ,...t 7,.

6

-t

so

. .

Percent. of Short -berm Objectives
With 4 Logical Statetent of

Expected*Behavior to a

.1*-..Specified'Siandard-
' S

4

Percent df IEPs

tagg Survey C State Facility

:1
. 0

>0 -10
.

?10-20

>20-30

*-4.0

?46-50

>59-60

>60-70
"

>70-80

-.>80-10

>90 -100

.1:,

m
0

_

le 46.1 EZ.5) 32.6 (7.6)

3:8 (94) 4.3 (1.8)*

3.8 (8.6) t 3.0.(10.2)*. 4

.1 .3.1 (0.5).. 4 e5-(2.3)

! (1.1);°.;942:9 (0.5)

74.6 (6,7) , 4.2 (I,. 3)*

j 3 1 (0.5)
.

4.6 (2.1)*

3.9 (0.6) (1.9) '

5.2 (0.8) 7.1 (2:1)

5.31 (0.9) (1.4) 4

18:3 (46) 21.g'(5.1) 4.

Mean. Percentage 35.6 (241).
1-

* Cell-has estimated sample size-of lessthIn 25. .

,.. .,a/ '- Percents are baied on'the estimated total.number

.-

pf,,st ents with IEPs,.
adjusted for:nonresponse. . . . y \
b/ ,,

- Only IEPs, with at least one short-term objective are included.

t

.

4

1t

D.12,

. .

,

4.

- SIG

1%

40



Table D.10

DISTRIBUTION
a/

OF IEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT OF
BEGINNING DATES OF SERVICE AS. CONTAINED N IEPf IN

ST4TE/SPECI4 FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In perceiitt,,with.standard errors noted in parentheses)

.

4

4

V
Statementnt of Beginning

.Date of Service . :

.

.

Survey

Special

.

'.' Total

.

State
FailitY .'Regular

.1s Specifically stated :

May be inferred from dates Oven
for goals or objecti4x,

Must be infdried from date IEP
.
was prepared

There is insufficient information
upon which to base an inference

6,.6 (2.9)

- '18.d (2.5)

(

14.991.8)
1

0.7 (0.2)*

70.2 (5.5)

17.4 (4.7)

'llt (2.8)

1.1.(0.7')

65.8.(2.8)

18.8 (2.4)

14.8 (1:7)*

.

0.7.(0.2)1

.\

.
45.3

29.3
,,..
1

20.9
,,

4.5
1

(8.3)
t

(7.8)

(5.5)
.4 ..

(4.1)*.

.

.

1

_

Cell.has.estidiated sample.size'of less than 25.

Percents are based on column estimated population totals, adjusted for nonresponse. .

I

O

.41

4

-

t.

:

417

,
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Table D.11

DISTRIBUTIOef OE IEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT OF

- '

.4

.

k

DURATION OF'SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED AS CONTAINED IN IEPs
IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

. (In percents, with standard errors noted in PaVenthqses1

0

0

Duration of Services *

To be Provided 'olejular

_.1.asic 'Survey

Special -Total

State
'Facility-

is specifically stated'

May be inferred Cromdaties given
for-goals or ob)ectives

. .

(lust be inferred Irian headings

.hat state goals are Pannual4
goals

Stites that services will be
rovided °as-long as needed"

Terre is' insufficient information.
which. ,to base air inference

t.)

11 his.estiTated sample size of

48.7 (3:4 65.1

24.7 (2:6)- 21.7

18.8 (2.2). 40.0

(5.6) 49.3 (3.4)

(5.2). A6 (2.6)

(2.3)' 18.4 (2.1)

2.7 (0.9) 10.5 40..4)*

.5_1 (1.3-)

2.7(0.8),

3.7 (2.D)*.. 5.1 (I%3)

41:B (7.9)

'3121 (7.3)

21.2 (7.0)

.

1.0: (0.8)*

5.0 (4.1)

less than 25.

r elpts4ieb'ased on column estimated population totals, adjusted for nonresponse.
r :d..

4 I ' '

.. .%.,

4.

I

1

1%

a
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Table'D.12

DISTRIBUTION!' OF IEPs BY DEGREE .OF SPECIFICITY OF STATEHENT.OF THE
EVALUATION PROCEDURE FOR EVALUATING SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES AS

CONTA1NED'IN IEPs BY SCHOOL TYPE
(In pdrcehts, with standard errors noted in paredtheses)

0

.
.

Statement of the
Evaluation Pr .ocedure

Basic Survey
,

,

State
FacilityRegular Special Total

.
,

.

Procedure is a precise statementof.
k.,how the evaluation should'be

-conducted

Procedure is clear from short-term -

objectives

ProcedUre must be inferred from
. 'unclear statements or from

unclear ihoist-terms objectives -- -` -----------
:

Procdduse canat Be inferred because ,

..:IEP has no-short:-term objectives
...

6.4.

33.5

.

5,1-3

.

(1.7)

(2,.3)

Nrr

(.2.5)

.

5.6
,.s

.
,

. .

3).0

52.4

1.1.0

(3.5)

.

(6.5)

(73)
.

..

..

(3.6)
.

.

6.4 (1.7)
, 4

.

33;4 (2'..3)

51.3.(2.5) .

.

,8.9 (1.0)

I

.

8.3

-

41.9

41.8

.

8.0

(4,9,

.

(7.1)

(7.8) .

.

(4.5)8 8 (1.0)

. .

-,l i'Pereeots are based on column estimated population totals, adjusted for nonresponse.

-;.

V ; ,
(

s,

.

411?

P

IP

41
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Table D.13

DISTRIBUTION-
a/

OF IEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF STATEMENT OF THE EVALUATIQN. SCHEDULE
FOR THE SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES AS CONTAINED IN IEPs

IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
*f

(Ia percents, with strdard'errors noted in parentheses)

Statement of the
Evaluation Schedule

Is specifically stated as being
the evalultion schedule

.

Hay be inferred from the hort-.

1
term objectives

Must be implied from beginning-
of- treatment, and end-of-treatment

dates - .

1
Is not stated on implied

a/
Percents are baled on column estimated population totals, adjusted for n.onresponse.

Basic Survey

Regular Special

14.0 (2.6) 10.9 (3.7)
4.

1

36.1 (2.8) 45.4 (7.0

.37,3 (2.8) 30.1 (6.2)

12.6 (1.8) 13.6 (4.4)

Total
State

Facility

13.9 (2.5) 22.8 (5.2)

36.5 (2.8) '21.0 6.1)

37.0 (2.8) f 42.9, (7.2)

12.6 (1.8) 13.3(5 5)

1
VM,



Table D.14.

r a
DISTRIBUTION

/
OF IEPs BY DEGREE TO WHICH IEP INDICATES THAT AN

ANNUAL EVALUATION OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES FS REQUIRED
IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

''(Inpercents, with standard errors noted in parenthesei)

." Statement of Anntal
Evaluation of

ShortTerm Objectives

All of the short-term objectives
appear to, require at least an

annual evaluation

Some but not.. all of the short-.

term objectives appear to
require.at least an annual
evaluation

Non of the short-term objectives
Atequire at least an annual
evaluation

Such information is not given a
cannot be inferred

Basic Survey_
. State

Regular Special' Total

87.2. (1.8) ' 85.4 (4.6) 87.1 (1.8) 91.2 (4.5)

0.3 <0.2)* 0.9 (0.7)* 0.3 (0.2)* '0.2 (0.2)*

0.2 (0.1)*' 0.6 (0.6)* 0.2 (0.1)* 0.0 (0.0)*

12.3 (1.8) 13.1 (4.5) 12.4 (1.8) 8.6 (4.6) .

Cell has estimated sample size less than 25.

Percents are based on column estimated population tokallls, adjusted for nonresponse.

\

417

sir
4.

1.

4



$

$.
Table D.15

DISTRIBUTION - OF IEPs-THAT..INCLUDED PRESENT-LEVEL-OF-FUN gTIONING
INFORMATION FOR VARIOUS NUMBERS'OF ACADEMIC/FUNCTIONAL AREAS
IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parenthesqs)

Present-Level-of-Functioning-Information'

Percent ,

State
'Facility

Basic
Survey

IEP contained some present-level-of-
performance information 889 (4.8) 90.1(1.1)

IEP contained some present-level-of-
performance informatiEm plus
supporting data for at least a

part of his information 27.0 (5.4) 509 (2.)-

IEP contai ed present-level-of-
performance information for at
least three academic or
functional areas 66.4 (5.4) 53.2 (2.4)

IEP contained present-level-of-
performance information in at
least one academic or functional
area where special education is *lb

atound not *to be required E5.4 (7.2) 55.9(2.7)

IEP contained present-level-of
perforence information int ')

least thr &e academic or

functional and contained

4.2 (.1.9) 11.3 (1.9)

supportin ata for 90-100 percent
of thes ears

IEP provides datd(s) of assessment
of present level of performance 10.4. (4.4 . 19.7 (2.4)

- .
a/

Percents are based on the estimated total numbeIgof students with IEPs,
adjusted for nonresponse.

D.18.

S.

'1
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Table E.r
.TYPES OF PERSONS ',KO PARTICIPATED IN THE IEP PROCESS AND '.110

SIGNED albs. BY STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

(ta percents,l/ with standard errors noted in parentheses)
. . .

. .

. . .

Classification of
Participants/Signers

Participant Signer

Basic Survey

State
Facility Basic Survey

.State
Facility

Category 1: Teachers and Therapists

13.3 (1.6)

27.9 (2.4)

4.7 (0.7)

21.4 (2.0) .18.4

0.3 (0.1)*,

0.7 0.49*

0.6 (0.3)*.

'36.4,(2.7)

74.4 (2.2)

/

7.6

4.7

1.0

5.0

4.0

1.0

43.7

62.3

(2.2)

(1.9)

(0.6)*

(4.6)

(1.9)

(2.9)0

(0.6)*'

(6 0)

(5.8)

.

10.6

24,41

3.0

15 7

0.3

0.6

0.5

26.8

58.5

.

(1.5)

(2.4) "

(016)

(1.7)

(0.1)*

(0.3)*

(0 3)u

(2.3)

(2.9)

6.5 (2.2)

4.4 (1.9)M

1.0 (0.6d

12.9 (4.0 1

2.$ (0.9) 1.1

.4 0 (2,9)-i

0.9 (0 6y1
1

1b.6 (4 0 1

..3 2 (.... $!9)
.1

,

One or more regular classroom teachers.

One special education teacher.

hro or more special education teachers

Speech or language therapist .

Physical or occupatiOnal therapist(s)

Other. therapist(s)

Physical education teacher(s)

Ona of the above, but can't tell which

At least one of the above
./.

Category 2! Administrative o

21.4

34.2

6.4

15.9

1.7

59.7

(2.4)

(2.9)

(1.6)

(2.5)

(0.5)

(2.8)

14.1
.

14.4

8 6

.4.3

10.3

35.7

(4.5)

(5.5)

(4.8)

(1.3)'

(5 0)

'6.5)

18.5

2' 9

5.9

.13 3

1.3

. 50.1

(2 1

(2.9)

(1.5)

(2 2)

(0 5)

(3.1)

1

1

10.7 (. 1) i

8'

i0
t2.3Y,

8.4 t 3, 1

t

3.q 1111"

10.2 (5.0) ;

30 S (0 71 t

. .

Representatives

LEA represenoative(s)

Principal or assistant principal(s)

School representative(s) ,/

Case manager(s). chairperson

Supervisor

At least one of the above

Category 3: Ancillary Personnel .

13.7,(1.13

10 0 (1.5)

3.3 (0.8)

4'.9 (1.8)

24.2 (2.6)

9.3

.2.1

5.3

3.5

14.0

%.

(2 3) 10 » (.1 5)

10 9(1 . 9 (1 3;

(1 3) . 2.0 Ca at

(1.6. :. 5 (1 81

(2.6) 19 : t2 6)

!

61 ,1 0i

1 7 .3 3r1

J. #1.2H

2.0 ,0 91Ni

9'3 1:.I. i

School psychologist or psychometript(s)

Counseldr(s) '

Social worker(s)

Nurse

At least one of the above

,Category 4: Parents .

! 62.6 (2.5) 50 4

. ;

(5..2) 1 55r1 12 :,

.

47 o t5.31Parent(s), gaardaan(s)1 or surrogates)

r

Category 5: Student

2.9

.--.

(0.7) 5.5 (1.9) I_

. .

2.$

.

(0.6)
'

3.0 (t.5Y1Student
1--)--
Category 6: Could Not Classify and Other

19.2 (1.9)

11.01.4)

28.0'(2.1)

11.20,.4).

17.3 (3.6)

:6.3 (... *1;2

.,,,,

14.S (1,7)

, 3.7 II 3).

6 4'1.9)

1

I

8.9 (2 1) .

12.S r: 1/

19. q,(s.5)

b/
Could not classify- ,*,.

. ,

Other .

At least one of the above

Category 7: Mandated Personnel~ .

'36.2

.

(2.1) 21.2 (4.41 1 18 3 (2.6
f

14.4 -4.1) t
IEPs. with at lent one person from
,eatd of estegolies 1, 2, aild 4

;,Category 8: Categories1 mid»

50.2 (2.6) )0.1 (6.1) 39.5 (3.0

.

e 1

23 2 t5,...)
I

PEP with at least one person $
(Ms gach p( estegories 1 and 2 ,

'

.

.Celllias.estuallud sample size-of less than 25.

, 4140406 the., eAti.mateflgeots1 number of students with lEPs, adjusted for noaresponse.

- IgPs &IA did not note the title or position o arttetpant or signer could not
be Usssified:. .

s

.

t .

. .

4
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Table E «

TYPES OF PERSONS ,47to PARTIC/PArED IN.TSE LEP PRO:EiS
STATE/SPECIALTACILITY ANL SAS1.2 SMET POPULAN9NS

' (in percents, with standard errors noted tn plreqtttsts.

gassification of Partictrancs

e4CCOOG- at ISPs,)in
Lnrik:atad as Se:nr J.

Bastc Survey

Regular Stoeckel' ToiaL

Category 1: Teachers and Therantsts

One or more

One special

Two or more

regular classroom teachers

ed4cation teacher

special edadation

Speech or language therapist

.

teache'rs

Phystcal or occupattonal therapkst(s)

ether theraptst(s)

Physical educatton teacher(s),

One of the above, but can tell wheal

At least one of the above
.

L3.6 ..7) 6.9

28.'5 (2.4) 13.7

4.8 (0,7) 3.2

21.7 (2....1) 14.2

,0.1 (6.1)4 5.2

9.6 (0.3)', 1.6

0.f(0 3)" 6.0

35.7 (2.i) 51.7

14!!.., (2.2) 1174

'1 State
. Foratty '

1

13 3 :21,46)) (1(2..;1)27.9

4.7 (0.71 1.0 (0 r.)'.4

21.4 2.0) 18..4 0.6)1

0.3 (0.1)* 5.0.(141 1

0 7 )0.3)u 4 0 2.9A

0.6 '0 3}, 1.0 to 0(.4

36.4 (2.71 r.S.Z:to...);

"4.. '2 Z) oZ.) 0 5)

Category 2: AdminkstrIttve
Bepresentattves

LEA Fepresentative(i)

Prtnctpal or Sssistant,prtnctpal(s)

School representittve(s)

Case manager(s), chairperson

Supervisor

At leist«one of the above

4

21 2 (2 41 25:9 'S 7)

3'.3 (2.)) 33 2 15.7, 3. 2

6.5 1 6, 4.0 (2 4,- 2.

15.6 .(2.5, 21.7. (4 7; L5

1.? (6.15) 2 [2..0 . 1 7

59 5 (2.91 6..0 ti

F-1-2at'egory 3: Anckllary Personnel .

t School psychologist or psychometrks(1) 14.0 ;1.9a 6 4 I. 13

Counselor(s)
1

Social worter(a)

Nurse,

At least one of the abOve

10.2 (1.5) ,S... 4, 1)

1.4. -(0,9)

3'(i a)

24 5 12.o, .3 )0

.

2 4.1 I:. : 5 .

7, I. 4 .3 5).

,L 0 3 n 3! :

)2
511 3;1

.3.5, ;IC 3 .5 !

: 135 : 16 $,

o.,

Category 4: Parents

Parent(s), guardian(s),4er eurrogate(s1 601 .4;0, n. o .2 3

Category 5: Student

Student Z 9 (0 7) . 29

Cateeo : Could )(at Classify and Otner .2.

,
19.2 (2.0)4'19.5 (3;1)

, ii0 (1.4) 11:,3 t 3)',

28 1 (2.1) 27'..; 15:2)

Could not classify-
b/

Other

At-least one of abovb

19 2 '1.9) 11

II 0. '.1'.4) I"

r::17 26

.
Category 7: landated Personnel

IEPs with at :east olio person from
each of categortes 1. 2. and'

-
0

3o 242 41 N5 0

Category 8:. Categorres I and 2.

IEPs with at least one person
from.each of categertep 1 and 2.

. ,a/

b/

.
.

'Cell' has esttmetel sample size of less titan 25
.

total nuisbeir of stt.dents with I.L.:?s14,..ited tor loor02.)4nse.
J

or pd117.10 or rne.pAt,ctpant. ;:orr%In.-1 not
,

Used Oa the estimated

1EPs.that lid not note the tktie
be classified."

Eas
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Table E:3
.4 .

r 4

. .

CATEGORIES OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL WHO PARTICIPATED al THE
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY FEy PROCESS,.BY STUDENT .AGE

(In percents, with standard errors noted insarentheses)
, .

Classification of
Participants

Percent-
a/

of IEPs Wits Persons Indicated as
Being a Participant by Student Age

6-12 13-18 166-21

Total

3-21

-.

Category 1: Teachers and Therapists 59.9 (12.3), 70.7 (8.0) 61.9 (,9.6.)

Category 2: Administrative 41.5 (16.5) 41.0 (8.6) 28.3 (7.1).
Representative

. .

Category 3: Ancillary Personnel 64.9 (3.0)* 12.1 (4.0)*, 12,9 (4.4)* 20.8 (5.7) 14.0 (2.6).
l c

.Category 4:. Paienth 71.0 (17.5) 58_0 (6.8) 40.3 (7.8) 44.4 (8.5) 50.4 (5.2). .

14.
Category 5: Student'. 0.0 (0.0)* 4.7 (3.7)* 4.6 (2.4)* 9.4 (3.6)* 5.5-41.1),

Category 6: Could Not Classify12/ 37.3 (18.1) 19.2 (5.5) 25.0 (6,1) 35.2 (8.2) .26.5 (4.0Y :.
and Other 1 ..C.".

.
. .'.1

?.
Category 7: Handaidd Personnel 29.8 (12.6)* 29.0 (6.3) .. 13.5 (3.:9)* 15.96(6.21 21.2 (4.4) _

. 1EPs with at least one per on from I

each of categories 1, 2, and 4

Category 8; Categories 1 and 2 30.4 (12.7),* 38.4 (8.6) 25.5 (6.7) 23:1 (5.6) 30.1 (6.1)
IEPs withat least one person from
each of categories 1 'and 2

* .

Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.
l .,.

a/
. , #Based on theestimated total number of students with IEPs, adjusted or nonresponse.

b/ J
IEPs that did not note.the title or position of the participant or signer could not be classified.

51.7 (6:7)

34.5 (6.7)

62:3 (5,8)

35..7 (6.5)

or 1
'

.

.

11.10 ;
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Table E.4 .

CATEGORIES OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE STATE/SPECIAL
FACILITY IEP PROCESS, BY SEVERITY OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION OF STUDENTS

(In percents, with standard errors noted inparentheses)

. --,
. -

Classification of
.

Participants

a
Percent-

/
of IEPs With Persons Indicated as Being

Participants by Severity of Student Handicap

Mild Moderate Severe Total
..., .

Category 1: Teachers and Therapists

Category 2: Administrative
Representative

Categ6ry 3: Ancillary Personnel

Category 4: Parents .

Category 5:1 Student ,

Category 6: Could Ntot Classify-
b/

. and Other
. .

Category J: Mandated Personnel '

',1EPs with at least one person from
each of categories 1, 2, and 4

Category 8: Categories 1 glig 2
IEPs with at least one perion from
each 6f categories 1 and 2' .

59.5 (15.0)

(17.0)*

4

(4.0)*

(11.0)

.(0.4)*

'0.6)*

(10)*

(16.7)*

70.8

46.7

14.1

54.1

5.3
,

22.1

A

28.9

41.8

(9.8) 56.6 (7.2)

(11.0) 28.7 (5.6)

(5.0)* 16,9(3.2),

(8.6) 46.2 0.8)

(3.8)* ,7.4 12.8)*

(4.9) . 30.5 (4.5)

(7.7) 15:2 (3.9)

$

(11.4) 21.5 (4.3)

".),. '.

._
.

'

0
,

,

62.-3' (5-8)

35.7.('6.5)

140 (2,6)

-50 :4 (5.2),
:

..,

5.5 (1.9)

t--20 (4.0)

.

21.2 14,4)

'

30.114.1)
:,

-.

.

.-

.

.

-

97.6
'

6.6'

48.2

0.4

11.2

23.9

1

33.7

o .
,

Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.
, .

vt.

Based on the estimated total number orseudents with.IEPs, adjusted Lot nonresponse.
b/

® 'IEPs that did not note the titleor position

1"
e.

e'

of the p'articipant-or signer could 'n14-be,klassified.
*, .

..*; .
wo

.0.,, i9,

. S

riu

1
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Tabld E.5

. ;

;

TEACHER REPORT OF PARENT ANIPSTUDENT PARTICIPATION IN THE IEP PROCESS,
BY STATE /SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Questions About ParticipaiionIn
IEP

t
Development and Approval

Teacher Affirmative Responses!
/

' 1,
State

Facility.

Bas is Survey

Regular Special Total
.

Did a parent or guardian approve the IEP

by signing it?
12/

Did a-parent or guardian verbally (in person
or by telephone) approve'the IEP?

Did a parent or guardian refuse to approve
the.IEP on the basi's of his/he r considering
it inappropriate?

Did a parent or ,guardian discuss the corn-

pleted LEP with a teacher, counselor, or
other school representative?

Did a parent or ,guardian meet Nith the IEP
,committee to discuss the developed IEP?

Did a parent or guardian participate in
the development of the IEP; ,that js, did
he/she meet with the IEP committee during
the development, process and provide inputs,
to the IEP?

Has the student discussed his/her IEP with
a teacher, counselor, or othee---school
representative?

Did the student
IEP,

the develop-,
ment of the IEP, that is, did he/she melt
with the IEP committee during the develop-
ment process and provide inputs to the TEM

'

76.2

77.1

0.2

.

75.4

55.1

.

49.4

35.9

.

9.9

(2.3)

(1.7)

-

(0.2)*.

(1.8)

(2.2)

(2.2)

(2.1)

'

(1.0)

76.1

76.8

0.0

79.2

56.3

.

47.5

24.3

9.3

(4.0)

(3.6)

(0.0)*

(3.)

(4.6)
.

.

(4.1)

(4.8)
.

(2.7)

76.2 (2.3)

77.0 (1.6)

0.2 (0.2 )*

.

75.6 (1.8)

55.2 (2.1)

.

49.3(2.1 )

35.4 (2.0)

-

9.9 (1.0)

68.8 (5.9)

79.6 (4.0)1
i

0:0 (0.0)*

82.6 (2.6)

65.6 (4.7)

..

59.9 (6.2)'
.

..21.3 (5.6)

.

-

10.9(3.6).

1

,

.

Cell has estimated sample size of less than.25.
a/

Based on the estimator) total number of students with IEPs, adjusted for nonresponse.

.1231-/ b/ The percents in this row will not agree litth figures shown in Table E.1 because these are tiro

different data sources. '
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Table E.6
0

S

TEACHER RESPONSES CONCERNING THE NATURE OF PARENT, GUARDIAN, AND STUDENT
PARTICIPATION IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEP DEVELOPMENT,. BY STUDENT AGE

(In percents; with standard errors noted in parentheses)
. .

Questions About Participation'In
IEP Development and Approval

Teacher Affirmative Responses!
. Total

3-21
.

._
3-5 6-,12.

-

13-15 16-21 .

.

. .

Did a parent or guardian approve the IEP
.

by signing
0
itAl / .:

Dicra parent or guardian verballylin person
or by telephone) approve thelEP?

Dicla parent or guardian,refuse to approye
CA IEP on the-basis of hia/her tonsiderint
it inappropriate? " -

.

Did a parent or guardian discuss the com- -
.

.

plated IEP with a teacher, counselor, or
other school representative? .

Did a parent o,r.guardian meet with the IEP.
committee to discuss the developed IEP?

4 4
Did a parent or guardian participate in

the development of the 4EP; that is, did
fie/she meet with the IEP committee during
the development process and provide inputs
to the'/EP?

. -

Has the student discussed his/her IEP with
a teachee,coanselor, or other ischool
representative? .

Did the student participate in the develop-
merit of thq40EP, that is, did heAhe meet
with the IEP' committee chir,ing.Che develop-

, mepprocess and proi/ide inputsto the IEP?
.

.

92.7 (4.0).

. r
98.4 (1.2)

.

. .

0.0,(0.0)*

95.5 (3.2)

90.2 (5.0)

a

90.0 (5.0)

0.0 (0.0)*
-

b.0 (0.0)*

69.9 (6.9)

.4.
"82:3 (4.2)

,-

c

0.0 (0.0)*

88,9 0.2)

67.8 (5.1)

-

57.5q6:9)
.

.

.
'

11.5 (4.6)*

2.2' (0.9)*

.

69.8 (7.1)
P

, .

78.3 (5.8)

.

0

0.0 (0.0)*

,_

78.5 (4.9).

.'

61..6'(5,3)

, .

62.5 (6.3)

.

28.7 (9.2)

12.1 (5..6)*

, -

58.9

71.3

Q.0

74.1

.

59,4

51.0

,

33.8

25.7

<

(11.0)

,

(5.8)

.

(0.0 )*

v.

(5.7)

(8.5)

.

(10.1)

(8,9)
.

(7.7)

6'8.8

.

79.6

.

0.0

62.6

65.6

59.9
I

21.3

,

10.9

(5:9),

(4.0)

..

(0.0)*

(2.6)

.

(4.7)

(4.2)

.

(5.0

(3.6)
,

..,_
. 71

Idl ._

-4r-te11 has estimated sample size of less than 25:"
. 7

Based on the..estimated total *lumber Of students with IEPs, adjusted for nonresponse.
,

b/ '1
.

The. percents lin this row will not agree with figures shown in Table Bel because these
sourees. -

are
.

two different data
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'Table E.7

TEACHER REPORT 6F PARENT AND STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN THE STATE /SPECIAL
FACILITY IEP PROCESS; thr'SEVERITY OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION

(In'percents; with standard errors noted in parentheses)
r

e

. .

.

-

.Questions About Participation In
IEP Development and. Approval

.

a
Affirmative Respoffses.by the Teacher-

/
-

.

-

TotalMild Moderate
-.

Severe

Did a parent drgliardian approve the IEP
6/ ,by 'signing it?- 4

'Sid a parent or guardian verbally (in.;'person

orby telephone)' approve the IEP?

..Did'A parent or guardian ieeuse to"apprve '

IhisAIEP on the'bnis of:his/her considering
. inappropriate?

. ,

pid a parent or guardian discuss the com-
pleted PEP

t
with a teacher, counselor, or

.other school representative?
.

.. .

Did a parent or guardthn meet with the IEP
committee tot discuss the deireloped IEP?

.
Did e-parent or guardian participate in

sohe development,of thelEP; that is, did
,he/she meet with the IEP committee during
4the development process and' provide inputs
to' the IEP? 1 .

.

4
Has the student discussed his/her IEP with

a teacher,,coureselor, or other school .

representative ?` =

Did the stadent,participat2e ili the develop-
meat ofthe IEP, that ii, did he/she meet
with the 'EP committee during_the develop-
ment process and pr6vide inputs to the IEP?

.-

,

.

.

.

.

4

59.1

12.2

0.0
.

.

87.3

t

..

67.4

57.9

.

,

.

t
21,6

0.6

.

(12M

(10.1)

(0.0)*

.

(7.3)

.

(7.7)

4

.0.3Y

(7.7)*

.

(Q.5)*

.

72.4

85.9

0.0
--"A

. 87.3

72.2

64.8

.

15.9

.

6.84.

(6.0)

(4.2)

(0.4k

(3.5)

.

(5.4)'

(7.6)
- .

(6.7)*

.

,

(35)*.

67.4 (7.8)

.

72..9 (4.7)

. 6.0 (0.0)*

.

76.6 (3.5)

.

58.0 (6.8)

54.3 03.0-

.
.

23.7(7.8)

18.1 (5.9)
,

6l1.8

79.6

0.0

82.6

.

65:6

21.3

10.9

.0,

(5..9)

.

.

.
.

(4:0)

(0.0)*

. .

(2.6) .

.

(4.7,)

.

(6.2)

(5.6)

(3.6)

0

*
Cell' has estimated sample size of less than 25.

Based on the estimated total number of students with
b/

The percents
soisfc,et.

adjusted for noaresponse

in this row will not agree with figures'shain in Table E.1 because these are two different data
.

21-)q
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Table, r.t.

MEAN NUMBER
a/

OF'SCHOOL PERSONNEL Wii0 PARTICIPATED IN THE IEP PROCESS, ay
CATEGORY FOR THE STATE/SPECIAL Fitt CITY AND BASIC SURVEY OPULITIONS

perCents; with standard errorsIngted in parentheses); .-41P
.6.

E,

ga

. .

.

.

Classification of Participants

--
. Basic Survey

.
,

'.,...,
,

State
FacilityRegular Special

.
Total

Category 1: Teachers and Therapists.
.

Category 2: Administrative Representatives

Category 3: Ancillary Personnel .

b/
Category 4: Parents -

Category 5: Student -/

Category 6: Could'Not Classify/ and Other

Category 7: Mandated Personnel IEPs'
with at least one person from each
of categories,,esl, 2, and 4

Category 8: Categoriesl. and 2 IEPs .

with at least one person from each
of categories 1 and 2-

,

Total:
4,

Categories lb

1.38 (0.06)_

0.90 (0.05)

0.38 (0.04)

0.58 (0.07)

'

3.00 .(0.08)

2.29 (0.07)

3.99 (0.09)

,

1.45 (0.10'

1.03 (OA.

0:23 (0.07)

,

'0.56 (0..13)

.

3.24 0.16)

2.48 (0.15)

4.08 (0.19)

1.39 .(0. 6)

.91 (0.0 )-.

0.37 (o.&4)

4 .

'. .

...I 1 -

0.58 0.06i

-3.01 (0.08)

4

,2.30 (0.07).

3.99 (0:09)

1.48 (0.10)

1.710(0.17).

0.28 (0.06)

a
.

-----.
,

0.,

.

06(0.15)
.

2.98 (0..23)

- .

'4,...

2.22 (0.23)

4.10 (0.31)

.

.. 1

b/

c/

eased on IEPs with at least one .participant, 72.6 percent of all IEPs,

Not applicable for means.
s-40'

IEPs that did not note the tale or position of the participant or signer dould not be classified.

lt
de

2fjj
ti

4

O

296

4,



2 I

Y

o

^

.

TabliE.9
.

iliAN*MBER OF'SCHOOL PERSONNEL WHO ORTICIPATEDIN THE IEP. PROCESS, BY AGE
: AND -CATEGORY. FOWTHE STATE/SPECIAL TACIL1TY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

(In 'percents, .witt standard errors noted. in paeentheses)

, .

t %I e
g

.

. -
..

.,
. ..

.t
Clattificatron.of Participants 4,1

,

- t
A

a/Percent of IEPs with Persons Indicated
' as.Being.a Participant by Student Age

`

Total
3-21, 3-5 6-12 13-15 - 16-21

(
Category 1: Teachers and Therapists

2
. .

tategory 2: *Administrative".
Represeni4iltes

,'

Category 3:1 Ancillary Personnel,

Category 4 Parents2/ ':" ")
.,,

b/
Categoiiy.5*: Student . ; '

.

Category 3 .Could Not ClIss44E/ ,

and Other

/
.

.C.Orgory 7: Mandated Personnerla
with at least one person from each
of categories 1, 2, and 4

.

Category 8: Categories 1 and2'1EPs
with at least one person froth each
of categories 1 and 2 .° 0

.. -
. .

Total: "Categories 1-6

'.

:

1:22 (0.14) 1:70 (0.17) 1.31 (0.12) 1037 (0.16)

1
.

..,. . -
0.5740.16) 0:81 (0.21) .67 (0.19) 0.79 (0.25)

.

0.10 (0.07)--0.28 (0.09) 0.22 (0.07) "0.44 (0.12)

-...

.

: I.:'

.

..

,

.

0.82 (0.32) 0.46 (0.0) 0.81 0.20) 1.15 (0.28)
e

2.68 (0.26) 3.35 (0.32) 2.66 (0.25). 2.85 (0.31)

.

1.79 (0.2b) 2.2'(0.33) 1%98 (0.21) 2.16 (0.28)

3:61.0.29) 4.15.(0.43), 3.g0 (0.411 4.58 (0.43)

1,48 (0.10)

0.7$ (0.17)

0.28 (0.06

'

.

0:76 00.15)

2.98 (0.23)

,

'2.22 (0.23)

4.10 (0.33)

_.....0,_

a/
. Based on.IEPs with at least one parttcipAnt,72.6 percent of 41 IEPs.

Not applrcabje for means. / .

c/
IEPs that did not note the title or positIon,of'the participant or

2u
ol

signer could not be clattified.'

20o
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0. TableF.1
66,'6, 6

.

." PROPRRTION,OFSitgE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs THAT CONTAIN A STATEM6T OF:
":Cm (1) PEESENT LEVEL OF FUNCTIONING, (2) NEED, AND

fUNCTIONING, BY ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS
'(<In ierCentsiwith standard errors noted in parentheses)

I

0.

.. ,.
.. ,

4hcademic br
'FunctMtal Area

.

..

Percent of IEPs with Statement o!:-
a/

. .

Present Level
Of Functioning Need

Nordral'

Functioning
. .

1.

2

3.

4

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

ld.

11.

12.

13

Reading or oral or
written English

Mathematics

.b/
Other academic -

Social adaptation"

Self-help skills

'Emotional
.

Physical education

Motor skills

Speech

Visual acuity
. -

Hearing
v.

.

Vocational/
6

prevocational

0ther!/
6

.

.

57.1 (6.5)

41.7(7.8)

. 61.6 (4.8)

50.2 (5.7)

31.0 (5.1)

: 5%8 (3.0)'

..

9.4 (2.8)

. 38.4B.X4.5)

31.0 (5,7)

411-..L'
v.6 (2.3)

... . .

18:6 (4.2)
..!

114 (4.9)
ti
.:...

..' s

1.5,(0.6)*

.

.

51.4 (6i2)

35.9'(6.9)

51.9 (5.9)

38.6 (5.4)

25.4 (5.5)

5.4 (3.0)

5.5 (1.7)

28.7 (5.2)

28.8 (5.7

6.5 (2.0)

14.3 (4.1)

8.0 0.3)

13.7 (2.2)

.,

31.2 (5.4)

22.6.(6.1)

30.0 (5.4)

33.6 (6.0)

20.1 (3.3)

0.5 (0.3)*

6.8 (2.1)

23.7 (3.4)

15.4 (3.0) .

4.3 (1.2)*

6.7 (1.8)

8.8 '(4.3)-

9.0 (2.6)

Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.
a/
- Percents nripbeied on the estimated population of students with IEPs.
b/

Includes the combined academic areas of science, social science, general
academic, and other academic.

'f.c/
Includes such functional areas as general physical health and kinesthetic or

perceptual skills.

I
r I .

0

tt
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Table F.... 4..,.i. .
A/

PROPORTION!' OF lEPs ThAT CONTAIN A STATtMENT'OrePiOENT LEVEL OF -FUNCTIONING, BY ACADEMIC.
OR gUNCTIONAL AREAS IN STATE/SPEC1AL FAOLITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

(Iiipercents, with standard errOs'tioted .in parentheses)
. .:P.4

-0

.

Academic or
Functions). Area

. . -- Etai 'Survey
State

FacilityRegular'
-.

"4.. Special Total

..t. Reading or oral or
writtJn English

2. /Mathematics .

.

/. Other academic12/

4. Social adaptation

5. Self -help Skills.'

6. Emotional .

7. Physical education
.

8. Motor skills

9. Spbech ,

10. Visual acuity

11. Hearing

t2.
".

Vocational/ /

prevocational

,,, 13. Other-
c/

,

.

65.1

52.9

39.0

32.2

9.0

1.8

2.9

22.5

33.8

19.2

19.2

5.6

8.6

(2.4)

(2.2)

(2..3)

(2.5)

(1.5)

(0.5)

(0.8)

(2.4)

,

(2.0)

(2.2)

Z1.6)

(0.9)

(1.6)

. .

",-s -''

.

%.

'

I

.

$

68.2

60.0

49..7

50.4

27.6

3.2

14.0

36.6

24.8

14.7

0.8

18.4

16.9

(5.3)

.

(5.7)I
(4.6):

(4.8) .

(5.0)

(1.1)*

(4.4)

(5.2)

(3.8)'

(3.0)

(3.6)

(4.2)

(4.0)

4

-.

:

65.2 (2.3)

53.1 (2.1)

39.5 (2.)

33.0 (2:4

9.8 (1.4)

1.9 (0.5)

3.a (0.8)-

23.2 (2%3)

33.4 (2.0)

19.0 (2.2)

19.1 (1.6)

,6.2 (0.9)

.

9.0 (1.6)

57.1

41.7

61.6

50.2

31.0

5.8

9.4

38.8

31.0

9.6

18..6

11.0

1.5

(6.5)

.

(7.8)

.

(4.8)

(5.7)!,

(5.1)

.

(3.0)

(2.8)

(4.5)

(5.7)

(2.3)

(4.2).

(4.9)

(0.6)*

Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.
2.1.1.a/ .

Percents are based on column' estimated population totals, adjusted.for nonresponse.
1, / ...

1 _.Includes the combined academic areas of science, social science, general academic, and other academic.

inClUdei such functional areas as general physical health and kinestheticor perceptual skills.
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Table F.3

PROPORTION!/ OF.IEPs THAT CONTAIN A STATEMENT OF NEED BY ACADEMIC OR
FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN STATE /SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

(ln percents, with standard errors noted.in parentheses)

Academic'or.
Functional Area Regular

1. Reading or oral or
written English

2. Mathematics

3. Other academie-
b/

4. Social adaptation

5. Self -help skills

6. 'Emotional

7. Physical educatiAgn

8.

9. Speech.

h

10.' Visual acuity -'

11. Hearing

12. Vocational/
prevocational

13.. Other-C4

61.0 (2.3)

47.3 12.1)

30.7-(2.0)

19.5 (1.5)

,3.7 (0.7)

1.1 (0.2)*

1,1' (0%5)*

4114.5 (1.3)

29.8 (1.4)

11.6 (1.4)

12.3 (1.0)

3.3 (0.6)

4.5 (0.7),

t,

S

Basic survey
State

' FacilitySpecial Total

64.5 (5.3)

54.8 ('5.7)

39.8 (44:) 1

41.6i(4.0)

4

61.2 (2.2) .

47.7 (2.1)

*314 (1.9)

20.5 (1,5)

51.4

35.9

51.9

38.6

(6.2)

(6.9)

(5.9)

(5.4)

21.2 (4.3) 4.5 (0.7) 25.4 (55)

.

2.3 (0.9)* t0.2) 5.4 (3.0)

8.7 (2.7) 1.5 (0.5) 5.5 (1.7).

28.5 ("4.5) 15.1. (1.3) ;8:7 (5.2)-

20.7 (3.1) 29.4 (1.8) 28.8 15,7)

8.6 (1.7) 11,4 (1.3) 6.5 (2.0)

9.6 (2.5) 12.2 (1.0) 14.3 (4.1)

12.5 (3.0) 3.7 (0:'6) 8.0 (3,a)

11.3 (2.9) 4.8'(0.7) 13.7 (2.2)

Cell has estimated. sample size of less than 25.

Perc'entsare..based on column estimated population totals, adjusted/for nonresponse.

Includes Vie combined academiC areas of science,ssocial science, general academic, and other academic.
c/

tncludes'such functional areas as general physical health and kinesthetic or perceptual skills.

2l 2 1



Table F.4

PROPORTION- OF IEPs THAT CONTAIN A STATEMEa OF NORMAL FUNCTIONING, BY ACADEMIC OR
FUNCTIONAL ARgAS IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

(In percents, with.standard errors noted in parentheses)

. %

Academic or
Functional Area ,

Basic Survey

.

State
FacilityRegular,

-

Special Total

1. .Reading or oral or
written English .

24.9 (1.8) 31.6 (4.0) ji5.2 (1.8) X1.2 (5.4).

N
2. Mathematics . 17.5 .(l.5) 25.8 (2,.1) 17.9 (1.5) 22.6 (6.1.) .

3. Other academic-11/

4. Social adaptation

t
19.6 (1.6)

21 4 (2.2)

.
29.5

30.4

(3.9)

(4.8)

20.1 (1:6)

,

. 21.8 (2.1)

30.0 (5:4)

33.6 (6.0)

' 5.- Self-help skills 6.6.(.2) 18.3 (3.8) .7.1 (1.1) 20.1 (3.3)

6. Emotional 0.9 (0.5)* 1.0 (0.5)* 0.9 (0.5)* 0.5 (0.3)*
_

7. Physical education 2.0 (0.5) 8.7 (3.3) 2.3 (0.5) 68 (2.1 .

8. Motor skills '' 13.1 (1.8) 22.5 (4.0) 13.6 (1.B) 23.7 (3.4)

9. Speech 9.9 (1.2) 9.0 (2.0) .;. 9.8(1.1) 15.4 (3.0)

10. Visual acuity '10.3 (1.6) 9.1 (2.7) 10.3 (1.6) 4.3 (1.2)*

11. Hearing 9.5 (1.4) 8.5 (2.4) . 9.5 (1'4) 6.7 (1.8)

12. Vocational/ 3.6 (0.7) 13.3 (3.6) 4.1 (017) 8.8 (4.3)
prevocational

C.'

i .

13. Other-
c/

4.9 (1.3) 11.1 (3.5) 5.2(1.3) 9.0 (2.6)

t-

Cell.has estimated sample size of less than 25.

I

a/
Percents are based on column tstimatedpopulatiou totals, adjusted filie nonresponse. 0 1

b/ A. k)

2.; `c,' Includes the Combined academic areas of science, social science, general academic, and other academic.

41 Includes such functional areas as'geberal physical health and kinesthetic or perceptual skills.

a
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Table F.5 1/4

PROPORTION OF STATE/SPECIAL 'FACILITY EPs THAT.CONTAIN ASSESSMENT
'''VEIATED.INFORMATIONE BYSPECIFIp ivADEmrc OR FUNCTIONAL.AREAS

(In*percen4, with standard errors noted in parentheses),

. .

- - r

Aeademie or
' Fun,tional Area

. Present Lever.of

Functioning Specified-
a/

4 Contains Supporting,
a/

Assessment Data-

.

..

, - ,

A. Reading or o'rzl or
' written English

2; Mathematics .

Z. Other academic-
b/

4. Sogial adaptation ,

5. Self-help Skills

6. Emotiorial
$

7. .physical education

8. Moton'skills

9. .Spefch

r
10. 1,11sua

#
X acuity

11. Hearing

12. General physical
. health -

.

13. Vocational./
,

prevdcatUnal

T4. OtiterS/

.

..:

, .

,

.

.

..

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

57.1 (6.5)
,..

41.7 (7.8)

61"E (4.8)

50.2 (5,.7)

114, (5.1)

5.8 (3.0)

9.442.8)

38.8 (4.5)

31.0 (5.7)

9.6 (2.3)

18.6 (4.2)

11.1 (2%6)
.

11.0 (4.9)

,

1.5 (0.6)*

,

.

.

.7,

.

19.5 (4.2)
P

.
,.

15.8 (4.0).

l0.4(4.0)

4.9 (2.8)*

3.3 (1.8)*

0.1 (0.1)*

0.8 (0.4)*

2.5 (0.9)*

6.2 (2.7)

.

0.6 (0.4)*

1.7'(1.6)

0.3 (0.2)*

2.5 (1.4)$

0.4 (0.2)*
.

t .
s .

.

Cell hai'estimated sample size of less than 25.
. IIL ''a/

- Percents are based on estimated population of tudents with Ias, adjusped'
*

.

for nonresponse.
b/ .

4. 4;

Includes the combined academic areas ofsciplice, zociil science, general
academic, and other acade5ic.

Si Includes sirchafundtio'nal areas 4s general physical health and kinesthetic or
peiceptual skills.,

44
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' Table F.6

DISTRIBUTION1/ OF IEPs WHICH CONTAIN AT LEAST (11E ANNUAL GOAL STATEMENT PER
FUNCTIONAL AREA BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses).

- .

Academic or
Functional Area

Radix Survey
State
FacilityRegular Special Total

,

1. Reading or oral or
written English

2. Mathematics

3. Other academic-
b/

44. ..Social adaptation

Self-lp Akins5, he
. . -..

6. Emotional

7. Physical education

8. Motor skills

9. Speech

10. Visual acuity
. .

.

tl. Hearing _

12.- Vbcational/
pre4ocationai

.,. 4

13. Ottieli

4

.

e

.

59.5

42.3

31.7

20.2

3.3

0.4,

3.1

10.9

28.2

7.0

7.7

7.1

2.4

(2.2)

(2.0)

(1.8) .

(1.3)

0.5)

(0.2)*

(0.9).

(1.2)

(1.9)

(0.9)

(1.0)

(0.9)

(0.5),

,

'1

e'''

69.J (4.3),

058.4 (4,6)

44.0 (4.4)":

45.4 (4.5)

26.4 (4.4)

0.4 (0.3)*

17.9 (4.7)

31.7 (5.0)

19.8 (3.3)

4.4 (1.3)*

2.3 (0.8)*

25.94.5)

13.9 (3.6)

..

64.0 (2.0'
, ___,

43.0 (1.9)

32.3 (1.8)

21.3 (1.4)

4.4 (0.6)

0.4 (0.1)*

3,7 (0.9)

11.8 (Vi)

27:9 (1.8)

6::8 (0.8)

7.4'(0.9)

7.9 (1.0)

2.9' (0.5)

4

.

64.7

52.8

57.1

48.7

35.5

4.0

15.9
.

43,7

.30.0

8.1

9.2

20.4

17.8

(5.6)

(6.6)

(5.9)

(6.1) .

(7:8)

(1.9)*

(3.5)

(5.7)

(5.4)

(2.5).

.

(3.4)

(3.9)

(3.6)

* -
Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25. , ...) `2.1 ci

21 1/ Percents are Basedon column estimated population' totals, adjusted for nonresponse.
,

- b/
Includes the combined a cademic areas of science, social science, general academic, and other academic.

c/
Includes such functional areas:as general physical health and kinesthetic or perceptual skills.

.

4

4
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a. e .

. le a/
DISTRIBUXION7. OF IEPs WHICH CONTAIN AT LEAST ON SHORT-TERM OBJ,CTIV4, BYACADEMIC

OR FUNCTIONAL AREAIN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
* (In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

.

tro ,.
Academic or -

Functional Area '

Basic Survey
State

FacilityRegular Spec411 Total

I. Reading or oral'or 64.4
written Enilisli,

2. Mathematics .' 44..8
. ,

3., ''Other academic7
b/

30.0,
',.

4. Social,adaptaxion 17.3

5. Self-help skills _...--...-"-, .3,7

1

'6. Emotional . 0.3
,

-:

7. ,Physical education 2..

8. Motor akilIs . 1.2.0

9

9. Speech 28.6

10: Visual acuity '6.4
.

11. Hearing 8.4

12. 'Vocptional/ c.. 6.9
Ito prevotitional "'s .

.

- 4 ..

C/
13

'

Other-
.

2;3

(2:6)

(1:9)

(1:8)

(1.1)

(0.7)

(0.1.)* .

(015)

(1.1),

(2.0)

(0.9)
i

(1.1)

(0.9)

(0.4)

66:5

60.4

45.4

37-.0

26.8

0.4

19.0

33.3

20.6

5:4

'4.4

25.4

14.9

(5.0)

(5.5)

(4.7)

(5.0)

(4.4)

(0.2)*

(5.0)

(4.8)

(3.6)

(1.2)

(1.2)*

(4.5)

(3,9)

62.5 (1.9),

45. (1.8)

'30.7"(i-8)

18.2 (1.1)

4.7 (0.7)

0.3 (0.1)*

3.5 -(0.1)

13.0 (1.0)

- i8.2 (1.9)

6.3 (0.8)

8.2 (1.0)

7.8 (0.9)

2.9 (0.4)

.

' .

64.5, (6.1)

55.2. (7.1)

61.8, (6.0)

43.8 (5.3)

45.0-(10.9)

5.2 (1.3)

18.0 (4.2)

41.1 (5.8)

27.3 (5-0)

.5.3 (1.2)

10.1, (2.8)

18.4 (3.8)

18.5 (3.9)

. .

. dell hai .estimated. sample size of less than 25.
.

g PerCents are basea-^On column estimated population totaLs, adjusted for nonresponse.
b/

Includes the combi i' ed ' academic.areas of science, social science, generate academiC, and other academic.

0 includeskch funCtiOnal areas as general physical health and kinesthsitc. or perceptual skills.

24:J *be
2")
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4. jk Table F.8
/

DISTRIBUTION OF STATE/Skein FACILITY IEPs WHICH CONTAIN AT LEAST ONE '
SHORT-TERM oBJECTIVE4 BY ACADEMIC AND FRICTIONAL AREAS AND LEVELS

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheseS)

a.

.

.

Academic or
Functional Area

/
.. Student Agt Leyetse

/
Total

.3-21.3-5
'

6-12 13-15 16-21

1. Reading or oral or
written English

.
.2. Mathematics

3. ,Other academicY

4. Social adaptation

5. Self-help skill's
.

6. Emotional

7. Physical'education

..,

8. motor skills

4.....9 ]- Speech

10. Visual acuity
.

4

' 11. Hearing

12.. Vocational/_.

prevocational

13. Other-
c/

54.3(16.3)'

30.7 (13.5)*

75.4 (9.5)

52.9 (10.8) :

32.2 (7.1)1

'

.2.7 (2.1)*

0.6 (0.7)*

69.4 (16.1)

. 33.3 (13.7)*

3.4 (2.0)*
.

7.1 (4.2)*

0.0 (0.0)*

13.2 (5,9)*

60.7

52.0

58.5

40.8

64.8

5.6

18.1

58.7

34;.4

7.1

11.7

3.9

16.5

(773r'-'1.73.1

(10.1) 61.3

(7.3) 70.8

(5.9) 41.9

(17.1) 31.9

(3.4)* 6.4

.(5.6) 18.2

(7.1) 23.7

(8.0) 18.8

(4.2)*. 11.7

(2.8)* 7.4

(1.5)* ..22.1

.(5.4) 15.4

(7,5)

(9.1)

(7..7).

(8.6)

(8.8)

(3.9)*

(6.2)

(6.2)

(4.4)

(2.8)*
P

(3.0)*

(7.3)

(6.2)*

..

60.7

63.

52.5

47.3

11.7

4.1

23.1

26:3

17.4

7.4

11.9

40.8

26.2

(8.8)

(8.6)

(9.0)

(8.4)

(4.9)*

(2.9)*

(5.7)

(6.2)

(4.7)
..,

(3.0)*

(5.1)*

(7.3) .

(6.7)

64.5 (6.1)

'55.2 (7.1)

61.8 (6.0)

.43.8 (5.3)

45.0 (10.9)

5.2 (1.3)*

18.0 (4.2)

41.1 (5.8) '

27.3 (5.0)

5.3''(1. ));
!
I

'10.1 (2.8 w

18.4 (34).

18.5 (3.9)

F

b

a/
Cell has estimated sample size of.less than, 25.

Percents are based on column estimated population totals, adjusted for n6nresponse.

Includes the combined academic area of science, social science, general academic, aitd other academic.

'Includes such functional areai as general physyaLhealthland kinesthetic or perceptual skills.

1
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Table F.9

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs WITH RELATED SERVICES IN STATE/SPECIAL
FACILITY AND BASICIDOEY POPULATIONS

(In peftents, with standard errors :noted in parentheses)

. Serv' e
Class: ications .

/Percent of IEP5 Having Ser4ixe
Scified far Students in:

State

Facilit

Basic Surve,

Re:ular S.ecial . Total

87.7 (1.8}

9.6' (1.5)
4

2.1*(0.7)

0.6 (0.2)*P

0.1 (0.1)*

0.0 (0.0)*

64.6 (6.6)

17.3 (4.9)

5.7 (1.4)

3.3-- (1.1)*

7.7

1.4 (0.7)*

None

*Siiigle related. service

Two related services

'Three r*latec services

Four related services

Five related services

77.4'(4.4}

11.6 '(2.5)

4`..3 (1.5)1.-
P

5.6 (1.9)

I
1.'2 (0.6)*

0.1 (0.1)*

87.2 (1,7)

9.7 (1.4)

2.2 (0.7)

4.8 (0.2yt

4,2 (1.1)1i

0.0 (0.0*

s
Total . 100.0-

a/ .
100.0

a-/
100.0- 100.0

Cell has estimated sample size of less, than 25.

Detail does nit add to total because of rounding.

ys

2z.A

4

' 0
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e

ity

6.6)

4.9)

0.7)*

Related Services

Table F.10

TYPES OF RELATED SERVICES SPECIFIft,IN IEPs IN STATE /SPECIAL
FACILITY AND BASICaREY POPULATIONS

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Audiology'

Counseling

Medical services

Occupational therapy

Parent counseling and
tooining

Physical therapy

Psychological services

Recrealioh

Social work service

ransportation

Other-
b/

Percent

Specified

of IEPs Having'Service

for Students in:li

State
Facility'

Basic Survey

Regular Special TOtal

(5.5)0.4 (0.2)* 0.8 (0.7)* 0.4 (0.2)* 7.1

2.2 (0.4) 1.4 (0.8)* 2.2 (0.4) 8:8 (5.8)

1.0 (0.4)* 4.3 (2.S)* 4.2 (0.4) 2:3 (1.2)*

7
0.9 (0.6)* 3.9.(1.3)* 1.0 (0.6) 4.2 (1.3)*

0.2 WO* 0.0 (0.0)* 0.2 (0.1)* 0.9 (0.5)*

'0.7 (0.6)* 4.2 (1.5)* 0.9 (0.6)* 4 6.7 (1.9)'.

1.0 (0.4)* 4.7 (2.4) 1.2 (0.4) 8.2 (5.5)

0.0 (0.01* 0.8 .(0.7)* 0.1 (0.0)* 4.4 (2.3)*

0.6 (0.2)* 2.9 (1.5)* 0.7 (0.2)* 1.2 (0.5)*

5.2 (1.2), 11.6 0.5) 5.5 (1.2) 15.8 (4.2)
17'

3,8 (1.0) , 5.2 (1.6) 3.9 (1.0) 17.7. (5.9)

'Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.

a/ Percents are based on column estimated population totals, adp4ted for nonresponse.
Because some student's received more than one related service, percents may total more than 35.4
percent (the percent of students who received related services).
b/ .

Includes such services 4s. tutoring, dental services, and vocational rehabilitation.

**0 k Isse
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k

Academic of
l AreasFunctional

_ _ . . _

1. Reading or oral or
written English

2 Mathematics

Sutial adaptation

4 Sell-help skills?

Phyaotal education5.

4 4

110tor *kills

7 Speeih

8. Visual aiuity

9. Nearing.

)0. Vocational/
prevotatioual

1

.00

Table G.1

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs CONTAINING VARIOUS COMON
AND OBJECTIVES IN SELECTED

(In percents. with standard errors

ATIONS Of NEED STATLNKNIS. GOALS.
FIINCTIONAI. AREAS

noted in parentheses)

_ _

Needs,
.Goals and

__Objrc Lives

- _
Needs

and Goals
y

...
*edo and
Objectives

(hi 1Y

-
_Ye , al

Comm.:doom.
.

Needs

904
-

GoAs and
.016ectovea.

- "oly

- _

Goals
Only

Oli jet t yes

Only 1c4ol.
Sample
Size

403 52.0 (1.1) '1.6 (1.8)1 1.6 (0.9)4 8.5 (2 2) 22.5 (5.21 5.1 (1.8)* 6.1 (2.1) 100 0,

4 .

139 43 8 (7.8)' 4.5 (2.4)4 ti.()* 5.2 (1 11)P 29 9 (5.7) 4 5 (277)* 0.4 (3.3) 100.0
4/

A. .
J75 34.0 (4 8) ,9.6 (3.1) (1 9)1 12.9 (1.4) 26-0 (5.6) .7 9 (2 4) 4. (1.914 100 0

267 43.0 (9.9) 4.44404)* i 4 (1.9)k 9.2 (3.2)* 21.6 (1.9) 9.3 (5.9)* .2.9 (1.7)4 100.0

145 111.4^(6.8) 1.4 (1.4)* I 1 (1.1)4 1.5 (1.21' 40.3 (8.9) 14 .1 (71)* 20.5 (9.1) 100.014

176- 42.4 (7.2) 3.6 (2 1)4 3.2 (1.514 5.8 (1.4)4 21 8 (5.6) ' (4.8) 6.i (2.0). 100 0

266 39.3 (4 5) 13.2 (5.1) 1.3 (1.6).4 IS 5 0.0 18..0 io 1 9 (2.6)* 6.9 (2.6)1 1(0) 011/

131 5 4 (1 3)4 2. 0.5)4 1.9 (1.5)4 33.1
1

(9.1) 15.9 (5.4)* 29.1 11.5) 11:8 (4.9)'P 100 0
hl

0

169 11.9 (5.5)4 5.0 (24)4 2 0 (1.1)1. 42.6 (13.3) 16.6 (1.21 1.1 (3.5)* 14.2 (5.4)1 100.0

136 15 6 (4.2)4 5.6 (4.21` 2.6 (2.1) 8.2 (4.8).4 4R.0 (9.1) 12.1 (4.5)* 7.1%2.61: 100 0

Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.

4/ Percents for each academir/functlotial area ate based on the another of
items in/that area (i.e.. a need, goal, or objective).

4 Detail doe's not add to total because of rounding.

181's with al lo4t one of the three information

4t.
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Table G.2

a/
`DISTRIBUTION- OF IEPs CONTAINING SELECTED COMBINATIONS OF NEED

STATEMENTS, GOALS AND OBSECtIVES IN SELECTED FUNCTTONAL.AREAS
FOR DASXC SURVEY AND STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY POPULATIONS
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses) !

,

.

P

- Acidemic or
Functional.Areai '

Needs, Goals, and
.

. ._. Objectives
.

Needs finly ,

I
.

Basic Survey
State

Facility BSsic Survey
State

Facility
. .

1. Reading or 'oral. or

written English .

'2. Mathematics

3. Social Adaptation
,..

4. Self-help skills

5. Physical education'

6. Motor skills

7. Speech

8. Visual acuity

9. Hearing
, -

10. 'Vocational/

prevocational

.

60.7

48.3

22.0

17.9

8.3

20
51.8

16.5

16.8

14.4

m
r2:75

(2.6)

(2.2)

(3.9)

(2.4)*

(2.8)

(3.7)

(2.6)

(2.7)

(3.2)

52.0 (7.7)

43.8 (7.8)

34.0 (4.8)

43.0 (9.95

18.4 (6.8)

42.4 (7.2)

39.3 (8.5)

5.4 (3.3)*

11.9 (5.5)*

15.6.(4.2)*

7.7

15.4

24.4

28.0

-4.1

28.9

12.4

44,7

37.0

13.,7

(1.0)

(1.5)

(2.3)

(4.0)

(2.5)*

(3.1)

(1.6)

(4.0)

(413)

(2.9)

.

8.5 (2.2)

5.2 (1.8)*

.12.9 (3.4)

9.2 - 0.2)*
I,
P

3.5.1'(1.2)*

5.861.4)*

/
15,5i

f
(3.9)

* .

3.,3 (9.1)

M.6 (13.3)

113

';

1 *2 (4.8)t

*
Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.

a/
Percents for each academic/functional area are based on the number of IEPs

with at least one of the three information items, in that area (i.e. a need,
goal, or objective).
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Additional Informaton Regarding the Iitiformativeness and

, Internal Consistency of StatelSptcial Facilit IEPs

I. INTRODUCTION

While Chapters 3 and'Ll generally present findings regarding disciete

portions of estate /special facility IEPs and discrete factors regarding those r

IEPs, this chapter attempts to ptovide,a global view olthe documents. 'The.

particular -focus here is on overall informativeness and internal consistency;

that is, the extent to which an' IEP (a) communicates ,e6 teachers, parents,.

administrators, and other concerned personnel the pertinent details of the

special education and related_ services to be provided, and (0'presents an

internally consistent program for meeting the handicapped stude1lt's unique

needs. Tlie approach taken was to establish four categories or levels of IEPs,

each of which represents a reasonably distinct level of informatiVeness and

internal consistency.

It is important to note that this study was considered to be an explora-

tory investigation. Considerable difficulty was encountered in making dec4-

sions regarding the relative Importance of various items of information that
so

might be included in IEPs. While this
t:
was. true for information mandated b1y

the Act, it was particularly true for nonmandated information. It isiY4kly

recognized that there could be, Wide 'disagreement with. the criterialadogS4 for

the four IEP levels. Although the approach taken 'represents only one of many
r

e2possible categorization schemes, it does _provide a useful strategy for anallz- 100

ing the strengths and Weaknesses of IEPs. \ A

The methodology used to develop and validate the four levels, the ration

ale for the levels,_and the prdcedUre'for placing an IEP into dne of the rqusr

levels ispresented in-Appendix Gof Volume III. .A description of WillIpmr

levels is presented in Section rI of this appendix. Section III provides data

regarding'the distribution of IEPs across the four levels for the State/Special,

Facility gePulation and compares these 4istributioni with those for the Basic

Survey population. Section IV provides a sumthary of major findings of the,'

exploratory study as they relate to the State/Special Facility,SubstudYPt
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II- DESCRIPTION OF IEP LEVELS

. Level 1 IEP: Incomplete Infatmation Document
, .

The distinguishing feathre 9f a Level 1 IEP was tat, even-when the most
. . . .

genitous assumptions are made,,it did,not include the information required by'

Section 602 of the Education for 'all Handicapped Children Att of 19,75 (P.
,

.11194.-142).1:

More specifically, alLeveI-1, or I9complete Information, IEP did not
--

include one or more of the following:

(1) %Some statement.--that indicates at least the general nature .of an

educational heed.

%(1) .An annual goal (oea.statement that could be interpreted as,rem-

benting.an an nu al goal).
%

(3) A short-term Objective (or a statement that'could be interpreted as .

representing a short-term objective).

(4) Some indication of (a) the beginning date of service; (b) the aniiI

cipated duration of service; or, (c) in lieu of either "a" or "b,"

thl,extent to which the-student woUld participate in the regular

education program. (Any date, even Clie date the IEP,was prepared,

ate of committee meeting, or 1 date with no indication of its,

intent, satisfied the requirements or part "a." An end-Of-service

date, a proposed IEP teview date, ot'- simply a notation on the form

that the,goals are "annual" goals satisfied the requirements of part

lb." 4A .statement that the IEP was, for:examplqe Or, the 077-78

School year satisfied the.requirementi of both "a" and "b.l Either

the pkoportion of time or
r
aliount of time thaf-th6 student 'was ex-

. . ,

Rected to 'spend in the regular educaW.on program [or in the spec ial

educa4oh,settiagi met the requirements of part. "c.")

,

a ilk

* ,

.
.

The Act states that a haNdicapped Child's IEP shall include "(Ala state-
4 ment of the present leve/sof educatjAdal performance ,of such chilli,. (B)'a

statement of annual gdals, including short-term instructional objectives, (C)
a statement of the specific eficational services to be provided to such child,
and the extent to whichsuch and wilt be able to participate in regular
'educational. programs, (D) the prOected date for initiation and anticipated-

. duration of ,Such services,-and (E) aptiropriate objective criteria and evalua;
tion procedures abd schedules for determiang, on at eastan annual baiis,
whether instructional objectives are bets achieved."

.

,
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B. Level 2 IEP: Minimally Informative Document ,

.

The distinguishing feature of a Leirel 2, or Minimally .Informative, IEP

was that ft did, when generous assumptions-were made, contain most2 of the -

*data mandargrhy Section 602 Of the Act. :However, a Level 2 IEP (1) contained

litt10 if any pertinent data that were,llot.specifically mandated,t(2) only

marginally preiented the-mandated data, and (3) may .or may' not have been

-intermplly consistent. .

,

: v .

C. 'Levet 3 IEP: Informative and Internatly Consistent Doculleht
'.4 a

kr A Leva 3, or Informative and Internally' Consistent, IR.exceeiled a .-

. ..-
.,

Level 2 document in that it (1) requirsilpipwer'assumptions to be made regard-

inclusion' ing the i of the data mandated by Section 602 of lbg Act, (2)contained
.,: . .

a limited amount...of critical but not mandated inforthation, and (3) maintained
..

someidegree of internal consistency.

.More specifically, a Level 3 IEP contained:
1

140 (1) 'A more precise, statement of beginning date and duration of.service."

(2) More than one short-term objective for more thiSn.half
.

ofthe academic/
r .

ir .. ' q , _
fuictional areas for whialhnual goals were included:

(3) 'A space for parental approval of .the tgand a listing of the par-

.

ticipants in the IEP process; or, in lieuof one of these require-
,

ment, a listing of therlirsonnel responsible for providin* the
NVIC

special education services.

(4) At leait one instance of a'short-terril objeciive that related to an
- .

annual goaj that. related to an area of indicated need.

0

.06

Level 4 IEP: Exceptionally Informative and InternalliConsistent"Document

:,

. A Level 4, or Exceptionally Informative and Internally Consistent, IEP

exceeded-a Level 3 tEP in that it (1) ained additional important but not

mandated information, (2) maintained a 1 her leyel of internal consistency;

2 While the Act requires the inclusion of the beginning date of selvice,
the anticipated duration of service, and the 4xtent, to which the student would
participate in the regular education program, ,a Level 2 IEP might fail to
.includer one of these three items of information. Also, the Act requires
criteria, prdcedures, and schedules for eValuating the shoYt-term objectives.

' These Items of information were equfted for a Level 2 IEP only to the extent;
that they were implied in_the short-term objectives.

%,
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(3) contained more complete evaluation'criteria for evaluating the short-term

objectives, and (4) contained a certain minimum number of short-term objectives.
.

Aare specifically, a Level 4 IEP contained;

(1) The student's age and grade level; or, in lieu of one of these, the

rationale for the student's placement.
-

(2) At least one annual goal and one short-term objective for morethan

50 percent of the academic/functibnal areas where a need was

indicated.

(3) hare than one,short-term objejtive for more than .90 percent of the

academic/functional areas for which annual goals were included.
t

(4)* Evaluation criteria for at least 25 percelit of the shoit-term
. .

objectives. 0. :0.

(5) At least two short-term objectives per month of.full-time equiva-

Iency of special education. (See Appendix G of Volume III.)

III. INFORMATIVENESS /INTERNAL CONSISTENCY LEVELS OF

IEPs FOR THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY POPULATION "

The distribution of State/Special Facility IEPs over the lourinformative-

nes$/rhternal consistency levels was as portrayed inFigure G:l. As is.indi-.

catpd, the majority (74 percent) of the IEPs fell into the Level 2 and Level 1

categories; that ir,.they included the mare` critical inforiation mandated by

the Act, but could not be considered exceptionally iniOrmative and internally

consistent documents.s This would appear to reflect a strong tendency to

follow the letter of the law.
. 4

The only informativeness/internal consistency levels for which there were

sigpificant differences in the percents of IEPs.for the State /Special Facility

and Basic Survey populations were Levels 2 and 3. There were mote Level,2-

IEPs for students in.stete/special facilities (52 percent) than in the Basis

Survey popUlation (36 percent). There were'more.Level 3 IEPs for'students in

the .Basic Survey population (35 percent) than ,42r the .State /Special Facility

population '(22 percent). Looking across these two levels% the percents are,

about the same (74 percent in the BasicSurvey population and 72 percent in

the State/Special Facility population).

analysis of Etziktate/Special Facility IEPs failed wreach the next.

er level indicated the fgllowing:

G.6
233,
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Figure G.1. Distribdtiop of State /Special FatilityIEPs Over the Four Levels.'
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(a) .Level 1 IEPs'failed.to meet ,Level 2 criteria primarily in that:

t3 percent did not include present-level-of-functioning

jnformation.

38 percent did not include short-term objectives.

ercent did not'include at least two of the following:

(1). Beginning date of service.

(2) Anticipated duration of service.

0)''Proportion oftime in regular programs.

(b) Level'i.IEPs faiIed.to' meet Level 3 criteria primarily in that:
. ,

271Dercent failed to include at least two short-term objectives
, .

for more than 50 percent oI the academic/functional areas for

which .s annual goal was listed.

- - 58' percent failed- to include at least two of the following:

(l). ersonnel responsible for services.

'42) articipantg in the IEP process.

(3) Space for parental approval.

-- 37 percent fiiled to include at least two of the following:

(1) Beginning date of service.

(2)-Anticipated duration of service.

(3) Tropoition of time in regUlar programs.'

(c) Level 3 IEPs failed to meet Level 4 criteria primarily in that

-- .30 percent faileato include goals and objectives for more than.

50 percent of the academic/functional areas where a need was

indicated.

58 percent failed to include at least two short-term objectives

for more than 90 percent of the academic/functional areas for

which an annual goal was listed. '

41 percent, failed to provide evaluatiom'criteria for evaluating

at least 25 percent of the short -term objectives.

'59 percent failed to includes least two of the following:

(1) Student's age.

(2) Student's iiade level.

(3) Rationale for placement.

-- 27 percent did not include the required number of short-term

Objectives.

0.8. 23.6
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Perhaps the simplest approach to summarizing the major potential areas

for improvement in the State/Special Facility IEPs, based on the analyses

discussed in this appendix, is to note the six f major conditions that prevent

95 percent, of the State/Special Facility IEPs from being considered Aitefrl

tionally informative and internallr-consistent documents. FolloWipg is a

brief discussion of these conditions, which in total were similar to the

conditions causing major concerns in the Basic Survey population.

(a) A major determinant of the types of information entered in IEPs was

the IEP formit. As was portrayed in Figure G.I, 95 percent of the

State/Special Facility IEPs failed- te . include some information

-"----/-considered desirable for an exceptionally informative and internally

consistent IEP (e.g., such information as present level of perfor-

mance, annual goals, short-term objectives, beginning date of service,

anticipated duration of service* percent of time in regular program,
.

-and personnel responsible for ;ervices. As for the Basic Survey,

population, in armajor portion (perhaps 90 percent) of these cases,

based on data from Chapter 4; the State/ Special Facility IEP format

did,not include a heading requesting the information. In summary,

the IEP fokmat is a powerful determinant of provided information.

(b) In 60 percent of the State/Special Facility:IEPs, evaluation criteria
.

were provided for fewer thin 25 percent of the short-term objectives.,

In only 51 percent of the IEPs were evaluatioM criteria included for

at least 50 percent of the objectives. These data indicated th at

the lack of completeness of short -term objectives statements was a

major shortcomiat of IEPs.
)

(c) Forty-eight percent of State/Special Facility IEPs failed to include

annual goals and short-term objectives for morethan 50 percent of

the academic/functional areas where a special education need was .

indicated. While it would be expe cted that some needs would not

necessarily be addressed because of priority needs in other areas,, t . .

provision of special education services in no more than half of the

areas oPindicatui need appeared to represent a deficiency either in

the Ws or in the services actually. provided.

(d) Forty-seven percent of the IEPs did not include at,least two short-

term objectives per month of fuli:!time equivalency Olf. spec01 uca- .

. I 41.

tion. (See Appendix G of Volume III.) While there is no nee or'
$ r

110 .
tv ,

4
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requirement for IEPs to include massive numbers of.short-term objeC-

tives, almost half of the IEPs hadsu0 a s all number of objectives

(in relationship to duratiorof,time covered and proportion of time

that the student will be served) that appropriate "benchmarks" for

meeting the annual goals could not be considered to be included.

(e) Thirty-three percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs did not.

provide evidence of a thorough evaluation of present level of func-

tioning (as evidenced'hy the inclusion of supporting data, e.g.,

test data, for at least three academic /functional areas, or an

indication that an evaluation was made in at least one area where

special educatiog-iras found not to be needed).

(f) Twenty-six percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs did not list

at leasydlO short -term_ objectives for at least 50 percent of the

academic/ functional areas where in annual goal was listed. This

was another indication that a sufficient numbgr of short-term'objec-

tives often was not provided.

IV. SUMMARY

This apendix dealt with the overall informativeness and internal consis -'

tencj of,State/Special Facility IEPs. .Four categories or levels of IEPs were

established to conduct an exploratory investigation of infOrmativeness and

internal consistency.

While only five

sidered exceptionally

the criteria used in

requirements o& the Act. All of the IEPs met at least part of the require-

percent of the State/Special

infOrmative and internally-
. .

these analyses, 79 percent

Facility IEPs could be con-

consistent documents under

generally met most of the

mWnts of the Act.

The only informativeness/interOal consistency levels.for which there were

significant,differences in the peicents of IEPs for the State/Special Facility

and Basic Survey populations were Levels 2 and 3 IEPs. There were more Level 2

TEN for students in state/special facilities than in the Basic Survey popula-

tion, and there were more Level 3 IEPs for students in the BasicSurvey popu-

lation than for the State /Special Facility population. Looking across these
, -

-two levels, the percents were about the same in the State/Special Facility and

Basic Survey populations.

G.10

I

!if



The major potentiA areas for improvementn State/Special Facility IEPs,

based on the analyses discussed. in this chapter, were;.

a) Inclusion of headings in the IEP format under which to enter mandated

information (e.g., beginning date of service, proposed duration of

service)4

b) Inclusion of headings in the IEP format under which to enter no1nman-

. dated but .important information (e.g., age, giade level, rationale

for placement, parentaL approval, personnel responsible for services;

participants in the IEP process).

c) Inclhsion of criteria for evaluatishort-term objectives (either

by writing the objectives in melsurable terms or by including the

evaluation criteria elsewhere in the IEP). .

Provision of annual goals and short-term objectivei for a larger

proportiOn of the areas, where needs are indicated.

e) Inclusion of sufficient number of short-term objectives to provide

appropriate.nbenchmarks" of progress toward meeting the annual

goals.
4

f) Provision of more complete information regarding present level of

fuptioning.

These areas, in total, are very similar to those requiring improvement in

the Basic Survey population.

I
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Appendix H

. Deseription'of Reporting Variables

This appendix defines the reporting variables and groups for the State/

Special Facilities Substudy. All reported numbers refer to sample sizes.

A. Nature and Severity of Student Handicapping Cpndition

The handicapping condition(s) for each'child was specified by the child's

teache4. The teacher could specify one or more of eight types of handicaps

(mentally retarded, learning disabled, emotionally disturbed, speech impaired,

deaf and. hard of hearing, visually handicapped, orthopedically impaired and

other) for each child. Also, the teacher was asked to assign one of three

severity levels (mild, moderate, severe)' to each of the specified conditions.
.

Using these data reported by teachers, RTI asskiked those children for

whom more than one. condition was noted to a "multiple conditions" category.

The highest severity level for any single handicapping condition was assigned

to these children. For example, a "moderate" learning disability combined

with a "severe" visual handicap would be designated as a "severe" multiple

condition; a "moderate" learning disability combined with a "moderate" visual

handicap would be designated4J4a "moderate" multiple condition.

As a result, each of the 550 students in the sample was assigned to one

of the following nine "nature-of-handicapping-condition" categories and one of

the following three "severity -of- handicapping- condition" levels:

1) Nature of Handicapping Condition

a) MentSlly retarded (n m 71).

..b) Learning disabled = 21). '\

cl Emotionally disturbed (n m 40).

d) Speech impaired (n = 13).

e) Deaf and hard orhearing (n = 39)

f) Orthopedically impaired (n = 14).

g) Visual'y handicapped (n = 13).

h) Other health impaired .(n = 34).

Multiple conditions (n = 305).

.0

t
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2) Severity of Handicapping Condition

a) Mild (.n = 63).

b) Moderate (n = 157).

c) Severe (n 1 33Q).

B. Student Age Levels: 3-5, 6-12, 13-1$, and 16-21

'Teachers specified the age, as of 1 December 1978, of eacestudent in the

sample. The following four broad-age, groupings were formed:

1) 315 years (n = 72). .

411/11P

2) 6-12 years (n = 168).
1

.3) 13-15 years (n = 146).

4) 16-21 years (n = 164).

These age. groupings correspond roughly to the age levels of preschool, elemen-

tary school, middle/junior h?gh school, and senior high school students,

respectively.

4

H.2

M

2'41

I


