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Preface -and Acknéwledgements °

7.

A NationaI‘Survey of Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) for Handi-

" capped Chlldren, the final repory of the research conducted by the Research

Triangle Inst1tute urder USOE Contraqt Number 300-77- 052? is presented in
five volumes: . ) ’ ; )

-Volume I, Executive Summary of Methodology and Major-Findings

Voluyme II, Idtroduction,‘ﬁethodology,'ahd'Instrumentation

. Volume III, Findings for the Basic Survey - . -

-

Volume IV, Findings for the Retrospective.longitudimal -Substudy
Volume V, Frndrngs for the State/Sp&cral Facrlrty Substudy.

Ld
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Me. Dorothy Grossman: Survey field supervisor ’
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Ms. Susan ione§: Report typing

E . '
Mr. Jay Jaffe: D4ta analysis, computerized editing, and standard error

computation, ) . - -
Dr. Morse Kalt: Task leader for developing and.;aintaining the computers
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Ms. Shirley Krampf: Survey field supervisor . -
Ms. Carolee Lane: Supervisor of IEé‘coding, and report review
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Hs. Peggy Ogle (University of North Carolina atjthapel H111) IEP rater

for the Informativeness/Interhal Consistency Study .
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Ms. Alice Ritchie: Survey fleld supervisor ‘
Ms. Lorraine Robinson: Survey field supervisor
Ms. Edith Rolfes: Survey field supervisor
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Ms. Maizie Van S¢iver: Survey field supervisor
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" Chaptei- 1

Yntroduction

1. GENERAL

I3

.The Nat1ona1 Survey of Ind1v1dua11zed Educatlon Programs (IEPs) for
) Handlcapped Gh11dren was conducted in the spring of 1979 by the Research
Tr1angle Institute (,II)’ under contract to the Buweau of Education for the
Handicapped (cur:intly the Offlce of Specizl*Education within che Department
of Educatlon) USOE. - This- natlonal survey consisted of a Basic Survey ‘and two
companion substudles The methodology and findings of thlS national survey,
which consisted of a Baslc Survey and two companion substudies, are descrlbed
in five vélumes. Volume I is an exec&tlve summary of the survey methodelogy
and gindinésu Volume Il describes ‘the background, objectives, methodology,
and instrumentation. Volume III describes the properties and contents quIEPs
prepared for the target population of the Basic Survey, Volumes IV presents
the flndings .of the Retrospectlve Longltudlnaf Substﬁdy This volume, Volume V,
descr1bes the prqpertres and contents of IEPs prepared for the ctarget popula-
tion of the Srate/Special Facility Substudy. ,
* The target population for this aubstudy'was'students in state/sptcial’
factlities, deflned as: (a) non-LEA- admrnistered‘schools\listed in the CIC
Dlrectory (Currlculum Information Center, Incorporated, §00 Ross Building,
_ 1726 Champa Street, Denver, Colorado, 80202), (b) institutiens receiving
P.L..89- 313 funds, accerding to the third annual report of the United States
Comm1551oner of Education an Uses of State Administered-Federal Educatien Funds,

and (¢) rnstltutlons included in the Office-of Civil ngﬁts list constructed
in the fall of 1978. The IEPs collected and analyzed for the State/ éial

’ Facility Substydy were‘prepare for $tudents, ages 3%21, who were en ed in
‘state/spec1a1 fac111t1es ) ) : p -3

sThe' organization of. Volume Viis descrlbed in Sectlon II'below

¢

R

- -

. *II. ORGANIZATION OF VOLUME V
) .

The ‘State/Special Facility Substudy wa$ “designed to answer five® of the
twenty major research questionéﬁthat were.developed'for the national survey. .

 —




(See‘Volume IT, Chapter 3 for a complete list.). The first of these major:
‘ questlons asks that the first six questﬂpns developed for the Basic Survey -
also be applied to the State/Spécial Facility Substudy. Therefore, the State/
Specia}l Fadility Substudy .focused on a toioi of ten qﬁest1ons that are very
nkarly parallel to those in the Basic Survéy report .These ten questions are
listed below. (The spec1f1c quest1ons assoc1ated with each of these generql

quest1ons are presented as Appeud;x A of this volume.)
\ - L} ..
J‘ 1: “o\
Quegfloh 1l Nhat do Gtate/Spec1a1 Facility 1EPs look like? o '-"’\

Question 2: What kinds of 1nformatlon dd State/Spec1a1 Fakility IEPs
' " contain?.
T4 Co . S _
Qde§tion 3: How is fnformation presented in State/Special ?acility‘IEPs9

" Question 4: Who part1c1pates in the developmenL and approval of State/
. . Spec1al FaCilltY IEPs9 i ) . - .
Question 5: What types of special education amd 'related services are
- . specified in State/Spec1al Fac111ty IEPs? y
Qﬁesfion=§: H informative ahd internally consistent, are State/Spec1a1
' Fac111ty IEPs?-

"

Question 7: What ,are the characterlstlcs of students who have IEPs and
o " are enrolled in state/special fac111t1es, and of the facili-
ties in wh1ch theg are enrolled? : —

Q:éstion 8: How do the types of'speq1a1 education services specified in
' State/Special Facility IEPs vary by selected student
'characteristics?

Question 9: How do the formats, propertles, contents, and developmenb
processes of State/Special Facility IEPs vary by selectedp
student- character15t1cs9 .

" Question 10: How do the answers to questions onesthrough’ six above
differ for students in Basic Survey schiools’ (regular and
Special) and state/spec1a1 fac111t1es°

~

" .
-

. . \
.The results and major f?ndings‘of the State/Special Facility Substudy are

,organized ,and presented. as responses Lo these .ten general questions in the
_followlng chapgers as outlined in Table 1.1, Each chapter. contains; as a

flnal section, a summary of the ma jor f1nd1ngs presented in the chapter.

.Chapter 2 presents a rather deta11ed description of the national popula- .
tion of- hand1capped children who were served in state/special faciliti The )
facilities in whlch these chlldren were énrolled are also descrlbed /EEL\\
' = d -ltj . o
_ 1.2 '




" Table 1.1 .

LINKAGE TWEEN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SUBSTUDY QUESTIONS
AND CHAPTERS IN WHICH ANSWERED °

L4
v .’

E.

' Study Questions Chapters

Chapters/ 3 and 4 describe the basic properties and content "aréas of
state/special’ facility IEPs. '

Chapter 5 describes the persoannel involsed in deseloping and "approving
sstate/spetial facility TEPs. ) ' '

In Chapter 6, the special_education snd related services specified in the
IEPs of students in state/spéc{;1 facilitiesgacross the nation are described..

Chapter 7 describes the 1nformat1Veness and 1nterna1 consistency of
state/spec1a1 facility IEPs. ]
’ Chapters 3-7 also contain comparisons with findings in the Basic Survey
and dlSCUSSlOﬂS of findings for subpopulatlons, as defined by selected student

and school characterlstlcs , '

Chapter 8 presents a2 summary of major findings and 2 discussion of result-,
ing conclusions.’ For the most part, the corclusions of the State/Special
Facllity Substudy result from findings that cut across several chapters; as a

result, conclusions are_{ﬂesented in the final chapter as opposed to being

discussed in earlier chapters. ot

L]

The proportions, means, ‘and other statistics presented and discussed in

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




estimated standard errors associated with each of thesé populatlon estlmates
are presented in appended tables. However, to preclude ‘the excesslve use of
such qualifiers as "about" or ”approx;mately,” these est}m@tes are d1scussed "-
throughout this report as though they are'precise population values. Althongh
these population estimates and assoc1ated standard errors are reported to the
nearest tenth of a whole number in tha appended tables, they are usually
rounded to fhe nearest whole number when discussed or preﬁgnted'1n the body of

the report.?

+

'Flth one exception, all supporting materials bave been appended separateiy
by chapter; i.e., materials referenced in Chapter 1 have been placed in Appen-
dix A, those.referenced in Chapter 2 have been'placEd-in Appendix B, etc. The
exception is Appendix H, which contains a description of the_msjpr reporting
variables used throughgnt this volume. Appendik H also notes the sample sizes
for the:??portihg éroups within each major reporting variable. Subpopulations
with sample sizes of less than 25 also ate noted in the tables presented in
Appendixes B-G. ' '

Within each of Chapters 3-7, findings pertinent to each topic are pre-
sented for the State/Special ¥acility Substudy populatiom. In most cases
these are followed by pamsllel findings for the Basic Surpey population with
notation of statistigally slgnlflcant d1fferences between the two populatlons
In’ some instances, f1nd1ngs then are presented comparing the State/SpeCLal. '
Facility Substudy populition separately with regular schools and special
schools from the total Basic Surﬁey population. 1§§.

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 severi y of their handicaps. As noted
above, sample sizes for and deflnltlons of thegﬁ reporting varlables, i.e.,
the variables that define the subpopulatlons 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
. — .

1 ‘Note in rounding thae if the first digit to be dropped is 3, the last

digit retained is increased by 1 if it is odd but'is kept unchanged if it is

even; for example, 7.5 becomes 8 and 6.5 becomes 6. [Natlonal Center for

Education Statistics, NCES guidelines for tabular Presentation. Washington,

D.€.: National Center for Education Statistics (USOE, HEW), August 1974.]
. :
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findings were  expected tao vary over their defined ‘groups ér levels (e.g., the
extent %o which parenEaI I:uart.ici.paticm in the devélopment of students' IEPs
were expec.t.ed to vary when classified by student age level--3-5, 6-12, 13-15,
dr 16= 21),‘and (b) the’ Lnadequate sample size wgkhxn each reporting group for
the other gotentfal :eportmg variables. .

- As stated rn Volume II (Chaﬁter 7) of thxs report, the .05 levef was
selected for: determm:l.rfg the statlstl.cal SJ.gm.fl.c_arlce of between-group com- '
par150ns Dxfferences that are sxgnxfxcant at the .10 level but not at the

.85 "level {actually, dlfferenceé of the majnitude of 1.5 to 2 standard errors)

-

« eare interpreted as being ?suggestlve" of significant differences.
% . - [




* Chapter 2 .
~dr o . ) -'.“'; , ‘.,

What Arethe Character;stlcs of the Students Receiving

v Spéclai Education in State/SpecLal Fac111t1es
And of the Fac111t1es in Which The¥ Are Enrolled°

- a‘. ) .-‘ : ) h
" The target populatlon for the Stat;/Speelal Faclliqy Substudy anldded
“all children in 46 of the 48 contlguous Unltﬁd States (New MechB gnd Neuada

&
3 were excluded) and the Dlstrlct~of Columbla Who were, as of 1 December 1978:

a) Between the ages of 3- 21, 1nc1u51ve *;“
ﬁ) Enrolled in afstate/specialpfac;llty 4as;def1ned ih Chapter 1 of

this volume) . * L .

c) Classxfled by, theLr place of enrollment as being hanchapped and
receiving special education and related 'services.’ .
\iEPs and stident descriptlve informatlon were collected and analyzed only for
tﬁat portiogdfof the target populatlon that H’d IERs.

This chapter focuses priwarily on the State/Special FatllxtymSubstudy
question: What are the- characterlstlcs of the students receiving special
"education in state/special facilities and of the fatilities in which they are”
enrolled? The first section of the Chapter descrrbes the student character—
istics; the second sectlon gresents ‘the facllxty characterlstlcs Sectlon 111
provides 'a summary of this chapter. Supporting data are Lﬂcluded in Appendix B.
(ALl reported‘measures are population {or wa;; noted, subpopulation) estimates
based cn weighted Samere data. ~, . -

a1
Ll

I. STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS
A } - -
¢« In- thls section, students in the State/Spec1a1 Facility Substudy are

desc(?bed in terms of: (&) their general- chardcteristics, anTudLng grade

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

*
Based on data obtained from Q?e sampje of state/special facilities,. the
estimated number of handicapped students, agest:3-21, served in state/special
faci{ities in the 46 contlguous states and the District of Columbxa is 188.,390.

Approxlmately 93 percent of these studerts had IEPs.




' Grade Level, Age, ﬁ?ce, and Sex -

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

sex‘is-based'on,datgppstaiﬁed from the teachers most faq}liar with the'chden;'s
IEP." ’
1. Grade Level’ . . o1 ' ..

‘Table B!l 1n Appendlx B preseuts the distribution of students WLth k

LY

IEPs by spec1f1c grade levels Table 2.1 summarxzes this d15tr1but10n by

. grade level grouplngss Note that grade level 1nformat10n was not aéallablen:
for 70 percent of the students, presumablg/ﬁecause these students we%e served ‘
Ain angraded . classes. This grade level distribution is ConSLderably-dlfferent
from\iip Basic Sutvey distriburion (see Chapfer 2 of Volume III} in that gradg
level 1nformat10n was not available for only 14 percent of the Ba51c Survey

students‘ . . ) A

K - . Table 2.1

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS BY GRADE LFVEL GROUPINGS

a0 L 3 —

-Grade Level Perq&gt

Pre-K‘énd K ) . ) . 4
1-3 S 6
46 A
7-9 - . 13
10-12 : ' 3¢
Ungraded/Undete rmined ’ 70

Total

Age and Sex ' : ' . , ,

The distribution” of handicépped students with IEPs is p}esented by
speclflc age levels in Table B 2 of Appendlx B. This distrlbution is summarized
in Table 2.2 by the four broad age. level groupings that were sgélected to .
correspond roughly to preschodl (ages 3~ 5), elemeptary school {ages ©6-12),
middle/junior high school (ages 13-15), and seniof ,high school (ages 16-219
students. This age distribution dlfferstrom the BaSLC Survey age distribu-
tion prlmarxly in the- proportlon of 6-12 year-old students serVed This

. . 15




Tabfe 2.2

.STUDENTS WITH IEPs, BY AGE AND SEX
{In percents)

L]

N\ ' - Sex
. Age Level - Femaleé

]

3-5 I - T 3
- 6-12 < 26 ' 11
13-15 ' 18 10
16-21 , 19 . T8

. ‘l
?otal 68 _ 32

a/ /(beta1l does not add to total because of roundlng.-

* 'difference of 26 percent {37 percenk-of the State/Special Facility students as

t .

+ compared to 63 percent of the Bas1c Survey students"-see Chapter 2 of Vol- .

ume III) is o

fset by larger percentages in the State/Special Fac111ty dis~- -
tribButions in ithe other age grouplngs
Race and Sex . .

ty-three percent of the students were white, ﬁ} percent were
*black, 3 percent were Hispanic, less than 1 percent were American Indian or '
glaskih Native, and a little less than 4 percent were Asian or Pacific Islander
(see Appendix B Teble B.3). This distributien differs slfghnlx from the Basic
Survey,primarif}.in that ehe State/Spetcial Facility sample included a larger
preportlon'ef the white, not hispanic category (83 percent as compared to 75

percent in the Basic Survey). . oA

Nature and Severity of Handicap

Figure 2.1 shows the dist ibpﬂion of students by type éf handicapping
condition(s), Ei"if:‘»l:»eci.fied by the students' teachers. Note that the percents
‘* in this flgure total more than 100 since some studengg had two or more handi-
capping condltlons (see Apgendlx B, Table B.4). ! / :

Whereas Figure 2.1 describes the types of handicapping conditions foung

aﬂéng the target population, Figufe 2.2 describes the targeét population in

1o




Pientaii"y Retarded . A
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Visually Handicapped

Ocher Health Impaired
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'

‘Figure 2.1, Distribution of Studeats with IEPs, by Nature of Handicapping Condition.2
7 ] . -' R . o
al Percents total more than_l00 because some atudqnts have mulciple conditions..
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Figure 2.2. Percent of Students,’'by Nature of Single and Multiple Handicapping Condition.
- t
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Céll has 3 estimated sample sizes of léss than 25"

Less than .5.
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terms of whether they had single or multiple handicapping conditions.

Figure 2.2 also indicates the natnre of handicapping conditions for those
students who had only one handicap As shpwg, in Figure 2. 2 49 percent of the
students had a single handicapping condition, the remaining St percent had
_multiplé conditions. (See Appendiﬁ B, Tibles B.S5 and B.6.) ’

As would be expected, the disfribution of students by type of handicapping
condition is drastically different for the State/Special Facility students
than for the Basic Survey students. The major differencés are in the following
areas: ' .:- . . )

1) Multiple condition; (5; percent for the- State/Special Facility

students; 16 percent foé th%-Basic Snrvey students).
< 2) Mental retardation 1501pefcent for the State/Special Facility
students; 26 percent for the Basic Survey atudents).

) Learning disabled (18 percenti for the State/épecial Facility

students; 41 percent for the Basic Survey.students}.

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

’ students, 8 percent for thi Basic Survey students).

5) Speech impaired (39 percent for the State/Special Facility studeats,

33 percent for the Basic Survey students).

6) Deaf and hard of hearing (22 percent for the State/Special Facility
students; 3 percent for the Basic Survey students).

‘Severity of Handicap .

]

. When Classified by the severity of their handicap, 48 percen€ 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 cf the severity of students' handicaps were provided by special
educatjon teachers’ who might have ‘used their own frame of reference, a $trategy
that might have attennated the reliability of these data. As n;th handicapping
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 Ba51c Survey students. had severe
handicaps—while 51 percent had mild handicaps,

1S

.
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%7 L. FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS
L] ‘

In tois 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) fac111ty
size; (d) relationship to SEE?Ye.g.:#;;oreﬁxtatlou, supervision); and (e) laws
or legal mandates for which.IEPs were“writted. )

.. . er , . - _ '}

Type of Facility R L T . .

“I'\

Fifteen pEtcent of the‘state/special fac111t1es 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 Tablé B.7).

Prlmary Purpose of the Fac111_y :

As is shown in Table 2. 3 the primary purpose f one~third of the facili~

ties was to provide educatlonal services only, 29 percent provided. dayscare
treatment that included educatlonal servicEsand 18 prov;ded resxdentxal
treatment th%; included educatlonal services, (See_Table B.8 for standard

errors. ) _ ) \ - ’ .

Table 2.3

PRIMARY PURBOSE OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITIES

I3

L}

af

- v Primary Purpose Percent~

" Residential treatment'thot‘@ncludes educational services 18

. g ‘ . v
Day "care treatment that includes educational services 29

Day care-and residential treatment that includes
- educational services

Educational services only .

1




Facility Size , ,
Sixty-four percent of the fagilities had a total enrollment of 1-49 stu-
dentsh 29 percent had an enrcollment of 50 200 students, and 7 percent had an

-

enrollment of 201 or, mOre\students
&

& -

-

Relationship to SEA _ .o

Two~thirds of thé state/special facilities were accredifed by the SEA,
one-half of the faclllltl.es were superV1sed by the SEA,and one-third were i
part of of supew-:r.sed by, a local public school system . (See Table B19.)

t

+

t '

* Laws dr‘éggaljﬂandates for Which IEPs Were Written \\“?i-//

Seventy-one percent ,of the etate/speoial facilities prepared IEPs for’
more than 75 percent of their students to meet the requ1rements ‘of P.L. 94 142 .
Th1rty-e13ht percent prepared Ilfﬂs for more than 75 pertent of their students
‘to meet the requirements of P.L. 89-313. Elghteen percent prepared IEPs for ..
more than 75 percent of thelr students to meet the requ1rements of other laws
or- mandates. Since this equals c\c:ns1derab1y more than 100 percent, it is ‘
clear that_many facr11t1es 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
i

This chapter provided information regarding the characteristics of stu-

‘ deqts rece1v1ng speclal education in state/special, facilities and of the

]

facllrtres #n which they were enrolled.

4
-

Student Characteristics’

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

‘ parently received their special education in ungraded classes. This compared

t6 14 percent of the Basic Survey students who apparently were served in

ungrdded.classes ' & . . .
udents in state/special factlities were fairly E’Enly distributed
across the 6-12, 13-15, yand 16-21 age ranges, with a smaller proportion in the

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

Basic Survey students dere in the 6-12 .age range.




Eighty-three percent of the State/Spec1a1 Faclllty studeﬂts were white,

not hispanic (as .compared to 75 percent in the Ba81c Survey) Th1rtéf; percent°

were black. Flfty-one percent of the State/Speclal Facrlrty—students (as

_ compared to 16, percent in the Bas1c Survey) had multlple handlcaps About
half of ithe students was mental retardatlon‘ 18 percent were learnlng dlsabled'
28 percent wére emotionally dlsturbed 39 percent vere speech mealred‘ and 22
percent were ﬂeaf or hard of hearing.

Flfty-elght penceﬁt of the State/SpecLal Fac;llty students (as” compared

w1th 13 percentsin the Basic Survey) had severe, handicaps, 36 percent had
moderaterhandlcaps, and 16 percent (as compared with.51 peqcent in the Basic

- - - . +

Survey) Had mild handlcaps

N . nd Ll . " *
F
Faclllty Qparacterlstlcs L

&£

-

About half of the, stq&e/spéclal facilities were state operated ‘or state
supported. “ About one-thlrd provided educatronql servrces only; aTmost ha¥t
prov1ded day care or residentlal treatment that included educational services.

_ Most of the fac111t1es (64 percent) had a total engpllment of less than 50
students. Only seven percent had a togal enrollment of 201 or more. .

Two-thirds of the fecilities were accredited by the SEA; one-half were
supervised by the SEA} one-third were .a part of, or supervised by, a public
school system, ’9 )

- {Most (n pexcent) of the facilities prepared individualized education,
LPrograms primarily to meet'the'requirements of P.L. 94-142. Many facilities
prepared IEPs with the intention of also meeting the requirements of ‘other

"laws or -mendates (e.g., P.L. 89-313).

o




Chapter 3

-

What Do State/Special Facility IEPs Logk. Like?

-

This chapter .presents findings about several characteristics of IEPs in
answer 10 the study question: What do IEPs look liée? IEPs are described in
terms of their lengtb or the number of pages they contain, whether or not they
are leglble and easy to read, their formats, and whetber.oruaot they con51st

of single or mu1t1p1e documents. A brief summary is presented at the @nd of

(] © '

-

the chapter.
r .\“ L]
Detailed descriptive statistics and asseciated standard errors for the
results summarized.in this chapter are presented in Appendix-C.

I. NUMBER OF PAGES

A. . State/Special Facility fopulation Compared with BasiéﬁSurVey Population
ral

In determining the number of pages in each IEP, the back of the page was
cointed as, a separate page wben it was used, and pages from a referenced
standard curriculum .or ;eferenced instructional mater1al were not ihcluded in
the page count. The average {mean) number of pages in a State/Special Facilitcy
IEP was 8, with a range of l to 158 and a standard deviation of 11. Four
percent con51sted of one page, and 17-percent consisted of 2 to 3 pages.
Forty-six percent consisted of 6 or more pages. The medlan number of pages
was 5. "The medlan may be a better indicator of ceptral tendency because there&
were & few IERs wlth many pages. {See Appendlx €, Table C.l.) _)

The average number “of pages in an IEP in the State/Special Fac111ty

.population was greater than that-in the Basic Survey population: 8 pages
versus 5. Six.perceet of the IEPs in the Basic Survey pdépulation consisted of
1-page, and about 40 percent consisted of 2 to' 3 pages. Only 28 percent

consisted of 6 ¢gr more pages.

+ " IEPs in the State/Sﬁecial Facility population wete significantly longer
than those in regular schools. However, there was ﬁo significant difference -

in the length of the IEP§ prepared for students in state/special facilities

~

when compared to those of studemt in special schools.
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B. Variation by State/Special Facility Subpopulations

.

&

The number of pages in IﬁPs was analyzed for student subpopulations
def1ned by repdrtlng groups within twp reportlng variables: (1) student age
‘levels; and (2) severity of student handlcap. ’

1.  Student Age Levels . K

-

Compa;1sons of the average lengths, of IEPs for four. student age
levels (3-5%, 6-12, 13- 15\ and 16 21) led to the conclu51on that th%re are no

. statisticalldy s1gn££5;ant differences between these groups. This is consis-
tent with results in the Basic SurVey. (See APpendlx C, Table c.2. )

2. Severity of Etudent Hahdlcap . »

I3

When students .were classified by the severity of their handlcaps,
there was mo significant difference between these groups in the page-length of
their IEPs. This is consistent ‘with results in the Basic Survey. (See Appen-
. dix C, “table c.3.) M . . .

-~ ' .
¥

II. LEGIBILITY AND EASE\QF READING

»

I3

Forythis ,analysis, each IEP was classified into one of three patego}ies;y/gf*

(a) tyﬁ%d; (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 categgry, even if part of it was b
typed. That 15, at least three- fourths of the document haq\to be edsy to read
to be c1a551f1ed in either the first or second category. \ : '
_ The legibility classifjcation did not pertain to theﬂhuallty of the
photocopylng or to the content and style of the wrltlng. Rather it was a
tjudgement 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 de11neat10n
was dependent upon the portlon of the IEP that was typed. If 50 percent or
more of the entered 1nformat1on was typed, 1t was placed in the "typed" cate-
gory; otherwise, it was considered to be handwritten. Examples illustrating
the distinction between "easy to read".and "difficult to read" are provided in

.Appendix P of Volume II.

-

i3

As in the Basic Survey population; nfrtually all (99 percent) of the IEPs

4 in the State/Special Faciiity papulation were reasonably easy to read. In the

State/Special Facility pgpulation, 42 percent were . ed, %%? 57 percent weré
. - u

handwritten and easy to read. In the Basic Survey popdla

-

on, the balance




_ between typed and.handwritteﬁHJEPs wa ,&ifferent, as 17 pérGent were typen ana
81 percent were handwritten.,
-} comparlson was made of the pa gngths of the State/Special Facility
IEPs in each of the three "leglblllty“ categories (typed and legible, hand-
written but easy to read, and handwrltten and d1ff1cu1t to read). As in the
Basic Survey population, this comparison 1nd1cated no significant relationship
between the }ength and leg}blllty of IEPs. (See Appendix C, Table C.4.)

& N ' . ¢
3

I1T. FORMATS
-/_/-_

rd

1
. T

Three basic characteristicsaof IEP formats are described in this sectionr
“(a) the‘types of information headlngs the IEPs contaln (b). whether or not the “
amount of space prov1ded by the IEP fortat llm;ts or restricts the number of
" annual goals or short-term obJectlves to be included; and (c) whether or not
the format permlts parental approval of the entire IEP.
e )

A, -Types of Inférmation Headings: * State/SpeCLal Faclllty Popglatlon

Compared with Basic. Survey. Populatron

=

: o An JEP wagd coded as having a headlng for a particular type of information

. 1f and gﬁfy if xQ contalned a ﬁhhdlng that clearly was intended to collect
that partleular type of information. The extent to which information actually
was entered in ‘the spaces prOVLGed for the headlngs is discussed in Chapter 4.

SN thdated Informatlon Areas . .
) As reflected in Table 3 1, headings for only 3 of the 11" mandated

‘1nformation areas were 1nc1udeﬂ In at least 87 percent of the IEPs; i.e.
statement "of annual goals (98_percent), short-term objectives (87 percent),
and stttement of the present .level of educational performance (88 percent).
Singe it .is reasonable to asSume that the preeence of an appropriate heading
in an IEé would better_insure thqt s?eqific information is entered, tne percent
of ]EPs with related headings-can be{cénsidered satisfactory only, for "state-
ment of. annual goals." The pereent g lower than expected for all of th
other mandated. areas, wlth four‘possabAe except1ons One of the four excep-
tions, ' assurances of*at least an annual eyaluatloh of short-term objectives,”
was not expected to have a head;ng~bethuse such assurances are usually re-
‘flected in evaluation scheduies. The ‘other three exceptions--evaluation

criteria (61 percent)‘ procedures (38 percent) gnd schedules (29 percent) for

’




v Table 3.1

MANDATED INFORMATION AREAS FOR WHICH HEADINGS .
ARE SPECIFIED IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs ‘

w

\. . a/'

* Information Headings®

Percent IEPs—
With Heading

L

" $tatement of ‘annual goals. _ 98

Short-term objeptives. : T P ' ' 87

* Statement of thi present level of wducational ;
performance. |, » i 88
Projecteﬂ date for initiation of specific services. 76

-

Statemgnt of specific ehucetionql services tp be
provided. . 67

=

Anticipated duration of-spécific services. 72

Statement of the extent to which child will be able
to part1c1pate Lnrregnlar educational programs. 55

Proposed evaluatlon criteria. " - ’ 61

Proposed evaluatlon procedures - . 38

Proposed schedules for determinlng whether
.instructional. oblectives are being met. ’ 29

a - ’ : -
3/ A heading for "assurances of at least an annual evaluation" was not
expected to be found in IEPs, and therefore is oot included.

& ] *

T . ’
. : »

) L.y . o . %,
short-term obJectlves-:are typically found within ohjeztlves that are stated

in behavioral or measurable terqs.' As a result, one could not‘expect,to find
these three headings on IEPs prepared in schools or facilities that emphasize
the specification of objectives in measufable terms.

Overall, these results ‘are qu1te consistent with those of the Basic
Survey population, but there were some differences for certain individual
areas. When- the IEPs of sﬂudents in the State/Special Faciligy and Basic
Survey populatlons wtre compared a significantly greater percentage of IEPS
prepared in state/spectal facilities had .a heading associated with a statement
of annual goals (98 percent versus -34 percent). A significantly gréater
percent of IEPs preéered for students in the Basic Survey population had
headlngs aSsoCLated with the extent to which the child would be able to par-

t1c1pate in regular educationa% programs (77 percept versus 55 percent), and

[ 31
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v J . -
, results wexe suggestlve of greater percents of headlngs in the Basic Survey
population for the projected date for the initiation of spec1f§c services (89

versus 76 percent) and for a stategent 6ff§pecific educational ices,to‘be

f \
provided (8l versus 67 percent). Thire_waq no tendenc{’for the presence of
headings in the State/SRec1§} Fac11}ty popglat1on to.bilmore $tmilar to special
schools or to regular schools in the Basic Survey population. (See Appendix C,

L

Table C.5.) - . »

2. Nonmandated Information Areas

For reader convenience, flndlngs about head1ngs for nonmandated

{gﬁotmation have been placed into seven categories for presentation in
T

le 3.2: (a) basic student ch?racteristics; (b) assessment~related data;
(¢) placement-related data; (d) instrument-related data; (e) process of devel-

ing, approving, and reviewing the IEf‘ (f) proposed program of special

services; and (g) other. The “"other'" category includes headlngs that occurred
"too infrequently (i.e 1 in less than 2 percént of the IEPs for the combined
Basic Survey and State/Special Facillt?_populatlons) to be identified and

reporte;’EEpaiatelyﬂ /

Information headings for nonmandated items were included more often in

IEPs prepared for students in the Basic Survey population than in IEPs pre- '

pared Eér students in the Spateéﬁpecial Facility population. Of the 29 infor-

mation headiﬂgs listed in Table 3.2, 12 hea&ings appeared in a significantly

greater percent of IEPs in the Basic Survey population, while only\l appeared

in a‘gréater percent of IEPs in .the State/Special Facility pdpulation ("other').

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

Facility population,to be more similar to épec%?l schools or to regular -

sC s.in the Basic Survey population. (See Appendix C, Table C.6.)°

. No analy;is'was conducted for subpopulations-within the State/Special

Facilitglﬁubst94y. o ’
]

Restrictive Formats

~1f the IEP format provided only a.small amourrt of space for goals and
objectlves, or if.there -were ng headlngs for goadls and/or objectives, the
format was coded as l1m1txng or restrictive. (For this analysis, the numbef
of goals entered in the completed IEP was not lconsidered as‘limiting to the
number of. obJect1ves, and vice versa.) Also, @.determ1nat1on as to whether or

pot an IEP format limited the number of annual goals or objectives was based

Yoy
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Table 3.2 .

«

NONMANDATED INFORMATION AREAS rOR WHICH HEADINGS ARE SPECIFIED IN
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs CQMPARED WITH BASIC SURVEY RESULSS

Percenc Scace
. . Facilicy IEPs
Information Headings Wich Heading

Percent
Basic Survey
IEPs dhen
Difference is

Significant

BASIC STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Scudeat's age or birthdate. 82
Studenc's grade level. ’ : 34
Nacuze of studenc’s handicap. 32
Student’s sex. i
Scudedc's race. 1

ASSESSHMENT~RELATED

Assessmenr daca co supporc preienc
level of perfocmance..

Dacte of the assesspenct of presenc
level of performance.

Student’s streogchs.

Physical educacion aeeds.

2LACEMENT -RELATED

Placesent tecommendacion.
Racionale for placemenc oz services.

"INSTRUCTION-RELATED

Studenc's prisary language.
Scullept’s schoo! accendshee record,
Studenc's spectal iocerescs.

PROCESS OF T2 DEVELOPMENT, APPROVAL,
AND REVIEW . :

Parcicipancs in che 1E? fgrocess.

Dace of. preparscion of IEP

Ticles of individuals.who approved
‘the. IEP.

Pareacal approval.

Signacyre of 1adividuals who approved
che IEP. .

Proposed [EP review dace.

Results of pareacal pocificacion.

Actual JEP review dace.

Resulcs of [EP review.

farcicipancs in JEP review,

PROPOSED PROGRAM OF SPECIAIL SERVICES

[N .
- Persoanel responsible for services,

Recommendad 1nscruccionsl macerials.
resoyrces, scracegies, or ctechniques,

Date shorcecerm abjectives nmec.

?rioricy listiag of annual goals.

OTHER v '

O:he:.il . : LT

34

IE2z with at leasct spe “othez” headiag. lacludes such headings as:
of referral, provisions for malnscreamsng, or lasc grade obrained.

Resulcs were suggescive of 2 $tacistically sigmificanc 2£Tfe:enﬁp.

-,
L}
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on the question: "Would the use of addltlonal page(s) of goals and/or objecq
tives require the re- completrnn of a major Segnpnt of information'in order th
avoid leaving essential portioms. of the page blank?"" In othe words, if the
IEP was deslgned so that a person who' wished to append addltional pages of
goals or obJectlves to the IEP would have to repeat/some 1nformat10n (such ag
student’ s name, age, grade, etc ) on’ each page,.the format was cons1dered
flmlt;ng it would take mo time than necessary to add _pages of goals and
objectives,, and, the -additional effort required might affeqt the‘gec1s10n of

whether to be exhaustlve ip~efitering goals, and/or\objectlves.

State/Special Facility Populat1on Compared with Bas1c Survey

Population \ ' . .

Forty-two percent of the IEPs for students in tne State/Special

Facility population limited the number of annual goals thréugh format design,
and 21 percent limited the number of shprt-term objectivés. (See Appendix C,
Table 'C.7.) o A _ ' -

sIn terms of annual goals, IEP formats for'the State/Special Facility
population were significantly less restr1ct1ve than for the Basic Survey

bqpulatlon (65 percent of IEPs Eestrlct;ve) r-'EheY wvere slgnlflcantly less

restrictive than those for the regglar_school students (65 percent restr1c-
tive), and the results suggested they mlght beiiess restrictive than those for
spec1a1 school students (61 percent restrictive),.

In terms of short-temn objectives, TEP formats for the State/Spec1a1
Facility students were significantly less restrictive than thpse for the Basic
Survey’population (39 percent of IEPs restrictive). However, wnile they were
less restrictive! than those for régular school students (39 percent restric-_ )
tive), they wete mot different from those prepared for‘students in special -
schools (28 ercent restr1ct1ve) y =

Evidence of the effects of the res¢rictive nature of IEP formats was
obtained by an analysis of the numbers of goals and objectives contained in
the two sets of IEPs coded as being restrictive or nop-restrictive. When IEPs
were classified by whether or not their fmmats 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,‘sdggests that IEPs with
restrictive formats contain fewer goals. However, when a similar analysis was
conducted for objectives, a_significantly larger average number of objectives

was found in IEPs with non*restrictive formats for objectives; i.e., there was




a mean Qifferehce of 8.9 objectives between the two groﬁps. (See Volumé'IIIp

- Chapter 3, for further-details of this analyﬁis.) These results are not to be
interpreted as implying that IEPs with "more" goals or objehtives are neces-
sarily "better" IEPs; the number of goals/object&ves should be dlctated solely
by the student- needs However, a restrictive format, while it may keep an IEP
from being unnecessarily long, also might prevent the entry of important
information. ‘ ‘ ’

2.‘ 'Véiiation‘by Student Age Levels

With respect tb_fofmats that limit the -number of annual goals and
short-temm:opjectives, there were no statistically significant differences
across the four student age levels (3-5¢.6-12, 13~15, 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

Table 3.3 shows' IEP formats as related to parental approval, and compares
the categories for the State/Special Eacxlxty and gasxc Survey populatxons.
(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 substagﬁlal
number was such that approval appeared to*be Lntended for only a portion of
the JEP.- It should be noted that the issue here is the IEP format as related
to the space for a parenial approval signature. Hheihé} 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 JEPs apparently were written later, and.the parent did not necessarily =
approve these objectives, at least not by signing the IEP itself.

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

. for part but-not all of- the short-term objectives. Apparently, for fhgse
IEPs, part of the short-term objectives were included in the wriginal IEP, and
additional objectives were added later. The parent woulJ not have approved
these added objectives, fat least not by signing the IEP.

In six 'percentuof the IEPs, the parental approval wou}.d%ﬂ been for

a

services to’ be rprovided (usually a statement of placement in rticular




Yo Table 3.3

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

;. & . Percent of IEPS

¥ .
Format Classifications Basic Survey State Facility

Approval (or d1sapprova1) would be/for ¢ ’ . )
the entire IEP et i - 49
Approval {or disgpproval) would be for '
i sinnual ‘goals butlnot for short-term
cbjectives

‘
Approval (or disapproval) would be for
part but not all of the short-term”
objectives '
Approval (or disapproval) would be for
services to be pro¥ided but not for
annual goals or short-term objectives

Approval {or disap
some portion of the|IEP, but ;annot
determine what would be approved .

No place for approvall or disapproval

is provided . . ' 22 . 382/

Total - \ _ " 100 1002/

1 £

i/, Difference betweeﬁ State/Special Fac111ty populatlon and Basic’ Surﬁby

’B;Pulat1on is statisti lally significant.

Detail does not add to total because of rounding
. } 4

—

— H

-
sett1ng) but not for the annual goals or the short-term obJectives, wh; h
apparently were prepared after placement.

In two perceut of the IEPs, it was not clear from the format what would
be approved by a pareutal signature. '/%or example, the space for approval
might be on a separate form attached tq,a 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 IEPs no plate was provided for parental
approval or disapproval. It should be noted that Table 3.2 shows that there

.




.were no headings for parental approval in 53 percent af the IEPs. This dif~

) ference occurs because the specifications for a heading qere bore restrictive
in the data source for Table 3.2 than in the data source for the, formats
discussed here. (See Volume II,”Appendix P for spec1§1gatlons )

As can be seen in Table 3.3, 51gn1f1Cant1y more IEPs for students ‘in the
Sﬁate/Spec1a1 FaC111ty population. than in the Basic Survey populatlon had no
place in their formats for parental approvzl Approx1mately half of the IEPs
ip both' populations had a formatted location for approvallof the entire IEP,
but a greater percent of IEPsrln the Basic Survey populatlon had formatted
locations for approva/;of portions of the IEPs _

No analysis was conducted for subpopulatlons within the State/Spec1a1

Facility populatlon

1 . F

IV. MULTIPLE DOCUMENTS

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

-» document covering: the same time frame. Two typeg of additional separate
Jdocuments were identified: (a) separate IEPs prepared by different teachers
‘Or service gources, e.g., the mathemat1cs teacher prepared an IEP related to
.mathematlcs and the English teacher prepared one reldted to English (such
documents were not considered to be separate 1f only pages-of goals and/or
objectives were prepared separately); and {b) separate placement and implemen-
tation doqpments, one prepared for the sole purpose of recording assessment
and platemeat data (but with no plans for a program), and the second prepared
solely to document the instructional program.

"~ Multiple IEP documents were prepared for only two pe;éent of. the State/ '
Special Facility students, and all of these we the type consisting of
separate documents from different teachers or Qggtice sources. These results
were not 81gn1f1cantly different from those for ‘the Basig¢ Survey population,
in which multiple documents were prepared for about threeléercent dt the
students. —However, in the Basic Survey population, the multiple documents.

~were divided about evenly between tﬁe two types. ™~
Since vﬁrtually all of the IEPs consisted of a single document, this

property was not analyzed for subpopulations.'




V. SUMMARY

This chapter addressed the question: What do IEPs look like? . In answer
. éo this question, IEPs were described in terms of such basic characteristics
,. as length, legibility,‘jormat, and whether or‘not they were single or multiple
L decuments, . S
' IEPs -prepared for students enrclled in state/special facilit%es had a
mean length of eight pages and a median length of five pages. The mean length
of elght pages, was 51gn1f1cant1y greater than the nean length of five pages
fdr IEPs of studsgts enrolled in the Ba51c Survey population. They were
longer than those prepared for students in regular schools, but there was no
51gn1f1cant difference in the lengths of the IEPs of students in state/special
facilities when compared to those of students in special schools. There were
no differences in lengths of IEPs for the State/Special Facility subpopulatiens
defined by student age and severity of handicap. - f
As in the Baeic Survey-populatioe, practically all IEPs (99 percent) were
reasonably easy to read. For the State/Special Facility population, 42 percent
of the IEPs were typed as compared to 17 percent in the Basic Survey population.
Fifty-seven percent ofjlhe SiateﬂSpecial Facility IEPs were handwritten and
easy to read, compared with 81 percent in the Basic Survey population.
State/Special Fac%lity IEP formats contained headings for a wide variety
of information areas, many of ehich are not mandated by P.I. 94-142. However,
under the assumption that the inclusion of%an appropriate heading will improve
the possibility that desired informatioa will in fact be inclﬁded, the percent
of IEPs that contained headihgs for the mandated information areas was lower
tha;l expected*, headings for only 3 of the 1l mandated areas were found

in at least 8 rcent of the IEPs. Overall, this was reasonably consistent

wigh results o{_tﬁg Basic Survey populaton, but there were some dliggfences

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

.~
the State/Special Facility populatlon to be more similar to special schools or
to regular schools 1n the Basic Survey population. » '

Overall, information headings for nonmandated areas were included more
oftep in IEPs prepared for students in the Basic Survey population than in
IEPs brepared for students in the State/Special FKacility pepulation.

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

restrictive or liqiting with regard to the number of annual .goals that could

[

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

short-term objectives. In terms 6f anfual goals, .IEP format® for the State/
Special Facillty pépulatlon were 51gnif1cantly less restrictive than for the’
Basic Survey populatlon They were s1gn1f1cantﬁy leas restrictive than those
for students in regular ‘schools, and results suggested they might 9€V1e§s

restrictive than those for special school students. In terms of short-term
objectives, IEP formats for the State/Spec1a1 Fac111ty students were signifi-
cantly less restrictive than: those for the Basic Survey populatlon However,

'whlle they, were less restrictive than those for regular school students, they

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

As in the Basic Survey bopulat‘on, the formats of about half of the
State/Special Fac11itY IEPs were such that parental approval was intended for
‘the '"entire IEP However, nearly 40 percent of the IEPs for the State/Special

“Faciléty populat1on did not have any formatted location for parental approval.

This was 51gn1f1cantly greater than for the Basic Survey population.
As 1n the Basic Survey po@ulatlon v1rtually all (98 percent) the State/

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

pércent of the State/SpeciéliFaciiitY JEPs consisted of additional separatef}'

doquments that were prepared by different teachers or service sources.

‘ ‘
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Chapter 4

What Kinds of Information do State/Specdal:Facility 1EPs

Contain and How is this Information Presented?

4
———

This chapter presents a discussion of the kinds’ of information contalned
in IEPs and the manner in which this information was presented. For purposes
of this discussion, the contents of [EPs have Been separated into two broad'
categories {2) the eleven 1nformat10n areas mandated by Section 602 of
P.L. 94-142, and (b) 1nformat10n areas that are not mandated by P.L. 94-142.

Detailed descripfive statistics and associasted standard errors for the
population‘eetimatei 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 FACILITY IEPs AND-HOW THIS INFORMATION' AS
* PRESENTED, AS COMPARED WITH SIMILAR DATA FROM THE
BASIC SURVEY POPULATION

-
I
[y ' - 4
- [

-

///“ One of the criteria for deséTibing,and evaluating IEPs must be the extent

o 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 whiéh
mandated information was présented in‘IEPs'and then provides data on how this

mandated information and other closely related information were presented.

Extent to Which Mandated Inforn;ation was Provided . Q
As is portrayed in Figure 4.1, a very high percentage of State/Special

Facility IEPs contained a ma}nriﬁy of the information mandated by the Act.

“{See Table D.l #or exact numbers and standard errors). In fact, 7 of the 1l
tylaes of requir'ed informatyon were included in more than 90 percent of the -
1EPs . However, it should be pointed put that these data represent a gemerous hd
interpretation of what constitufegfziclusidn of the items of information.
(See'Append1x D, pages D.1 and D. 2 for the coding criteria by which the data

-

) were derived.)

-

a




ﬁercenﬁ of IhPs_

. A A
% . IO_ 5|0 6|0

v .S i
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.. Statement of -annual goals.
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- Projected date for.inifiation’
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. Short-term objectives.
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' Proposed evaluation procedures.
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Proposed evaluation eriteria.
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_ program.,
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A Figure 4.1. Percent of StatefSpecial, Facility IEPs w:Eh.Informat1on Mandated by
- s P.L. 94-142. .
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Only two types o} mandaied information were iecluded so infrequently as’
‘to suggest possible problem areas: (1) information as to the _extent of partl-
c1pat10n in regular education programs, and (2) proposed evaluatlon criteria.
Only %5 pEngpt of the State/Special Facility IEPs c;htained a statement
of the extént to which the handicapped student will be able to participate in
’the regular educational program. -This percentage is significantly lower than,
for the 2Eher mandated information items. 'It should be noted, however:‘tﬂit\
the term "regular education program” is not ‘a partlculaﬂ&y meaningful state-
ment for'students enrolled in state/speclal fatilities. For manﬂ'students, it
mayhnot havﬁ beén considered necessary (from a practical point of view) to
- make a statement concerm.ng partlclpatlon"a regular educatl.on program
e Regardlng the second ppsslble problem area, 80 percent of all State/
Special Facility IEPs contained a statement.of appropriate evaluation criteria.
Given the fact that more IEPs demonstrate an intent to evaluate (91 perpent
contain some assurance of at least an apnual evaluation), the dlfflculty
appanantly is related to the lack of headings in IEP formats for evaluatlon
criteria or, more llkely, ;o a failure to include specified staad@rds as part
1

of the short-term _odbjectives statements. Although only about percent of

®  the IEPs had a speclflc heading for this information area (see Table 3.1,
Chapter 3j, information was entered under these headings in 93' percent df the
IEPs that -had such ‘a heading. -

. For the mandated 1nformat10n items included in less than 90 percent of
the IEPS in the State/Speclal Faclllty or Basic Survey popuiatlons, there were

statlstlcally significant dlfferences for only two items in the percent of

ation in regular education programs was included in 62 percent of the IEPs"in

‘(}EPS 1nc1ud1ng the Lnformatlon Informatidn ;egard1ng the extent of partici-,
p

I‘the Bapic Survey populataon’and tn 45 percent of the State(Special Facility
*IEPs. Thia diffferehce likely results fromﬁular education’ being a more
meanlngful term for the Basic Survey popul n, espec1a11y for students in
regular schools. Regardlng proposed eyauation criteria, the information was *
' included in-80 percent of the State/Special-Facility IEPs and 65 percent of
v." . the Basic Survey IEPs. - L i '
. X ,Flgure 4. 2 presents the accumulated percentage of IEPs that contained
) either all - or some of the(mandatedllnfprmatlon.Ltems. Nearly one third (51
percent) of the State/Special Facility 'IEPs contaimed all the mandated infor-

.. mation, 74 percent inclLded information. ik at least 10 of the-ll.mhndated
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areas, 85 percent rncluded 1n£ormat10n in at least 9 of the 11 areas, and 87
percent' cdntained 1nforma/10n~1n 8 .or more of the 11 areas. _ Over 90 percént
.. of the State/Special FaCLILtY IEPs conaalngdjﬁnformatlon 1ﬁ 7 or more of the

.,

. w)ll areas., -{See Appendix D, Tablé D.2 for assoc1ated standard errors. )
These findings, which are similaf to those i the Basxc Survey populatlon,

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

IEPs did not meet all 11 mandated £EQUirements {only 31 percent.contained all
necessary information) Since a’hjgh percentagé of IEPs contained a variety
of nonmandated. 1nformat10n (see Section II below), it does not’ seem appro-

priate to conclude.that tob’many information areas are mandated.

#
b LT ,

L .
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* How Mandated and Refatgd Informhtion were Presented

This subsection discusédkahow mandated and related information was pre-
sented in State/Special Facility IEP§ and pronides comparisons with Basic
Survey IEPs. The means. oi,presentatlon is to dLSCUSs separately each of the
11 items of information mandated by the Act to be rncluded in IEPs. )

One 1mportant facpbr related to how 1n£Qrmat10n is presented. generally
applies to all 1l items ahd is emphaSLzed hqg%fxather than in the following
dlSCUSSlOﬂS of ipdividual 1tems ’ As vas dlscussed in considerable detail in

, Chapter 4 of Volume 111, there was a strong relatlonshlp between the inclusion

;. in IEPs of headlngs that requeﬁted certain’ 1nformat10n and the'inclusion of
that informgtion in the’ IEEs oTher% 16 clear €V1dence that this relatxonshxp
also was true of State/Spec1al Eac1lity IEPs. By using calculatlons such as
those described in Appendix‘D of Vo’lume III% and uéng\data prowided in
Table D 4 and other appropriate’ appedd‘lx taf;les in this volume, it is clear
that mandated information was provrﬁqd more often in the State/Special Facility
IEPs that ‘included headrng§ requesti%% the rnformatron,than in TEPs that did
not lnclude the headings ,' . },s ' .

There was considerable, srmrlari;y between State/Specral Facility IEPs and
Basic Survey IEPs regardlng hsadlggs for mandated items (See Appendlx B,
Table D.4. ) Two exceptlons were (1).a" headlng for the statement qf spec1f15
educat10na1 services to be'provxded {included in 67 percbnt of State/Special
Fac111ty JEPs and 81 pé???s} of BaSLG'ghrVey JERs), and (2) a heading for
extent of part1c1patron in regular program (anluded‘Ln 55 percent of State/
SpeCLal-Fac111‘§ IEPs and ?? percent of Basic Survpy IEPs). No other dlffer-
ences are stqtlstlcally significant (ch Appendlx D Table D.4.)




#

1. Statement of Present Level.of 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 educatlnnal performance However, there was a wide range of levels oé com~
pletenéss of this t of data. One IEP might state simply ‘that "the student
is behlnd in read1ng;' another gight provide complete summary data regarding
perforéance in a wide- range of academic and functional areas plus data (e.g.,
test data) to support the,level- 6f-perfdrmance information.
In attemptlng to, descrlbe the differences in present-level-of- performance
1n£ormatLon,1n IEPs, the following four questions were addressed:
a) . What proportion of IEPs contalned'supportlng data {e.g., test results)
to substantiate the present-level-of- performance information?
b)  What proportion IEPs contained present-level-of-performance
- 1nformatlon for three or more academic or functional areas (e g.
reading ox oral for written English, mathematics, social adaptatlon,
sbeech)’ ‘ "
what proportlon of "1EPs contalned ’present- -level-of- «performance
1n£ormatlon for academlc or- functional areas for’ which ‘special

education was found.not to be needed? "

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

present level 8f performance?
The ratlona{e for these questlons was discussed in Volume III, Chapter 4
Flgure 4.3 presents results whlch respond to the questions. ’

It must bevemphasized that, in many of the IEPs containing some presént-
level=of-performance information, only a bare minimum of such }nformation was
presented, and that it often was presented in a very general and_vagne manner.
Qh the other‘haqg, 27 .percent of the IEPs not only contained at least some
_‘present-level-of-performance information, but also containeo at least some
supporting data. Sixty-six percent contained present-level-of-functioning
_data for at least three academic or functional areas, while ercent listed
information for at least one area where special eaaEatlon as found not to be
required. Fou@ercent of the IEPs not only' contained “present level of per-
formance information for at least three academic or functional areas, but also
contained supporting dawa gor'90-100 percent of these areas. These latter
IEPs can_be considered exemplary documents regarding their presentation of

this typé of "information. Only 2 small proportion of IEPs (10 percent)




L

Percent of IEPs

IEP contained some present level of performance
information.

IEP contained some present level of perforgance
information plus supporting data for at least
a part of this information,

IEP contained present level of performance
‘information for at least three academic or

functional ageas.
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Figure 4.3. How Present Level of Educational Performance Information was Presented in State/Special,
Facility [EPs.
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contained the date(s) that the assessment of present lebel of performance took
place. T ' oo T

The percent of IEPs containinghﬁome present-level-of-functioning informa'
tion was about 90 perceft fonaboth the State/SpeCLal Faqﬁiity and Basic Survey
populations Also,lthere was no SLgnificant‘difference in the percent «wf IEPS
containing this ~type of information in at least one academic area for wﬁich
specaai education wasifopnd out.to be required. However, a greater percent.of
IEPs prepared for students in the Basic Survey population than in the State/

Special Facility population contained the following: some preseot level -of-
performance iuformation plus supporting dataSEor at least *part pof it (51
versus 27 percent); some present- level-of-performauce information in at least
three areas and supportihg data for 90-100 percent of these areas (11 versus &
percent), and date(s) of assessment of Present level of performance (20 versus
10 percent). A greater percent of State/Special Facilitf‘IEPs tha&oBasic
Survey IEPs contained infofmatioﬁ about the present level of performance ior
at least three academic/functional areas (66 veisus{53 pdrcent). (See Appen~
dix D, Table D.15.) 4
'For additional pertinent information, see Appendix D, Tables D.4 and D.5.
2. Anngel Goals ' \ ,
The following discussion of how annual goals were prese:ted in IEPs
includes information regardiug {a),the average number of and range-of annual
" goals, and (b) the extent to which goals, were presented in order of priority.
The mean number of annual goals per State/Special Facility IEP (for the
98 percent of IEPs that cortain 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 Tablé D.6). Nine perceﬁt of the IEPs contained more than 25 goals.
" Fifty percent of the IEPs contained fewer than 6.5 goals. This latter
estiﬁate (the median) is a better indicator of central tendency because there
were a few IEPs with many goals. .
ﬂtPs developed for students in'state/special'facilities contained more
goals than did those in the Basic Survey population, a mean of lL compared to
6 and a median of 6.5 ‘compared to 3.2.- Howeve;, while State/Special Facility
IEPs contained more goals than those for students in reé?}ar schools, they did

not contain more goal$ than those for students in spE%%al schoo}s (Ses
Appendix D, Table D.6.) ' ’

] +




Anothef factor related to how annual goals were presented in IEPs is that
in addition'to merely listing annual goals, some IEPs either listed the goals
in order ,of priority: or sefected certain listed goals for 5riority status.
Eight percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs included this additional
refinement. This percent was not significantly different from the percent of
Basic Suréey'IEPs with a priority listing (see Appendix D; Table D.5.) .°
3. §hort-Terﬁ Objectives

The‘fo!lowing discussion of how short-term objectives wére presented

in IEPs focuses on (a) the number and range of objectives included in IEPs,
(b) the time frames for meetifg the objectives, and (¢) the extent to which
objectives were presented in measurable temms. _
) The average number of short-term objectives per State/Special Facility
IEP (in the 92 percent of IEPs that contained short-term objecgives) was 58,
with 2 standard deviation of 127. The raug; 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 contaiﬁed more than 100 ocbjectives),
there was a comsiderable discrepancy between the mean (58 objectives) and the
i mgdian ﬁumber of objectives (25), and the median is a better measure of the’
central tendency. (See Appendix D, Table D.7.) .In general, these measures
syfgest a reasonable balance between the number of goals and objectives per
IEP, with around four fo five objectives (considering both the median and
mean) for every goal. a i
IEPs develdﬁed for students in state/special facilities contained more
objectives than did those dEveloped for students in the Basic Survey popula-
tion, 2 mean of 58 comparég to 26 and a median of 23 compared to 11. The mean
dumber of objectives in State/Special Facility IEPs was greater than that in
either’regular school or special scho #ps. (See Appendix D%;Tab‘e D.7.)
Based on information in State/Spev¥ial Faciliey IEPs, approximately two-
thlrds (66 percent) of the short-term objectives Were to be worked on through-
out a full vear, whlle 28 percent were to be accomplished in less than a year.
4 time frame for thg remaining six percent 'could not be determined from the
IEPs {see hppendix D, Table h.8). There were no differences in'lhese results
and;those_for the;Basic Survey population.

9 In one-thirdaof the State?ﬁpecial Facility IEPs, not one of the short-

n term objedtivesayas Written in measurable terms; i: e., the IEP failed to‘q:‘;fN\

qﬁcontalu a precise statement of how any of, the obJectlve shoulﬂ be evaluated

1
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Forty-four percent of all the short;term objectives listed in the "average"
State/épecial Favility IEP were'written in measurable terms. . {(See Appendix D,
Tablé D.9). The results are” not statistically différent for those from the‘
Basic Survey population. These:data are based on an evaluation of the short- .
term obJectlves including any additional pertinent “evaluation criteria listed
anywhere in the IEP. Stﬁze this property of short-term objectives is directly 4
related to the mandate of the, Act that IEPs contain objective criteria for
determlnlng whether 1nstruct10nal obJectlves are beéing met, this subject will
be .discussed in greater detail in subsection® "8" (Proposed Evaluation Criteria).

"4. . Statement of Specific Educational Services to be Provided ~

The Aet requires that an IEP include a statement of specific educa-
tional se;vices to be provided. There would appear to be a snumber of ways by
which this requirement can be met. For example, an IEP may include (a) such
information under a Heading requesting a statement of specific épebial educa=-
fion ‘services to be provided, {b) a biéting of annual goals 4nd/or short-term
objectives to be met by the specific service, and (c)’a separate ‘listing ie
the IEP of a related service to be provided. When using these criteria,
virtually every State/Special Facility IEP 'provided such information. Follow-'
ing is a brief discussion of each of these three major aﬁbreaches to providing

this mandated information.

Slxty-seven percent of State/Special Facility IEPs 1nc1uded a heading

requesting a statement of specific pducational services to ‘be prov1ded (See
Adppendix D, Table D.4.) In 89 percent of these cases, the typlcal State/
Special Facility IEP cpnta1ned under the heading a brief descriptor of the
proposed special education placement (e.g., resource roow, speech therapy,
leapningrlab).f'When results were analyzed for the State/Special Facility and
Basic Survey populations, the differenﬁes in the percent of &EPS 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 ahnual gbals and short-
term objectives which the educational program presumably is designed to meet.
This strategy, which was employed for 99 percent of the State/Speclal Facility
IEPs, was discussed in the two ptevious subsectlonsﬁ Results were very similar

“in‘the %te/Specml Fac111ty and Basic Survegy populatlons
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‘A final means of stating spetific services was by listing related services
{e.g., transportatton, psychologtcal servzces, physical therapy). ‘Approxi-

mately 35 percent of State/Spectal Fac111ty IfPs 1ncluded at least some related

.services information. This is. d1scussed in greater detail in Chapter 7.

5. Statement. of Extent to Whlch Student will be Able to Part1c1pate

1Y

" in Regular Education Programs

Elther of two basnc apprbaches to prov1d1ng 1nformat1on regdrdtng )

the extent to’ which the student would be able to part1c1pate in. the regular P
program generally was’ followed. These werey's -{3) ,s0m s llsted, either as
proportion of time or in mtnute93 hours, or class perjggg£ the time the student
" woul’s be assigned to the regular education program, and (b) sodh IERs used the
reverse approach and listed the proportion or amount of time that the student
would be asslgned to spec1al education. Either appsoach prouldes the necessary
information. ' ' . P ' ' ,

As was noted earlier; a signlficantly smaIler proportion (45 percent) ‘of
State/Special .Facility IEPs contatned tth 1nformation than did Basic Survey
IEPs (62 percent)’

6.‘, Projected Date for Initiation of Specific Services

- Two approaches were used in State/Special Facility 'IEPs to state the
projected date{s)'for’initiation of dervices. These %ere: (a) to specifically
state that the special education serv1ces will begin on a certain date; and
*(b) to provide proposed ates for begxnﬂxng work toward _meeting the listed
abnual goals and/qQr short-term objectives.” The_flrst approach was used in 45
percent ‘of the IEP%; the latter was used ip 29 percent. ' It should be pointed”
out,” howevér, that ¢ 29 percent inclﬁded IEPs in which the beginning dates

were provided for only a portlon of the goals or ‘objectives. If the beginning

date was provtded for as few as one goal or one objective, the IEP was included

'1n this category. Also, for this latter category, dates often were provided

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

~was, for example, for the 1978-79 school year {The assumption here is that

service is 1n1t1ated at the beglnnlng of the school year.) Even with these

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

inferences was pnesented in only 74 percent of the State/Special Facility
. ' .‘ ! i . ' o

IEPs. . L _ “
additional 21 percent of the IEPs included the date that the IEP was

+

., Prepared. ‘While this is'nqt necessarily the same as the date of imitiation of

» -
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service, the approximate’ service date usually could be inferred. Four percent
of State/Special Facility IEPs provided no information féom which the initia-
ti1on date could be ascertained or inferred.

The projected date(s) for the initiation of spec1f1c serv1ces was speci-
fically stated less often in State/Special Facyllty IEPs (45 percent) than ih
Basic Survey IEPs (66 percent). (See Appendix D, Table D.10.)

7. - Antic{bated Puration of Specific Services

As with the date for the beglnnlng of service, IEPs stated the
anticiphted duration of service by: (a) speclflcally stating the beginning
and ending dates of service (or stating the Iengﬁh’of service); or (b) provid-
.ing information reéarding the length of time proposed qu'meeting one or more
annual goals or short-term objectives. Inm both cases, the duration generally
was stated in reasonably precise terms.

The first approach was uged in 42 percent of State/Special Faciiity IEPs;
the .second apbroach was used in 31 percent. An additional 2] percent of
State/Special Facility IEPs inferred the duration oé service by stating that
the goals of the special education programr were "apnual" goals. One percent
of State/Special Facility IEPs stated that services would be provided "as leng
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.1l1 for ad&itional 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).

8. Proposed Evaluation Criteria

The Act states that an IEP shall include "appropriafe objective

criteria ... for determining whether instructional objectives are being
achieved." (It is assumed that "indtructional objectives" as used in the Act
refers primarily iffnot exclusively to the "short-term objectives" mandated to
be included in IEPs.) As was noted 1n subsection 3 (shcrt-te;m cbjectives),
two approaches weére .used for presenting these evaluation criteria in [EPs.
First, the IEP included a'heading under which the evaluation criteria were
presented, and second, the short-term obﬁectives were written in measurable

terms (thus'including within the-objective statement the criteria for

-
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achleVENEDt) With the fir;t approach for example, the IEP might list under .

a headlng requesting evaluatlon criteria -data that™the student will score 4t

least the grade 4.5 level on the mathemati sectlzz;ﬁf~the XX test battery.)

dWlth the second approach, a parthular short=term jective might be s:;;eg,as
ion

follows. "Given 25 randomly comstructed 2-digit x 2 ~digit multiplic
problems, the student, u51ng paper and pencil, will correctly solve at least
80 percent of them in 25 minutes. N

) As was shown in Figure 4.1, 80 percent of State/Special Fatility IEPs*
included proposed-evaluation criteria. THiX was statistically greater”“than in
the Basic Survey population. The basis for thiT datum, as noted in Appendix D,
page D.2, is that the YEP included either (é) a heading requesting proposed
evaluation crithria, with reasonably appropriate information.entered under the
heading, or (b) at least one short-term objective written in measurable terms.
0f the 61 percent of State/Special Facility IEPs that had a heading requesting
evaluation criteria, 93 percent had reasonably appropriate information entered
under the heading. However, this percentage could be misiﬁterpreted‘without
an understanding of what was considered "reasonably appropriate information."
In order to be consisfent with the guidelines regarding inplusiog'of data
under headings used fpr all other IEP headings, a quite generous interpreta=
‘tion of "reasonably appropriate” was used. Por example,'qpch statements as
"passes teacher-made tests,” "ag determinéd by grades-or daily lessons," or
"completes most assigaments & time" were considered reasonably-appropriate‘
The criterion for inclusion in the second category, that of Measurable short~-
term objectives, was more strict but also more narrgwly based. For example, a
short-term objective was required to 1nclude a loglcal statement of ‘expected
behavior to a specified criterion iﬂ?order to‘be considered measurable.
However, if only ome objective in the IEP was written in measurable. terms, the
IEP was considered to inc%ude proprEd evaluation criteria and thus was in-

-

cluded in the 80 percent figure displayed in Figure 4.1. o

;t’is critical to note that in reviewing a short-term objective to deter-
@ine whether or not it was written in meaSQrab}e'terms, any related inféfmation
listed éisewhereﬁin'the IEF under an evaluation criteria heading was considered
to be a part'of the short‘term objectives. For example, if short term obJec-

"o

t1ves such as "will 1mprove in reading comprehen51on, w111 1ncrease readlng
sk1lls," and "will learn to spelfknew wogds" were included in the IEP; and. if

" the IEP statéd that the evaluation crlterlon\fot the IEP,was that the student

]




scott at the grade 4.5 level of the language skills section of the XXX test
battery; the three example‘oﬁjectives would, based on the latter statement, be
cqnsidered to have been written in measurable terms. As was noted in subsec-
tion 34 only 6] percent of Scale/épecial Facility IEPs included one or more
short-tenm ObJEC s written. in measurable terms. This means that, by using
_ the less generous guidelinéﬁﬁf 1nclud1ng onlY 1EPs with-:ETectives written in
measurable terms, only &7 percent (Lngtead of the 80 percent shown in Figure 4.1)
of State/Special.Facility 1EPs provided evaluation criteria. .Further, as is
shown in Appendix D, Table D.9, only 45 percent 1pcluded evaluation criteria
for 50 percent or mere of the short-term objectives, and only 22 percent of
.State/Special FaCllltY 1EPs bncluded evaluation'criteria for 90 percent or
gore of the short-term obgectives . ;
Regardless of the guidelines used,. a largen preportion of State/Special
ﬂFacilitx.lEPs included evaluation criteria than did-Basic Survey‘IEPsn For
example, as nofed earlier, wbenfusing the more. generous guidelines, 80 percent
Special Facility IEPs contained evaluatiorm criteria Using the
same gul elines, only 65 percent of- the Basic Survey IEPs antained the evalua-
tion criteria Using the more strict guidelines, 67 percent of the State/

Special F%Clllty IEPs, as compared- to 54 percent of the‘%351c Survey IEPs,

contained the evaluation gL iteria. &

on Procedures

' Q. - Proposed Evalua
_ ' As was:portrayed in Figure 4.1, 92 percent* of State/Special Facility
IEP: included proposed evaluation procedures for evaluating the shott-term |
obJectives. However, a? is portrayed in Figuje 4.4, a con51dereble‘portion of
this 92 percent is included based on.inferences rather than clear statements.
Basically, the difference between the guidelines hged for evaluation procedures
and those used for evaluation criteria wag that a short-term obJective written‘
in measurable terms was one means of meeting the evaluation criteria require-
ment, while the mere inclusion of a short- term objective (whether or not
written in-measurable terms) was c0n51dered to satisfy the requirement for -
ev2luation procedures. While this'decision was somewnat arbitrary, reasonable
justification appears to exist. If an objective is not written in measurable
terms, an impartial evaluator generally would have né basis for determining
whether ar ngt the objective had been met. For example, for.the objective
that states the student "will learn multiplication tables,” one would have no

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

4
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. “ .
"' or what level of rformahce would be atceptable as a measure of suc¢
;

.:.he- other hand,

'

obJectwe scould be assumed It is reasonably (but certainmly not totally) -

r the same objective,’ the procedure for evaluating--the

%

clear. that sthe student would be presented mth various multlphcatlon table

problems and- asked to prov1de tl‘Ie answers.

. F].%ure WA shows t:he means . by which proposed evaluation procedures were
presented in State/Spec:.al Facility JEPs. Id eight percent of the State/
Sp?e.cn.al Fac111ty IEPs, this’information wag, p esented 2s a ‘precise statement
(e.g., "by admi,msterlng test XXX") of how evaluatlon wlh be conducted

'In an additional 42 gercent of . State/Spem acll:tty IEPs, the evaluation

\;_/procedures :Lnformatmn was clear from the s rt-term obJectwes {that is, 50
. percent or more of the ‘objectives were wr1tten in measurable terms).., Ig*°

,. another 42 percent of the State[Special Facility IEPs, the procedures for

evaluating most ‘of the obJectlst had to be mferred from upclear sta“‘lsements

or unclear oI?Jectlves In the remaining eight ~percent of the IEfPs, procedures .

for evaluatlng the og_]ectrves were not applicable, since there.were no objec-

tivés to eval&:te ' ‘ ) c ’ p

-

.The means i)y which proposed evaluation procedure$ were presfented were
s1m11ar in the’ State/SpeCLal Facility and Baslc Survey populations. (See )

-

10. Proposed Schedules for Determlm,ng Whe the'r Instructional ObJect:wes (\

" A pend:{ D, Table D. 12~) v - . .

i Are Being Met 0 -

‘I‘he Act states that an IEP must include 'schedules fot determlnmg
%h‘ether instructional obJectlves are being achieved." TFigure 4.5 portrays
how these “data were provided in IEPs.- Only 23 percent of State/Special
Fac:111ty IEPs 11sted date§ and spec:1f1c:ally stated that the dates represented
the evaluation schedule. An additional 21 percent 1nc1uded the dates when
wotk toward meeting’ short-term objectives was expeoted to be Wcomple&d {for at
lealst’ part of the o&ect’ives in the IEP). ‘I‘he’se dates reasonahly could be
cons.i.dered to represent evéluatiowchedules. For 43 pert_:ent of IEPs, wh.ile
an evaluation schedule was not actually included, it could be inférred from
the beginning-oﬁ*treatment' and end-of-treatmenlt‘ dates. For example, if .
serviges to be prov1ded were to begin ‘in September apd the IEP was for the
1977~ ?8 school year,‘ it could be inferred that the evaluatlon schedule was
‘that the shor}: term objectives would be evaluated at®some (or numerous)
point__(s) between September agnd the end 9f the schook year. (It should be

\
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’ noted Hhat, for J%me obJectlves, a spec1f1c evaluatlon date‘ls not appropriate.
For- example, an obJectlve such as "will turn in daily aSSLgnments at least 75
percent of the time" cannot be evaluated on -Tuesday, January 15; it must be
evaltated aver time. ) Only 13 percent of the 'IEPs either had no ‘indication of
the .time frame for the shart- termoobjectlves or had no short-term obJectlves
to evaluate. ' ’~," - . '
Thereéaas'no significant diffemence in the percent nf State/Special .
‘Facility-and Basic SurYeyélEPS'fdr which the evaluation achedule hed to be .
implied from beginning-bf tfeatnEQt and end-of-treatment dates. Edwever, more
Basic Survey IEPs than. State/SpeCLal Facility IEPs contained- information about -
short-term obJectlveswfrom whrch inferences -about eVZIuatlon schedules could
be made (36 percent and fi percent‘ respeCtlvely) And results suggested that
more State/Special Fac111t¥ IEPs than Basic Survey IEPs might ‘have spec1f1c
evaluation schedules (23~ percent versus l& peré@nt) "o, (See Appendrﬁ.D
Table D.13.) . o ' . o
As was néted above,'hany'%hprtpterm objectives must be evaluated ovet
‘time; a spec1f1c evaluatlon date or' dates was not partlcularly appropriate
(e.g., an obJectlve such as“'tudent will turn nlall homework aSSLgnments on ¥
time" or “the student will improve the quallty of social interactions By l"
likely will have to be evaluated continually rather than at a specific point
in time). This may be a major reasqn why, a headxng requesting evaluation
schedules failed to significantly igcrease tﬁe prov151on 'of evalunation schedule
data. Only about half of the IEPs with such,a‘headlng artually }ncluded‘
specific schedules under the headiné (however, almdst whree“feurths i1ncluded
some kind of information {e.g., "as approprlate” or "dally, weekly, or monthLy,_'
depending on nature of objectives") undqr the headlﬂg)

11. Assurance of at Least an Annual Evaluation ,

! . The Act states that the IEP must include cri.teri.a,‘prtacedureaJ agd'}

schedules’ for determlnlng, on at least an annual basis, whether 1nstruct10nal

ocbjectives arZ!Pelng achleved. By.using the various criteria discussed“in the -

. previocus subsettion (that is, Specific'schedules plus time spans inferred'from -
other data'oh'the iEP),'the large majority of Stgte¥Specia1 Facility IEPs (9£
percent) required at least an annual eyaluatron for all of the short-term
objettivesa“ Only. a m%n}scule proportion (0:2‘percent) appeared to reQuire an
.annual evaluation for part but not all of the objectives., The remaining nine

percent of State/Special Facility IEPs either had no dates for making inferences

~ .
g
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‘or had no short-term obfectives to be evaluated. (See Appendix D, ‘Table B.14.)
There were no SLgnlflcant drfferences Lﬁ these results and the ones for the

Basic Survey population. ’ AN

.

>

II. *THE EXTENT TO WHICK NONMANDATED INFORMATION WAS CONTAINED
IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs AND HOW THIS INFORMATION WAS PRESENTED,
: IN COMPARISON WITH THE BASIC SURVEY POPULATION

1 5

v A , .
. The presence or absence of nonmandated information was determined directly

b3
“from the information entered under a heading requesting the information. No

attempt was - made tovdetermlne if information assoc1ated with a headlng that
was left bLank was listed elsewhere in the IEP. For example, if space desig-
nated for the Etudent 5 sex was left blank, no attempt was made "to search
elsewhere 1nﬁshe IEP for that informatién {e.g., from pronoun ‘genders).

as %can be seen in F].gure 4.6, the non-mandated information containgd in

TEPs was‘delineated by the seven categories defined and used in Section III of °

- Chapter 3:  student charatteristics; assessment-related; placement-related,

‘instruttion-related- process of ‘IEP develppment, approval, snd review; pro-
pdsed program of special services; and other miscellaneous information.
Spec1f1c types of information that occur in less than one percent of the IEPs
in the combined Basic Sarvey and State/Special Facility populations were ,
grouped in this lakter.category. ({Also see Appendix D, Table D.5.)
. With regard to student characterlstlcs, the most common information item
was the student s age/blrthdate (80 percent) No other 1nfonmat10n items were
1nc1uded in a ma;orxty of ‘the Sf%te}Specxal FaCLlLty IEPs Informatlon for
three of the fxve ;tems in, thms category ‘Was rnclﬁded more often in JEPs

’ "developed fon students in the Basic Snrvey populatxdn,than in State/Speclal
Fac111ty IEPs (grade level, SeX, and réce) However, 1nformat10n for age/
" birthdate and for nature of student“s handlcap appeared wlth about the same

. frequency 1n both populat1ons * ? . Tl
None Of the Lnformatlon within the- éategory of,assessment related data ~

was included in as many ag 30 percen; -0f the State/SpecxalmFacxlxty IEPs
Information related.both to asseSsgént data in support of present level of

performance and to the date of the*assessment'was 1nc1uded mOre frequently in
Basic - Survey IEPs than in State(Spe01q1qFac111ty IEPs.
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1/ EPs witn at least oae “otler” headiag. iacludes such haadings us: date i7
referfal or last grade obtaiced, ao' siagle one of, wnich cuocurTes 1n nore ain ne
percant of the i5Ps 1n the Zombined Basic Surwvey and Scata/3pecial Faciliiey
popuia:;ans. ‘ -
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As in: the Basic Shrvey pobulatioh, instrument-related informatiod was
included on only a very sm31Y proportion of State/Spec1al Fac111ty {Efs A
placement recommendition was prov1ded about half ‘of the time; however, the
rationale for placement was-prov1ded only 17 percent of the time. Placement-'
related information was ;ncluded with .about the same frequency.am the 3351c

Sﬁ;ﬁe& and State/Spec1al Fac111ty populations- t_ . '
d Stat¥/Special Fac111ty IEPs generally contalned a considerable amount of
data regardlug the IEP develdaheut/approggi protess: 72 percent contained the
date of -preparation, 66 percent listed the participants_in the IEP process, §2
percent gave the titles of- individusls approving the a;gercent gave some
evidence of parental approval, and 32 percent contained’ the signatures of
1nd1v1duals approv1ng the LEP Information concernlng part1c1pants in the IEP
process,, ev1dence of parenbal approval, and signatures of approvers were
included more frqquently in Bgézc Survey IEPs than in State/Special Facility
IEPs. ) - Y

As ih the Bas:ic Survey Population, ;ery few State/Sp;cial Facility iEPs
. documented the IEP reviéw process. It is likely that such reviews had not yet
taken place for maﬁy of the IEPs because they may have just recently been
developed and implemented. ’(IEPs that are reviewed during the school year
usually aée reviewed 2 few months after they have been implemented.} Never-
theless, it appears that greater attention was paid to documentation of the
development and final approval of IEPs, than was pald to chelr review.

Informaclﬂg concerning the proposed program was most frequently provided
with regard to recommended 1nstructlonal materlals resources, Strategies or
technlques (55 percent}, and the personnel respon31ble for serv1ces (52 per- -
cent). The date short-term objectives were.met was provided in only 10 per-
cent of the State/Special Facility IERS. A pqssible explanation for the lack
qf this latter ‘information is that it was aot yet available for recently
aeveloped 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 té about one-third of th; Basic 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'populations. ‘ \

§
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Table 4.1 presents completion'rates for headings requesting non-mandated

-

informat%on. As with the Ba§ic‘Survey population, the extent to which infor-
mation was entered undet some headings was quite low. Howevef,'the‘reasons
for many of the low completion rates is obvious. The low completion rates in
students' school attendance records (12 percent), datg shori-term‘pbject1ves
pet {4 er3ent>, results }f IEP review .(61 percent), and participants in IEP
revie (?0 percent) provide additiomal support for the assumption that these
headings would ae left blank gér a significant number of IEPs since the re-
quested inormqtioﬁ probably wquid be entered only at certain times; e.g., at
the end ¢f an attendand®wperiod, after short-term objectives had béen met, or
after the IEP review had beed .conducted. - '
‘“*km;__‘ :
ITE. SUMMARY

[l

This chapter d1scussed the k1nds of information contained 1n State/Special
Facility’ IEPs and how the 1nformat1on was presented. The contents of IEPs
were separated into two categories: {a) the ll.information areas mandated by
*Section 602 of P.L. 94-142, and (b) ieformation area§ not mandated by P.L.
94-142. Ten of the 1l mandated informatioe items were found in 80 percent or
mé of tﬁe State/Special’ Facility'IEPs, and 7 of the 1l were found in more
than 99 percent. ‘ ‘ .

For mandated information items included in less than 90. percent of the
IEPs in the State/SpeC1a1 Facility or Basic Survey populat1ons, there were
statzstlcally significant differencés in the percent of IEPs 1nc1ud1ng the.
information for only two items. Information regarding extent of part1c1pat10n
in regular educat1on programs was included in 62 percent of the Basic Survey )
IEPs and 45 percent of State/Special Facility IEPs, Regard1ng proposed evalua-
tion criteria, information was included in 80 percent of State/Special Facility
IEPs and 65 percent of Basic Survey TEPs. .

Only about one-third of the State/Spec1al FaC111ty IEPs contained infor-
mation for all 11 mandated 1nformat1on items. Over 90 percent of them con-
taiqid information for at least 7 of the 1l items. This.was consistent with
results for.Basic Survey IEPs. ) . Py

Eighty-nine percent of the State/SpecLal:Facility IEPs contained some

prasent-level-of-performance* information. In additioen, 27 percent included




. " Table 4.1
COMPLETION,RATgk FOR HEADINGS REQUESTING NONMANDATED INFORMATION ;gh}

* Information ,

Non-Mandatéd Information Area . Entered—

. 3 ' " Perceat of
“‘Th‘“ IEPs That Have-

BASIC-STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS ‘
Student's age or birthdate 97
Student’'s grade level . 97
Nature of student's handicap . 84
Student’s sex ’ , 92
Student's race ' ’ 89

ASSESSMENT-REEATED d
Assessment data to support presint leyel of perform

Date of the assessment of presgnt level of performa& 94
-Student's streagths ﬂg ' 92
Physical education needs 98

C. PLACEMENT-RELATED . o : (
" Placement *récommendation 92
Rationale for placement or services . 84

D. INSTRUCTION-RELATED:

Student's primary langUWage v 88 ,
Studeat's school attendance récord 12
Student's special interests

"E. PROCESS OF IEP DEVELOPMENT, APPROVAL, AND REVIEW . -

i Participants in the IEP process’ .. s
Date of preparation of IEP ’
Titles of individuals whb approved the IEP
Parental approval
Signature of individuals who approved the IEP
Proposed IEP review date
Results of pareatal notification
Actual TEP review date
Results of IEP review }
Participants in IEP review .

F. PROPOSED PROGRAM OF SPECIAL SERVICES

Personnel respon51b1e for services

Recommended instructional- materials resourcesh
strategies or techniques

-‘Date short-term obJectlves met

Priority listing of annual goajs

G. OTHER
OtherE{

¥

1

‘
3 o

a/ Percents are based on the number of IEPs that have the heading.

b/ IEPs with at least one "other” heading. Includes such headings
date of referral or last grade obtained.
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;E¥portin§*data, suéh as test scores, toasupport the present-level-of-perfor-
mance inférmatidn Slxty-51x percent of the State/Spec1a1 Facility IEPs"
included present- -level- of -performance mformatlon for at l-e’ast t‘ee academic
or {unctlonal areas, and 65 percent contalned.such Lnformatlon for at least
one acad;mic or ‘functional area where special education was found not to Be
required, thus indfcating a’ student strength. Ten percent of the IEPs ia-
cluded the assessment _dates, “There "was no significant difference in the -
perceat of State/Special Facility and Basic Survey IEPs contalnlng some pre-

' sent-level-of performance informationm, but thgre were some differences in the
percents including some SpElelC types of “supporting and related information.

Two percent of the State/Specxal Facility IEPs bad no annual goals, and
eight percent .bad no shortrterm objectives. Those IEPs that had at least one
goal statement had an average of ll and a median of 6.5 annual goals. State/
Spec1a1 Fac111ty IEPs contained more annual goals than Baa}c Survey IEPs,
wbxcp bad an average of 6 and a median of 3.2 annual goals. Houever, while

State/Special Facility IEPs contained more goals than those for stmdents in

regular schoals, they dfdfnot contain more than those for'students in special
- . - -

schools.

_The mean number of objectives per State/Special Facility IEP was 58,
while the median was around 25. IEPs developed for students in state/gpecial
facilities contained more obiectives,than those developed for students in the
Basic Survey populition, which had a mean of ?6 and 2 median of 1l1. The mean
Jaumber of objectives in State/Special Facility IEPs was greater than that in
either regular schools or special schools. Only forty-fonr. percent of all the’
short-term objectives listed in the "average" IJEP were wr1tten in measurable |
terms ., (even when any additional pertlnent evaluation cr1teria llsteJ anywhere
in the IEP was, included). 1In dne-third of the State/SpeCLal Facility IEPs,
not one of the short-term objectives was written in measurable: terms

While the beglnnlng date of service and the anticipated duratlon of
service were each included in Sta®w{Special Fa¢ility IEPs 95 percent of the >
time, these data were based upon rather geﬂ@rous assymptions. For 21 percent,
the beginning date of sirvice was not specifically stated but was inferred, )
from the date the IﬁP was prepared Also, for 21 percent of the IEPs, the
duration of service 'was assumed to be one year based on the notatlon that the
goals were "annual” goaia. One percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs

stated that service would be provided “as long as needed."” The beginning date.




' . .
of service and the anticipated duration wefe each included' in both State/

Special Facility IEPs and Basic Survey IEPs-at least 95 bercent of the time, |

" but there were some dlfferences between them in the degree of spec1f1c1ty

051ng generous assumptlons, it was found that proposed evaluation Gri-

. teria were included in 80 percent of State/Spec1al Facility IEPs, and this was -
significantly grgater.&han:in the Basic Survey population. However, only,45
percent of the IEPs included evaluation criteria for 50 percent or more of the

"short~term objectivest and only ZQ percent of the IEPs included such criteria
for 90 perqent or more of thgf“hort term obJectlves ! -

" As wlth evaluatlon criteria, the evaluatlon procedures 1nformat10n, while
pfov1ded in 92 percent of State/Special Fac111ty IEPs, often was not clearly
stated. Eight percent included a precisg statement of how the evaluation
should be conducted, and another 42 percent of the IEPs provided a clear
skatement of evaluation procedure for 50 percent or more of the short-ﬁerm
objectives_includgd in the IEP.' These results were §ihila; to ;bose foérphe‘

‘Basic Survey population. ., . : K

<&!he schedule for evaluat;ng short- -term objectives was specifically stated
in 23 percent of State/Special Facility IEPs and could be inferred from short-"
term object1ves in another 21 percent. And in ﬁ3 percent of the State/Special

Facility EP&, the -evaluation schedule could be estimated roughly from the

beginning-of-treatment dates and end-of-treatment dates. There was no 51gn1f1-‘

cant difference in the percent o{\State/Special Facility and Basic Survey IEPs
for which the evaluation schedule had to be implied from beginning-of-treatment
and end-of-treatment éates, However, more Basic Survey IEPs than State/Special

Facility IEPs contained infoYmation about short-term objectfives from which

Ninty-one percent of

inferénces about evaluation schedules could be made:

e State/Special Facility IEPs required at least ad™-
annual eﬁaluag1on for'all of the short-term obJectlves Thls,“ai not 51§h1£i;/

cantly different from Basic Surwvey results . .
L3

P

As in the Basic Survey population, z consideraSIe amount~of nopmandated
irformation was included ,in the IEPs. The students'®age or birthdate was
provided 80 percent of the time, a placement recommenhation 51 percent of "the
time, participants in the IEP process 66 percent.%}?the time, personnel respon- .
sible for \service 52 percent of the time, and recommendg& 1nstruct10nab1\ )

_resources/strategles 55. percent of the time.




. [l -

There was a direct relatiomship between the inclusiom of inforﬁatidn_ih
State/Special Facility IEPs and the IEP format headings under which to lisy .

infermation. For both'mandhted and nonmandated information, the igclusion in

the IEP format of a headlng requestlng the information was more likely to
result in the inclusion of the xnformatxon.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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Partlclpates in tbe Devélopment and &pproval
- of 6tate/Sp3c1al 'Fac:.»lity IEPS"

e . . ) -r\,

- -
et .
AT "‘«t- -

Two data sources were used to prov1de rnformatfon about WHb*Rﬁtthlpated
ig, tbe development of IEPs: (a) an IEP evaluatlon checkllst used to docqunt
‘,data from the IEP; "and (b) a survey questlonnalre completed by teachers The
IEP evaluatlon cbeckllst was used to examine the extedt to which IEPs specified
. who partlclpated in the process of .developinig the IEP. " It also was used to
‘ determ1ne té wbat extent parental, guardian, or surrogate approval of the IEP
was iadicated in the IEP 1tse1£ The Act does. not requxre that part1c1pants
be listed 1n the-IEP, and it was. found that in many cases not all of the
part1c1pants in deyeloplng the IEP were identified in the IEP itself and that
sometimes those qho apgroved the IEP signed a separate approval form that was
noa,fncluded with the Ié?. o - ) ] .

In the survey questibnnaire, the teachers were asked to recall the handi-
capped student’s and pareht s participation in developing the IEP and to
respond to a numﬁer of queétlons about that part101patlon The teacher most
knowledgeable about the stu&gnt s IEP was the one' select}d—to respond to the
survey questlonnalre ‘ In caﬁes where personnel other than the repoptlng
teachers might ‘have better knowledge about specific survey quest10n5, the
report}og teachers were enoouraged to check with them for assistance insre-
f,gpqh@}ng,to the éu;hey. In spite of these considerations, the survey data

.were affected by-a‘lach of complete teacher recall, since many o} the IEPs,
_for which the_Lnformatlon was collected during the spring, had been’ developed
. durlng the: fall of the current sthool year or the spring of the prevlous

school ’ year. ’ \ ) . s s
.5

The *two data sources -were, desrgned to be complementary, answering somewhat

L3

different but closely related subquestlons " Results froM-the two -usually

differ slightly conc;rnlng similar Ln%Qrmatlon Both sources of information

should be studxed together to gaxn LnSLght Loto parent and student part1c1pa~‘
¢ion in developxng IEPs. - ' ) ‘

This chapter ekxamines ‘the patticipation of school {or facility) personnel,
., parents, and, students.in the deve}opment of JE%S, From the two sources of ,

]
a




data it is possiﬁle to answer the questions® What is the extent Qf part;c1pa-
tion of varlous persons in developlng the :IEP? Who signs and approves the
IEP? Two add}tlonal questions will be answeted: Does participation in the
develSpment of IEPs vary within suprpulationé of students defined by student's
age and severlty of handicapping- condition? What proportion of IEPs are
produced by commlttees including at least 6kg£representat1ve from each of Ehe
three types of persons mandated by P. L 94-142 to be included: teachers,
parents, and—LEA representat1ves9 ‘ ™
Section I discusses the involvement of various types of state/special-
facility personnel in deyelopin% and approving IEPs, while Sectien II discusses
the involvement of pirents and students. Saption I1I1 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 chapter. Detailed descriptive statistics' and associated standard

errors for the results presented in this chapter are ineluded in Appendix E.

, WHAT .SCHOOL PERSONNEL PARTICIPATED IN THE DEVELOPMENT
AND APPROVAL OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs?

Ihose’whose names and/or titles appeared on the collected I[EPs were
considered to be participants in fhe IEP development process. As previously
noted, the Act does not require that IEPs contain a listing of the'persons who
part\b{Pated in their development. Therefore, thesé 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) personnel were identified
‘from the IEPs as participants. These personnel types were subdivided into
three cateéor;es: teachers ;nd E;:j%pists; administrative representatives;
and ancillary personnel such as school psychologists or counselors. Another
category was added for those without an identification of title or position,
or those whose positions were not listed. {See Appgndix E, Table E.1 for a

listing of .personnel included in each category.) ’

State/Special Facility Population Compared with Basic Survgy Population

Seventy-three percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs listed at least
one part1c1pant aﬂd 67 percent included at least ‘one 51gnature Across all

IEPs with at least one participant, the mean number of participants was 4. 1
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and across all IEPs with at least-one srgner, the mean nuuiber of srgnatures

was 3.3 o i ' - T : ,‘ . § ‘
> A‘signi:fi-'c’angly- greater pence&t of IE;Ps in the Basic Shrveyﬁulati'on
,listed, at least one partrcr‘pant (92 percent) and mcludetl at least one signa-
ture (82 percent) than in thé StaéSpecral Facility populatlon However,P'
there were no*statistloelly srgmfrcant d].fferences between the"’State/Spé.CJ.al
Facl.hty and Basic Sorvey populatlons in the mean nunqbers of part:.drpants and -
sygners for IEPs with at least one partlclpant 6r s.."l:g!i'er It is possible that’

sep‘Arate appro%al ‘forms are_t‘-used. more often in s\tate/specml fac111t1es,

affectmg the percentage of IEPS with at 1east one participant 6r signer.

Table 5.1 shows that ﬁ least one representatlve from' the c.ateg,ory of

- teacherg. and therap1sts wis speelfrcally identified as a pa icipant in 62
' percent’ of the IEPs de;:weloped is state/special facrlrtres, aflministrators in’
36" percent, aﬂd anclllary personnel (e g., school ps ogl.sts, counselors,

’ soc1a1 workers, *and purses) ig 14, pg,:cent In. 27 pe ent of thkw IEPs, at

l.east one other part1c1pant wag 1dfnt1£1ed who cou.ldLgoE be classﬁled 'by
tltle or who held poSLtLOﬁs that could ROt log{cally be mcluded in t{le other

'categorres The table further J.nd].cate-s thae 30 p&oent of the IEPS SpEC].f.].C“

‘ally 1dent1f1ed both a teacher or therapl.st and Wrator These are
the two ty‘pes ot‘ scheol personnel manﬁ’ted by P.L. 954-1 regu].atrons to be -

participants on the IEP committeep in addl.tl.on to the pareat. 1 (S_ee A ndix E,
- Table E.1.) oo . : n i
. . o

P~ *
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Table 5.1 . _ ~ v
CATEGORIES OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL WO PARTICIPATE?D IN THE C/
STATE/SPECIAL FACILYTY IEP PROCESS

]

. T, . Pegcent Of IEPs wl.th‘ ‘;
1 Partmpatron Category Represented .

Participant ' . Signer

L

4

62 M
. ‘ ‘3 S T

Botlr of above ! 30 20
Anctllary P§ .'. T g S I . .9,

S 8 3 AR 27 20

LS — - N

-

" As ,m the Bésm Survey (Volume " III), the percents in this. sectl.on are
" based on'the total numper of, IEPs, as’ opposed to being based only on the IEPs
. that-listed 4t least one partl.crpant (or one SJ.gner), éxcept asyspecifically
' noted for means. - : 3

-

) ]

53"
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“* The mean numbers«%f part1c1pants by category of school personnel, across .,

IEPs with at least one part1c1pant Lndlcated were as follows teachers and
* therapists, 1. 48, administrative personnel, 0.?5, anc111ary personnel 0. 28, .
and cpuld:not claSSLfy and_other, 03?6. (See Appendxx E, Table E 8. ) -

Table 5.1 also indicates the percent’ ofg IEPs signed by part1c1pqgts from
varipus categories. 'Signigicantiy fewer participants signed the IEP than were
named on them, - This could be due toa number ‘of reasoans, 1n£1ud1ng the like-

_ lihood» that many part1c1pants were not expected to sign the actual IEP but
were to indicate apgroval on a separate form. . .

Table 5.2 presents the participation rates for those types of school
péésonnel who were identified as.participants on at least five percent of the
IEPs prepare@ for studenﬁs in state/special fac111tres (Sée'Aﬁpendix E,
Table E.1 for a. complete list of participants.) Speeth of language theraplsts,
were identified as participants most often (18 percent), and principals and

LEA r:.c_",;u:esent:at].'s.sfes2 were each Ldentzfled in 14 pert‘nt of th‘e _]EEPS.
i L] J - -~ -
" Table 5. 2

TYPES OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE
e STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY TEP PROCESS ’ ¥

p—

[l

", ST ’ : Percent of IEPs with
Typewéf Partitigent "Partlcipatlon Type ngresented

Speecl:kand language therapzsts 18
Pr1nc1pals« . -3 14
LEA representatives . o . . R £
Supervisors . - ' . . . 10
School psychelogfsts

School. representatives:
Regular classroom teachers
Special “education teachers,:
Social workers: ¢y

" Physical or_occupational iperapists

- ]
- rd

Table 5.3 cdhparesegii:;ifpation rates for‘?ategog&es of school peisonnel

.in IEPs prepared for studenbg in state/special fe;ilities with those prepared

for students in the Basic Survey populapion.. With the exception of "could not
. o . b . - 1 . _ .'

.o ! »

K These are, representatives from a Local Education Agency. In mlost cases

the LEA has maintained some responsibility for the educational program of the

student. In a few cases the LEA-sharés some Jurlsdlctlon with the specific

state/special fatllxty !

El

+
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“classify and other,! each category’of participant was represented in a larger

percentage of Ba51c Survey IEPs than in State?Spec1al Facility IEPS (See

Appendix E, Table E.1.) Looking across all IEPs with at least one participant
'1nd1nateah\there were no statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant differences between  the
:State/Spec1al Fac111ty dnd Basic’ Survey populatlons in mean numbers of par£1c1‘

~pants by category of school personnel. (See Appendlx E, Table E. B 3

+
/

- *

Table 5.3

.
4

‘ CATEGORIES OF §CHOOL PERSOHNEL WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE IEP PROCESS
IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

Percent of ‘IEPs with '
Participation Category Represented
State
Categories ¢f Participants Facility " Basic Survey -

-

. Teachers and therapists 62 74 .
Administrative personnel - - : 6 . 60
Both of above 30 S0
Ancillary personnel 14 24,

. Gould oot classify and other - , 27 .27

s

LA

. ' a
, Table. 5.4 dfspfayﬁ the «wypes of school bersonnellfor whom significant '
dlfferences in pakticipation rates were noted betwgen the State/Spec1al Fac111ty
and, Bbsic Suryey populations. Participation rates were higher in the Basic,
Survqy populatlon for 6 of the 15 types of personnel, and they were higher in
the State/Specmal Fac111ty population for 2 of the 15. i ' LY
.1 Similarities -and d1fferences between regula; schools, special schools,‘
and state/speCLal facilitiss varied by category of school personnele For the _
canegory of adm1plstrat1ve "representatives, part1c1pat5€n rates in btoth xegular :
and speC1a1 schools were greater than in state/sgec1a1 fac1l161es Thls
* pattern also held for teachers and theraplsts, although the differences were’
not as great leen these Jesults, the sahe pattern was also true for the
category MBoth of the Above'. which looked across the two categorles _ ’
For ancillary personnel participation rates in spec1a1 scfiools, and
state/speolal fac111t1es were similar. Part1c1pat10n rates 'in regular schools

-

) were*greater than those in state/spec1a1 fac111t1es, and tesults suggested
' "

L




_TYPES OF SCHOOL PERgﬂhNEL EOR WHOM THERE WERE SIGNIFICANT?Y

. DIFFERENT PARTICIPATION RATES IN IEP PRQCESS IN THE
STATE/SPECJAL FACILITY AND BASICSURVEY %PPULATIONS

e -
. Percen®of IEPs With
! Participatiod Type Represented
c L ) State '
T¥pe of Participant Fagility ) Basic¢ Survey

~ |:Greater im Basic Survey

% %
Regular:;l/tgroom teachers -
Special #ducation teachers.’

. Prrqcmpals . , ’
'Case managers ' a/

Sthool psychologlsts—
Couuselors

Greater in State/Special Facility
I‘- * . . :
Physical or occupational s
therapists '/

§upqrﬁiso¢se 10

T

"Results were suggestive of a statistically significant difference.

. . -

'éhat rates in regular_schools might be greater than those in special schools.
' ihere were no significant differences in the participation rates for. the
Y '; caEegory, "could not c¢lassdfy and other.” (See Appendix E, Table E.2.)

R There,were geveral g%tterns of similarities and dlfferences Between
regular schools, special schools, and state]speCLal faCllltleS by individual
tYpes of personnel. For,p sical or occupatlonal theraplsts, part1c1pat10n

" rates in state/speCLal facilities were similar to those in speCLaI schools but
greater than in regulaf’ﬁfhools For counselors,” school psychologxsts, and
. regular classroom teachers- participation rates .in state/spec1a1 facilities

5 -also were similaf to those in spec1a1 schools, But they were less than those

¥
R ' . '

‘ Ln‘re uIar scho s. . .
g ql L - -

) Partlcipatlon rates of -social warkers were 51mllar in state/speCLal
" faCxlltles and regﬂlar.scﬁools, but rates were greater in state/spécial facili-
ﬁles tﬁan hn special 'schools. For phy51cal education teachers, partLC1pat10n
£

rates a}so J‘re slmxlar in state/special facilities and regular’ schools;.

-74 T

»

5.6,
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however, resultsl;usgested that part1c1pat10n rates might be greater in special

sthools than in state/spec}al “facilities. (See Appendlx 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 subpopulatlons within two reporting variables:
student age and severity of student handlcap Comparisons were made for
participation, but not for 51gnlng. The comparisons were made for the cate-
gories of participani shown in Table 5.1, but they were not made for the
types of individual ;chool personnel because of inadequate cell.sample sizes,

4 l. Student Age Levels , . . e

To determine whether or not the participation of school personnel
varied significantly with the student'a age, IEPs were\examined according to
four studentbage groups: 3-S5, 6-12, 13-15, and 16-21. (See Appepdix E,
Table E.3.) . There were no patterns ‘of s;gnlflcant dlfferences acro@s age
groups for any of the various categorles of school personnel *For ancillary .
personnel the participation rate in IEPs for ages 16-21 was greater than fo;
ages 3-5. These results ace consistent with.those,in the Basic Survey

.

population. . .

- - -

2. Severity of Handlcap

There were po patterns of statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant differences in-
the part1c1pat10n rates for varidbus categorles oﬁiEiPOOI personnel when students

were classified by m11d moderate, and severe levels of haqdlcap This is

consistent with results for the Ba51c Survéy population. . (Bee Appendix E,

Table E.4.)
4

.

oo

IT.  HOW DID PARENTS AND STUDENTS PART;CIPATE IN THE IEP- PROCESS?

’

Stata/Special Facility Papulatiaﬂ‘Compareﬂ with the Basic Survey Pogulation
- Fifty percent of the IEPs prepared-for-stidents in.stata/spec;al facilities
included specific indication of. the participation“of a parent, guardian, or
Surrog‘ate,. while 48, percent of the IEPs, were signed by ope of these three.?
(See‘Appénd%x E, Table E.l.) Teachers=in the taacher'survey’indicated that
Y

3 P L. 94-142 doés not require that the IEP be 51gned by the student!s
pareat, guardl.an, or surrogate . ‘

. -




80 percent of the parents or’bu;rdians signed and/or verbally approved the
IEPs and that nome of the parents indicated their refusal to approve an IEP.
N A{See Apkendlx E, Tabletﬁ 5.) L 5
T Teaehers also indicated that 83 pevcent of the parents or guardlans did
. |- discuss the Eamp{eted IEP with the teacher or other school personnel and that
/ 66 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% prograua, teachers were asked whether or not the
parents or guardlans provrded 1nput,dur1ng the IEP meetings that they attended.
The teachers indicatdd that for 60 percent of the IEPs, a_parent or guardian
attended the IEP development meeting and presented input during the meefing.
Therefore, _parents did no¥ have’ input in the remarnrng 40 percent, and, as in
the Bas1c Survey populat1on, # serious question can be ralsed about the extent
of parent part1c1patron dur1ng the development of IEPs in the State/Specrel

% +

Facility population. . . {ﬁ

* Six percent of the IEPs developed for the State/Specral Fac1llty popula-
flon‘1ncluded indication of the partlcrpatlon of the handrcapped student, and
three percent had a student signature. (See Appendix E, Table £.1.) Teachers,

on the other hand, 1nd1cated that 21 percent of the students ha discussed

input into the {EP processu‘ (See_Appendix’E, Table E.5f)‘ %}though he_le;ele
of student participation reported by teachers are enconraging relative to
those 1nd1cated on IEPs, they are not h1gh enough to enable an affirmative
answer to the questron of whether the regplat1ons of P, Ly 9& lﬁ2 are being met

.

in terms of student part1c1patron whenever approprrate " This problmf*1s,
shared wlth the Basic Survey populatzon . ' . T

' Although the results for the ,State/Special Facility and Basic. Survey
populations _were generally 51m11ar with®regard o parent and student.patt1c1-

pat1on rates, there were statistically §1gn1f1cant dlfferQBCES in scme areas.

Comparlspns of the part1c1patron and smgn1ng ra%;s bf perenta xd the State/
ation” ahbwed mixed results.
Results from the IEP itself Sad from. the, teachey syrvey. werquonslstent in

Special Fa€111ty population and Basic Survey pop

showing that there were nQ statistivally 31gn;f1 ﬁrffgrenpgs ma s1gnatune ’
. and verbal approval rates ~(See' Appendlx E ‘Ta le E. 1l gpd P Sﬁ)‘;f Cea e
However, results on the rates af parent rt% pgtxon xn‘the brocess of
aeveloplng the IEP were confl1ct1ng. Repultsg ':the IE? gtoelﬁ;Lgdlcateq
AR LA 'n,.g..‘ T
' i-'“‘gﬁii R
: 1. "
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parentfparticipation 63 percent of the time in the Basi¢ Survey population and

50 percent of the time in the State/Special Facility population. Results from
1

-
) the teacher survey indicated the reverse: greater parlicipation by paren®® 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 statefspecial .facilities (83 pereent versus 76

perceat) and that parents met‘mor%'often with the IEP committee to discuss the

completed IEP (66 versus 55 pergent). The results also suggested fhat parents

of students in state/special facilities may have ﬁrovided.input more often

during the developmeut of the IEP (60 versus 49 percent). ’
Based on results from the IEP, parent partxcxpatlon in state/spec1a1

facilities was less than in either regular or specxal schools. Results from
- 3

" the teacher survey suggested that parent participation was greater in state/
- - % -

special facilities thZn in regular gchools but was not significantly different

from that in special schools.

. Comparisons of the participation aniuigﬁping'rates for students, as =

indicated in the IEPs, revealed no differene€s for the State/Special Facility
and Basic Survey-bopu}atiohsu However, while results from the teacher survéy
showed no significant differences in the percent of studests who met with the
IEP committee, they diq reyeal.that mor;'sgudeﬁts (35 @e}ceht) 1n the.Ba§iq

Survey population discussed their completed IEPs with schdol representativeé

“than in the State}Specisl Facility poéulatioﬁ (21 percent). In this regard,

f

student participation~in state/special facilities was similar to that of

students in special school§ (34 percent) and}iess-thqn that of studenis in
regular schools (36 .percent). (See Appendix-E; Tables'E.l §nd'E15.)

.
* Il L] - .l
., - .

' B. ,Varlatlon by State/%pecial Fac111ty Subpopulatlons

¥

The participation of parents and students in the development and approval
of IEPs vas analyzed for subpopulatlons wlthxn two. reporting viriables:
student age aud severity of stude handicap From 1uformat10n in the IEPs,
compar1sons were made~for*participation, but not for signing. From the tea

[}
‘survey,. comparisons were made for the afflrmatlve teacher responses to the ¥

: questlons displayed 1n Table 5.5 -and Appendix Table E.5. <

{

‘1. Student Age -Levels

Parent part1c1pat10n in developing the IEP was examlned across the”
four age groups: 3-5, 5 12, 13-15, and 16-21." (See Appendix E; Tqbles E.3 and’

I3




E.6.) Data from the teaéher survey are displayed in Tab}e 5.5, which presents
the percénts 3¥.teachers’ affirmative rgsponses to several questions. Analysis
of statistically significant diffgrences reveals that parents of 3-5 year olds
participated more in the development of IEPs than parents of other students.
Althohgh the percent of participation‘generally declined as the age of‘the
student increased, large standard errors prevent the daning of the conclusion
that there is a definite trend for less parent participation as stude;t age .
increases, which was strongly concluded from the results for the Basic Survey
population. {See Appendix E, Table E.6.)

+ 4,
I

Table 5.5

TEACHERS'. AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES CONCERNING. NATURE OF PARENT
PARTICIPATION IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY” IEP DEVELOPMENT,
BY STUDENT AGE '

. Percent of Teachers' Affirmative
Responses

-

Nature of Participation 3-5  6-12  13-15 16-21 Total

b

Did a parent or, guardian épprove X 93 - 70 59 69 ¢
by signing? ¥ ’ ey
. . . )
Did a parent ov guérdian dfgpuss' y 96 78 83°
the completed IEP with schoql ; -
personnel? . N

’
[

Did a parent or guardian meet with 66
the IEP committee?

Did 4 parent or guardian participate ’ 60
'in the development of the IEP?

4

. i * . )
ﬂﬁ;z;::s of information in the IEP itself revealed no statiszlcally'fgm

"significant trend for degree *of part1c1pat10n by parents, guardlans or surro-
gates across age levels. . .o
Student part1cipatlon across the four age levels also was examined. from
‘both data sources. No trend could be detected from data in actual IEPs because
. oniy si; percent oWRthe IEPs includéd-indication of studénﬁlparéicipation'
across all age group (See Appendix.E, Tablé E.3.)" S .
When tea;hers' sponses to questlons about ‘student part1c1pat10n fn

develsping IEPs were dhalyzed by age of the handlcappeg 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 S5-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 schoél peréonnel 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 the1r teachers, and 12 percent of the former
and 26 percent of the latter part1c1pated in the meetlngs This pattern was '
oot as strong as in the Basic Survey population. Although the percents for
student input into development of the IEP‘were-nof statistically different at
each age level in the State/Special Facility and Basic Survey bopulations, the
percents for studen\\dlscuss1on of the completed IEP with. school personnel
were lower at geach age level for the students in state/special facilities.
{See Appendix E, Table E.6. )

When teacher survey data concCerning parent and student participation are
considered tégether, there is some suggestion of a pattern of increased student
and decreased parent participation in developing IEPs in state/spegial facili-
ties as students get older. This pattern is similar in difection tq’that
found in the Basic Survey population, but it is'Aot as. definite~ As in the

IBasxc Survey populatlon this pattern may reflect both the growing independence
of older handicapped students and the,changiné perceptions of school personnel
and parents toward student involvement in the development of tﬁeff iEPs as

- they grow older. . &

2. Severity of Student Handicap

\.
The results on student parti¢ipation 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
i

studegts with mild levels. These results were consistent from indications on

L)

the IEP itself and from teacher response to the .question about student Q::ifi’///
cipation in-'meeting with the IEP committee during development of the IEP

This pattern was not true for teacher response to the question concerning the

student discussing his or her IEP with a, school representative, for which

'thgre were no statlstlcally 31gn1f1can§;d1£ferences. This was somewhat dif-
fetgntvffdm the results for the Bas}’ urvey population, 1n witich no signi-
‘vei'ity lavels. (See Appendix E,

L . .
Elc&Qt dxfferenEes were found across

LY

T‘ables E and'E.7.) . #




Student Had Input in the Development of the IEP.

Student Discussed IEP With 'School Personnel .

13-15

AGE GROUP

Percent of Student Participation in IEP Development for Students in ( .
State/Special Facilities Accorging to Teacher Response, by Age Level.

- g /




No definite patterns were ‘found ln the results for pareg; participation
across severity levels, either in the fEPs themselves or in the f1nd1ngs of
the tedther survey. The results from the teacher survey\suggested that parent
participation might be less for parents of students with severe lévels than
for those with moderdte levels of bandicapping c0fd1t1on Again, this was
somewhat different from the Basic Survey population, in which results suggested
the possibility of more parent participation as the severity levei increased.

. (See Appendix E,-Tables E.4 and‘E:?.)

I11. PARTICIPATION OF MANDATED PERSONNEL
& IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF IEPs

Basic Survey Population

Three types of persons were mandated by P.L. 94-142 to be included in IEP
committees: teachers, LEA administrag?be representatives, and parents or
guardians. Based upon information in the IEPs developed for students in

state/special faci}ities, only 21 percent list at. lqéﬁt Qpne representative

from each of these categories as participants, ~2nd only T/;percent list-one or

more of them .as signers. {See Appendix ‘E, Table E.1, Category 7.) More IEPs
in the Basic Survey population listed at least one repreéeétative from each of
these three mandated categories as participants and signer;\(36 percent and 28
percent fespectively). Participation rates for these three mandated ageas
were very, similar for regular and special schoolsf and both were significantly
greater than in state/special facilities. (See Appendix E, Table £.2,
Category 7.) .

Althoﬁgh 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 basad on ;EP data probably are und&restimatea
and do not reflect all those who actually participated in the development of
the IEP: (1) P.L. 94-~142 does not reqqire that participants be identifjied in
the IEP and consequently, it is-likely that such information is excluded,
e.g., some schools require that the parent sign a separate apptoval fbrm which
18 ne1ther included as a part of the If? nor filed with it; (2) fu{E;Lr iden-~
tification of the specific titles of those persdns in the "other" category
might increase the_humber of persons in the mandated categoriea; ahd~(3) persons.
with otper specific titles, e.g., counselors, could have been participating on

"
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IEP committees as LEA administrative representatives. All factors consigered,
however, these figures suggest a relatively low rate of part¥cipation by those

mandated to participate.

L4

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: stu?ént age and severity of student handicag. Compari-
sons were made for participation but not fér signing.

1. Student Age Levéls

. Comparisons were made across the four student age levels. The
results suggested that at }east one member from each of the three mandated
categories may ﬁave 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 Appendix‘E, Table E.3.)
This is somewhat different from results in the Basic Survey population where
no differences were found across age groups

2. Severlty of Student Handlcap

No pattern was found in the differences in participation ré;es when
students were classified by mild: tioderate, 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 handzcapped (See
Appendix E, Table E-4.) This result was somewhat different from thé Basic
Survey population, in which there was the suggestion of greater participation
of all mandated personpel aé the severity level increased.

L Y
IV. SUMMARY

This chapter dealt with the que;téhps: Who participates in the develop-

ment of_IEPs? Who signs and approves IEPs? Data from IEPs and from a ques<

tionnaire administered in a teachar survey were used to discuss the nature and
.degree of partigipation by school (or facility) personnel, parents, and students

un developing and approving IEPs. The proportign of IEPs developed by commit-

tees that included all personnel mandated by P.L. 94-142 also was discussed,
. L3
4 .

£
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as were the varlat;onﬁ in part1c1pat10n among subpopulatlons deflned byﬁéiudent
age and severity of the handicagping condition. ’ :

Seventy three percent of the State/Spec1a1 Facility IEPs listed at 1east
;one partlclpant, and 67 percent included it least one slgnature For all IEPS ,
with at least one participant listed, the -meag number of part;crpants.was 4.1; "
and foy- all IEPs with at leagt one signature, the mean number, of signatures

was 3.3, 7 . ' ‘ ’ & . T

- A srgnlflcantly greater percent of IEPs in the Ba51c Survey populathn !
listed at Ieast one part1c1pant (92 percent) and 1nc1uded at least cne sxgna-
ture {82 percert) ‘than in “the State/Special Fac111t? popuLatlon However, ’
there were ‘no- statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between the State/Spqxlal
Fac111ty and Basit SurVey populat1on§ 1n the mean numbers of parth1pants and
'sxgners for IEPs wlth at least cne partlcipant or signer.

At.least one representatH%e from the category of teacher or therap1st
identified as a participant on 62 percent of the State/Special Fac111ty IEPs.’
At least one‘representatlve frol the administrative category partlckpgted in
developing " 36 percent of ihe IEPs, and ancillary personnel {e.g. ; school
pSychologlsts and.eounselors) were indicated as partlclpgnts on lslpercent _T“
the IEPs. Ind1v1dual types of personnel most often identified as part1c1pan{s
were speech or- language therapists (18 percent), principals (14 percent), and
repreSentat1ves fron the LEA with. which the student is aff111ated (L4 percent).

All three categorles of personnel--]hacher or therap1st, adm1n15trat1Ve,
and anc111ary ersonnel-~were listed in a larger percentage of Basic Survey
IEPs than StaZE?Bpecial Facility.IEée. However, for all IEPs wjth at least
‘one participant listed, there werevno significant differences tween the
Basic Survey and State/Speclal Facility populat1ons in the mea:32~\3érs of
participants by category of personnel. .

” Information in IEPs indicated that parents {or guardians gr surrogates)
parcgc1paéed in developing 50 percent of the State/Spec1a1 Facrlety IEPs and
that they signed 48 pergent of them. Results from the teacher survey 1nd1cated‘

* that 80 percent of the paredts signed and/or'verbally approved'State/SpeciaE_
Facility IEPs and that fewer than one percent refused to approve an IEP.

Teachers also indicated the following about parent participation: 83 percent

discussed the compl1fed‘IEP with school personnel; 66 percent met with the IEP

committee to discusy the deveropéd IEP; and 60.percent prqvided inputs to the
IEP committee during development of the IEP. As in the Basic Survey population,

H
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-a serious guestl.on can be ral.sed about t?extent of parent partl.c;].pata.on
e durln’g the developr‘ent of IEPs in StateJ’SpeCLal Fac111t1es because teachers’
reporte&' tgat parents d1d not “have inpuﬁ 1.n 40 percent of the IEP committees,

. Student , artlcip«’:ltl.on or appro\f‘a'l was indicated on six per.cent of the

" .State/Spegia cl.l:Lty IEPs. Teachers, on the other hand, stated tl'[at 21

" percent g ha dicapped students had d].scussed their IEPs w].th‘ school personnel .
and- that .11 percent prov1ded 1nput durl.ng the@}.‘i’ process. Altho.l.rgh the .
degziee "offi student part:.cl.patl.on reported by teachers®was encouragl.ng re1at1ve
wt f.%ﬁhcated' ;.n the. IEP, it was not high enough to enable an. affl.rmatwe

s answer to t‘ehe question of*whéther the regulations of P.L. 94-142 are being met ,
.in terms pf ‘student part1c1pat15n wherg "a.pp'ropruzte " 'Th'].S* pro.hlem. is also

S

-s&a,red m.th the Basic Survey populatl.on .

. There was® the suggestlon of a‘pattern of increased studeat and decreased .
paren’t partl.c].patlon 1.n developing IEPs for state/specl.al facl.lrty stud:f
a's t'.hen: age increases. Results lfrom the teacher- survey showed that whfle
none of the s-tudents“:n the 3~ 5 age rangE., discussed Ehel.r IEPS with school _ -
personn‘e‘i 35 percent of the . 16 21. year olds herd .gxch dls‘cgsmns, I..].kew].se
‘while fione of the students-,l.n the 3- 5 age range ad taput to the IEP-Comﬁllttgl
26 percdnt, of the 16+21 year olds had input.. This pattern was similar in
d1,rect1pn. 'to that found‘ in the BaS].C Sut:vey popnlathﬂ\ bt?tf it  was much ‘

s;rongec in the Baslc 'Survey;pqaulatl.on . . ' v

- -

] 1 L]
The r.ésults on_ student part1c1patl.on across m11d, moderate, and severe
leve¥s o/hand:rcappmg cond;tmn sugges\ea that stdden;,s With severe levels

/J’

rnayr have art1c1pa‘ted more often in the development of Ehel.r' IEPs than students

th"’mlld levels : Thgse results were con51st'ent from 1nd1cat1ons\on the IEP

in weetj@g wi.'th' he -IEP J,;ttee ‘!:lurm.g development of. the IEP. This 4 as.

i1fself and” from )éeacher response to the ques'tl.on about student participatiop

somewhat dl.fferent Promythe gesults for tge Basic¢ Survey populatl.on, in wh].ch
) 'no 51gn1f3\cant "d].fferehces were found across severrty levels.

4
'I'he resulns gather’ed frOm IEPs abOut parent part1c1pat1.gﬂ across .severlty

L7

1 levels drd. nof reveal defmg.te, pa;tefns,-but results from the teacher survey

*&uggested ahat*-parent ﬁhrfrclpatron,mlgtrt be Less for parents of students w].th
o :
Sevet’e levéls than ‘for those m.t‘.h moderate levels of handicapping cbndl.tl.on

L")
Agal.n th].s was sﬁmewhatﬂdlfferent from the Basl.t Survé’y populatron,.m which
resﬂts fro'm both data sources suggestel the pOSSf'blll.ty of more aparent par'v

t1c1;?at1.on as .the seventy level increased. S
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Ld Only 21 percent of the State!/Speual Faclllty 1EPs listed one or moru
part1c1pahts frorn .eack of the three categor’ieés of part1c1pants mandated by
P.L. 94-142 t'.o be in the IEP commiftees: teacher,. admmlst{étor, and parent Lo
And only 1{; percent of t‘.he {EPS listed one or more 51gners from each of"- the
.thrée .categones I'Iore IEPs in the Basic Survey p0pulat1on than in the State/
h Special Fac111ty populanon llsEed ;t least one representatwe from each of

' these t‘.hree mandated categones as part1c1pants and signers. As in the Basic
. Survey pOpulatlon, these figures suggest a relatwely low rate of part:.gpa-
tion By those mandated to part1c1pate even t‘.hough t'.hey prpbablj.r are under-
ést‘.mates of t‘.he actual p’ercent‘.s of part1c1pan.t'.s apd signers 1n these mandat'.ed

catt-gone's ) ' oo o B

-

Com‘pansons across the four student age levels suggested that at least,'
one» memb,er from gach of the three ﬂ'landat'.ed categories may, have served as f_
parucpants on the IEP. Comm1tt‘.ee of state/speual fac111ty st.udent'.s rnore dﬁ;e’n
‘at the younger age yvels (3’-5 and 6 -12) thap:the older age. levels (13 15 and
. 16- 21) Thise is somewhat differedt from results_in the Basic Sur's.l'eg,r populatlon
where .np d1férences were found across age groups AR -
Ana'lys1s of result‘.s across mfld moderate, and severe levels of hand1cap-
cping,condulon Evealed no over‘alrl trend. These result{dlf?er :sonlewhat from

those obtained for the Basic éurv'ey populat&on, “for w‘hiich there was the sugges-

‘ tlon of Mater pqrt1c1pat1r}1 bfaan menda'ted p\ersonnel qs the severzty level
. L '\., L . + A
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Chapter 6

’

ql ’ ’ :
What Types of Special Education ‘and Reldted Services

~ ArgpSpecified in State/Special Facility IEPs?

4

. o

. This chapter prov1des 1nformat10n regardlng the types of special education
‘and related serv1ces that are specified 1n IEPs Génerally, special educatlon
services were specified in IEPs in the form of'stateménts of need, goals, and
obJectlses, following tim mandate pr0v1ded by the law and regulatlons -Related
services, on. the other hand, most frequently were 1ndlcated in ‘more, general
descriptive terms.in some part of the document other than whgre needs, §9a1§,
/and objectives were located. As a result, they are’ considered in a. separate
-section of this chapter ’ ' t ‘

[ — - o e - - ——— R e e ey

Spec1al educatt&e serv1ces include at 1east two maln tYpes of activities.
" The flrst is assessment and the secoqd is educatxonal programmlng based on
aﬁsed%ment. The assessment serv1ce, or the resalt- of 'it, typically was 1nd1-

"cated inbthe IEP in the sectioR on present level of functioning., »Ihe\assessf
ment'informadion often focused on both the strengths and weaknesses of a'

. student . ‘Strengths generally were 1ndxcated in terms of statements of normal
or-better than normal,‘functlonxng. Weaknesses generally were l;Sted‘as
statements of néed for specific kinds of educational prog:ammxng. -

. The &;rst,seét on-of this chapter‘intfﬁdes a descr;ption'of the tyﬁes‘dfé

.assess@enfaser s Lhat” yere indicated in IEPs under .the headlng of 'présent
level of functioning." The extent to nhlch dhta were provided to supponl

-statementsfabout present level 5f functioning is, included in the -second section.
ifhe thxrd sectxon provtdes a description of s38c1al educatlon programming as
fndlcated by goal-statements J§pec1a1 educatxon progtamming indicated by
%hort -term objectives is presehted in the fourtnlsﬁct;o . The types of relatedb
sérvlces indicated rn IEPs af@”dlscuSsed in the flfth sect160 cf this chapter.
Detalled desc:}ptlvg statxstlcs and assbciated standard errors for the results,
sqpmarxzed»xn th1s chapter- are referenced and.presented 1n Agpendxx F.

For purp.Oses of descrl.bmg the, provxsmn of spec1a1 ‘education servy:es,
thlrteen dhfferent academic and functlonal areas were deflnedn’ (e) read1ng or
ofal/errwrxtten Englxsh .(b) mathematlcs, (¢) other academic; fd) soc1a1 -

adaptatxoﬁ, (e) self help skllls, (f).emOtlonal, (g) physical educatlon;

} . -
wie - -




. .
Th) motor Sk111s, (1) speech (j) v1sua1 acu1ty, (k) heaang, (1) vocatqonalf
preVocatlJnal, and (m)*other. "~ [ . . L ‘\" )

The "distinction between these arghs generally is" clear. Eg:sible'excep-
tions are the’ d1st1nct13n between social adaptatlon-and emotlonal, and betUEen
thslcal ‘edbeatio and mot®r. skllls Generariy, the-dlstlnctldn was basdd oo’
statements withim the IEP That is, Lf &he LEP-referred to a goal ar objective
as a "social adaptatlon goal or.nbjectxve, it qgs accepted ¢ s such Where
such d1st1nctlons were pot made in the IEP, emoﬁlonal was énte reted to -apply
to cages of severe pathology (e ; student bltes and scratches teacher,' or

"'student often J.nfhct‘s self- LnJlva") wﬁ?le sgcial adaptatl.on was 1nterpreted
Cxo apply to. dgveIopmental agpects (e 2.3 ’"student doesn’t respohd to teacher’s
d1rect1ons "student doesn't get along well with peers ) ) Physlcal educa-'
tion was considered to refer to educatlonal onsiderations such as léarning to
partlcxpate in sports* and games, while; mot‘f skllls were considered to apply
to~such factors as fﬁhctlonag coordlnatlon : oA -

«I. ACADEMIC -AND FUVCTIONAL AREAS EN WHICH ASSESSMENT SERVICES
UERE INDICATED IN THE PRESENT LEVEL OF FLWﬁIONING gECTION F IEPs

. » .
- . - "

T . One of the requ1remeﬁts QI an IEP is that it contaln 1nformatlon about

t

the studént s present level of ﬁunctlonlng i Pra®ent-level- of Functioning -
1nformatlon stiould document the aSsessment of the studen&&both in.terms of

strengths an weaknesses 1n order to better contflbute to the development of a
full progra of services for the student: Yo Ty s 7. Q“

. .

The neral qUestlon addressed ift th1s section was; To whag extent do

_1EPs conta n information about’ st:engths _and weakness§§° "To answer th1s=»-
4
td, determine whethEr o

question, each IEP :collected in the survey wag. gramine
Qr not it. contalned some indication of the%student s level of fuactioning in
oJ: or mgre of the thirteen academic or functlonal areas while this type of
1nformat10u typlcally was included under a present level qf funct1on1n§$ .
headlpg, the Eearth for such Lnfdcmatlon was “not’ 11m1ted to th1s type of -
response ThlS information. also was found under such headlngs as Lomments,

[ L]

QbJectlves already mastered," strengths arld weaknesses,’ and 'reasons
placement " Statements such as’ needs to 1mpfove. 1n readlng," "doesn t get
along well Plth other chlldren," or "is emotionally’ mature fqr his- a

‘considered o5° approprlate 1ndicatlons of level of &unctlonlng i
. L] I . ‘4




" Based on the level-of-functiching information contafned{in-the IEP, an

indication-was made as o whethér a sfrength (normal functioning;or above)
and/or weakness (defICIERCY) was 1nd1cated Ln)the assoclated academlc ‘or

funculonal area,. In cases where supportlng ‘data vere llsted in the IEP, ‘these

-
-

supportlng data werd used ia making thls determ1natlon
Figure 6.1 shows the proportion of IEPs tliat contalned present IEVel of~
funét10n1ng 1nformatlon in the various academlc or functional areas, The
.largest proportiofts of- IEPs provlded 1nfo:mat1on in the academic areas of:
other'acedﬁﬁichéa percent) ,and reading/English (57 percemt). Fifty percent
of the IEPs specified evel-of fhnctlonlng Lnforqatlon in social adaptatlon
and 42, per¢ent in mathematics. Present-levelqyf-functlonyng information was
- sbecified for motor skills in 39 percent oI the 'IEPs and for ‘speech ‘and self-
*  help skills in 31 perceht ' None of the rem31n1ng academic. or fugctional areas
had level-of- functioning “data speclfled in more than 20- percent of the IEPs
(See Appeqd1x F, Table F.1.) g e ’
The® percents of IEPs ‘that 1nd1cated a’'need or a strength in each of thg\'l
‘ﬁcadem1c/fuact10nal axeas are shown in Table '6.1. 1EPs gener, l}y contained
more 1ﬂformat10n about needs ‘than strengths. A 51gnifigantly larger'propor-
tion of - IEPs contained statements of neeqqthan strength id. thrée areas (read-
108, other academ1c, and speech), and results suggested more statementa of
need than strength in Ebo_other ‘areas (hear1ng and emot1ona%] (See Table £, 1
Appendix F.) o ‘ : . . ’ ‘ ’ :’ ‘
w The fact that the percents ip the ' ne;ﬁ” column of Table 6.1 do noc‘equal
those 1n Figure 6.1 indicates that need information was not {ncluded in 100
percent of the level-of- funct1on1ng statements, This finding should mot be
1nterpreted as a negatlve tinding’ since it is reasonable t¢ expect that needs
i would ot be foun? in all academig or fun,ct:.onal areas that were assessed.
Alsse, it is.impo:tent'to note that any giyee IEP might contain both statements
of need and statements of strength in a'single funcbiona} area. For eXample,
with re;clng, 1t may be stated that a student s vocabuIary was at a normal
;}.evel but he/she.eded help in comprehens;,on, thus md‘f‘!aatmg both strengths

aqd weaknesses : . . . '
2

}
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. " Table 6.1 o .
PROPORTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs THAT iNDICATE
NEEDS AND STRENGTHS, BY QCADEﬂIC AﬁD‘FUNCTIONAL AREAS

. . " o0 ‘

-

Academic or

Functional Area Need » ‘ Strength’
] ‘ -

‘Percent of IEPS with Statement of: *

" - Reading or oral or- . L . '
written English 51“ ) 3t -

Mathematics o S 36 . 23

2

Other a;ademicii - 52 . . _ 30

* Social adaptation
Self-help skills
Emotional

- Phy51ca1 educatlon .

Motor skills

L)

Speech -

"'Visual acuity
Hear1ng
VocatlonaIIPrévocatlonal

_-Other—/ ,

W T

" . ."

- ']
af Iocludes the combined academic areas of sc1ence social-science.;%eneral
academlc .and other academic. . . ’ g
b/ Pncludes such functional areas as general phy51ca1 health krnesthet1c or
perceptual skzlls - .
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educational and related needs.! The listing of both' strengths and weaknesses
. 1s hel'pful both to those who review the IEPs and to those who carry out the
sl:uden“t s} progtam. B;L tak::ng “both strengths and weaknesses into account,
goai,s;i&d-ctlj‘ec'hves can be’ focused more specifically on areas of aeed. Also,
1niormat10n' about strengths can be used by teachers to determine better
'strategl.es. by ,yh:.ch to ‘wor® with the student’ It should also be noted that \
the presence of data on strengths in the IEPs is especially significant since "
the -IEP format typically did not require 1t, and "the positive relatlonshrp .
between format and content has been clearly establ;.shgd in Chapter 4. )
The exteént to which statements of level of functl.om.ng appeared on IEPs
was anzlyzed for students in state/special facilities and in regular ang
special schools in the Basic Survey populdsjon. For 6 of the 13 academic/
functional areas the frequedcy with which level' o.f fun’cti.'orli.ng information was
found in IEFs was greater in [EPs pr!epaz'ed in state/specxal fac111t1es and
. spec1a1 »schools than .in those ptépated in régular schools: " The sn: areas
‘were. social adaptation, self- ~help sk:.lls. phf.s:.cal educatl.on, motor skills,
" eo‘tatieﬁa-}./prevocatlonal, and other academic. In the ' other category (e.g.,

genreral physical healfh and perceptual skilds’ the fre?.]uencv was less in

. ‘state/special fac111t1e~s than 1n either regular or special *schools. (See

s

-

Appendix F, Table F. ZQ ' .
R Indications of need were found more often :n IEPs prepared 10 state/
spec1a1 faelhtres and sp¢c1al schools than 1n regular schéols for.theAfollow-

rng Srl.x academlc;‘functlonal areas: social adaptat:ion, self- Elelp.slulls,

language and ma emétrcs\, results suggested that the freque’ncy of 1nd1.Cat:.ons

physrcal educat;j mif’tor skill's, other academic, and other. For the areas of

S of\ged might be lower m IEPs prepared in state,fs;rem.al fac111f1es than 1n
thos prepar;d in eJ.ther regular or special schools. ‘See Appendix F,
&Tablef3q : A -

AR In@catlons. of notmal functionisg, or strengths, wer¢ found more fre-

*quently in IEPs in state/specml fac111t1e5, and special schools than in regular :
"scixnols for the followlng fpur .areas: self- -help skills, physu:al educat:.on
otor sKills, anﬂ ot.t‘e.r aca»demlc Regults also suggested t'hev‘ same pattern for

* 3 . o " .
AN "Info,m'a,u\Lettgr to State D].rectors of, Specral Education, State Part B
. Coord{nato s, and Stdte P.L. 89-313 Coordinators: Policy Paper on Indxvrdual-

n.red "iEd,_ at1bn. ﬁtograms (IEPs)." DAS— Information. Balletin, Number 64.

B_L’lieau ~of, Education~ for the Handicapped (USOE ffEWJ,.




é:gi;l adaptation. For speech, results suggested that the frequency of state-

" me ts of strength was greater in state/special facilities than in either
regular or special schools. For visual acuity, the frequency’®in state/spécial
facilities Was signifitantiy'less than {n regular schools and may: have been

leésfthqn’in special schools.’ « (See Appendix F, Tablé ¥.4.) L

]
L]

II. ACADEMIC aND FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN WHICH DATA WERE PROVIDED
TO SUPPORT PRESENT LEVELWQF FUNCTIONING STATEMENTS
1EPs were examined to determine the extent to which data were provided to
support present level of functlonang statements. - Only obJectxve data (e.g.,
test scores, documentation of formal observatlons) were consxdered to consti-
tute supportxng data. Although supporting data are not requxred by 1aw or
regulatlon, such datﬁ can help the user of the IEP to better understand the
functlontpg level of a student and thereforejELow how to work wlth the student
to 1ncrease his/her performance level. ‘
: The flndlngs prgsented in Table 6.2, which were computed from the_percents
presented in Table F.5 (Appendlx F), show that.supporting data tYplcally were
not included in State/Special FaCLILtY 1EPs.2 Fgor example, Table F.5 (Appen-
' dix F) shows that 57.1 percent ¢f all State/SQeCLal Facility IEPs had a-:level-
of-functioning statement for reading and 19.5 percent of them had supportlng
assessment data for reading, thus 34 percent of State/Special Facility IEPs
had %Wupporting data in reading, given that they had a level-of- functlonlng
'statement if readxng C
Using as a basg only those IEPs that cohtained information about the
students present level of furnctioning, for only two academic areas were
supporting dataefound 1n more than 30 percent of the State/Speqial F3611ity
IEPs: reading or oral or wrxtten anlxsh (3% percent) and mathematics (38
Percent). The other areas fer which sipporting data were fouynd in at least 20
percent bf those IEPS that had a statement related to the student's present

level of functioning were vocational/ptevocational, speech,. hearing, and

4 -

.2 Yote that gengral physical health was separated from the ‘other" category
for purpese of Lhis discussion.. Although 1t 1s appropriate’”to discuss .the

inclusion of supportlng data for statements about general physical health. 1t
does not make sense to define ‘generdl.health as a speﬂl{lc functional area for
whlch special serv1ces are pravided. ., :




Table 6.2

PROPORTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs WITH PRESENT-LEVEL-OF- e
FUNCTIONING STATEMENTS THAT CONTAIN SUPPORTING  DATA

Academic or'Functional ° . ,
- Area With, Percent With a/
Level- of Functlonlng Statement . _ Supporting Data-—

. Mathematics _ \ (, . 38

. Reading or oral or written English ) - 34
..Gemeral physical health-t-’-/ -3
.’Speech . ; i 20

1

2

3

a .
5. Other acat‘iemi: </ ) . . B
6

7

§

9

37
. Hearing L . 20
- Visual acuity . . 6
. foror skills - . 6
. other2l o 27
10. Physical education ,‘ .8l
11. Self-help skills 121 11
12. Yocational/Prevgkational ’ o 23
13. Emotional - o 2
l4. Social adaptatigh ] - 10

a/

- ’Percents are based on IEPs that contained level-of- functioning mforma-
tlon-'see Figure 6.1,

b/

- For purposes of tﬁis table, general physical health was removed as a
separate category from the "other” category.” About ll.1 percept of the IEPs
had a statement of present level of functioning in this area.’ -

c
/, Includes the combined areag of sclence, social sc1ence, general academi’c,
and other aqhdemlc ‘ -

P .

PR |




r - -
,,j ":}Lesg“ Suﬁ;orting data g::~§ of the 14 areas listed in Table 6.2 were foend
. in‘fewer than 20 percent of the IEPs.

The variation that existed between - fUnctional areas in the extent to
which supportive data were listed in IERs was probably due to differences 1in
the availability of testing instruments. For example, many more stamdard
testing instruments are available in reading and mathématics than in the area

of social adaptatlon; 50 it is much easier to prov1de supporting data in

1
L}

read1ng aad mathematics.
These findings can be vzewed from another perspect1ve That is, they

show that, while not required, many IEPs contained support1ng information

about level of functioning .in the different academic and functional areas.

This is perhaps‘one indicator of an attempt to compl;r with the spirit of the
-

law. s
II1. ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN WHICH EDUCATIONAL
f?ﬁOGRAHHING IS INDICATED BY, AT LEAST ONE GOAL STATEMENT

.
’

"Since goal state@ents.are"ind;cators of the twpes of educational program-
ming that a student is expected to receive in a particular scadem{c or func-
tional area, IEPs were. examined to determihe the extent to which goal state-
ments were listed in the variqus academic and functronal areas. This sectien

regorts on the proportion of IEPs that Contained at least one goal statement

T
l

in various acadedtic or fuactlonal areas. - _
Flgure 6.2 shows the percent of state/specral-facility students who
“ recelved educatzonal programming in various academzc and functional areas, as
reflected by the existenge of at least one goal statement. There was at least' '
Y " one sgnual goal statement ‘for reading in 65 percent of the IEPs, and over half
of the. [EPs had at least one goal statement for mathematics or other aca-~
demics. In additioe, 30 percent or more of the IEPs had at’ least one goal
statement in socral adaptation, motor skills, seIf-help sﬁills, or speech.
In 7*ofrthe 13 areas, a greater proportion of IEPs in both.state/special
= facilities and speczal schoohg contained at least one anfipal goal than did’
1EPs in regudar Schools: social adaptatzon physical education, vocatlonaf&
prevocational, self-help skills, motor sk#lls, other academics, and "other.’
In two of these areas (motor skills and other academics), results also sug-

ge ed that the proportion in state/speclal facilities was higher than bhaf in
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)
special schools For the ‘emotional area the proportion in state/special
facilities was hlgher than the proportions in both regular and special schools,

!

which were similar. (Seé Appendix F, Table F 6.)

IV. ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN WHICH EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAMMING IS INDICATED BY AT LEAST ONE SHORT-IERH OBJECTIVE

A S
1 »

Short-term object‘res like goals, also serve as indicators of the kinds
of eduéational programmzng a student 1is to receive. Theoretlcally,.they are

more specific than goals, and frequently a series of, short texm obJectlves

represents'how a goal is to be achleved IEPS were examined to determine howf/’*‘

many of them contaxned at least one short term obJective in the various acadenmsi c

and functional areas.

State/Special Facility Population Compared with Basic Sur@ey Population

Figure 6.3 . displays the percents of IEbs which' contain at least one
short-term objective’in the 13 diTferent functionmal areas. A comparison of
Figures 6.3 and 6.2 shows that the distributions of goals and objectives over
functioral areas are very similar. This "good fit" between the two distribu-
tions suggests thi® preparer: of IEPs were comsistent in specifying at least
one object}ve in those academic or functional éfeas\for which a ‘goal was
stated. ¥ ¢ 4

+

. L7 . R ' .
Figure 6.3 shows that reading or oral or written English was the predom-

percent of the IEPs contai

inant area in which specialifducation gervices were provided. Sixty-four

at least one short>term objective in this area.
The pext highest area was other academic, with 62 percent of the IEPs contaﬂg-
ing at least ome short-term bbjectivé in this area. The third highest‘areé
was mathematics, in which 55 percent of the IEPs contzinéd at leahﬁ'one short-
term objective. [p addition, there were three other areas which contained at
least one short-term objective in 40 pergent or more of the IEPs: self-help
skills, social adaptation, ard motor skilis.

The le;st‘ampunt of special educatiof service wég indicated in the emo-
tional,- hearing, 4nd visdél acuity areas, in which 10 'pefcent or less of the
IEPs contained short=-term objggtives. These low‘frequencies may‘beldue to the
nature of the areas. They do not lend themselves to short-term objective

+ statements. - ) . @

Ji.
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For 7 of the 13 qdademic or .functional argas, s'greater proportion of
IEPs in both state/special facilities‘and special schools contained at lesst'
one short-term objective than did IEPs in regular schools: sdcial adaptation,
self-help skflls, physical.education, other "academic, motor skills, vocgtional/
_prevogational, and pther. .For one?of-these areas, other academic,’résultsl
for state/special facility IEPs was alsd grearet than special‘ schools. In
addition, for the emotional area, results for state/special facilities were
greater than e1ther regular or spec1a1 schools, which had similar results
(See Appendix F Table F.7.) ‘

. If it can be assumed that students placed in state/spec1a1 fac111t1es and

L

'spec1a1 schools need more special education serv1ces,gthen the survey demon-

strates that they are receiving them in most academic/fu

nctional areas,
. ‘ﬁ L )

,yarlat1on by Age Level *

Def1n1te trends acro$s age levels for the d1str1but10n of IEPs w1th at
Jleast one short-term objective ﬁe;e found in only two areas For motor skills,
there were fewer IEPs with at least one short temm obJect1ue at the older age
levels El3 -15 aqd 16 =21) than at the younger -levels (3- 3 ‘and 6-12). For the

rvocational/prevocationsl erea.the percent Qf'IEPs with at least omne shorttterm
objective increased as age increased!’ (See Appendix F; Table F.8.) These

results were reasonahly consistent with those in the Basic Survey population.
. - . N . . ]

f

V. RELATED SERVICES

LY
oow . -y

.This sectiosms presents the results of ﬁhe surveﬁ'ﬁs they . relate to the
provision of related services to handlcapped students. For purposes of this
discussion, related ‘services include audioclogy, counsellng, med1ca1 serv1ces,
occupational therapy, paregﬁ'counsellng and training, physrtal therapy, psy-
chologlgal services, recreation, social work serplczs, transportatton and

other. ’ ST : T -

L

One or more services were 1nd1cated 1n‘35 pertent of the State/SpeC1a1
Facility IEPs.' Seventeen percent ligted only one related serv1ce Slx percenf{
specified two related serv1ces, about . three percent 1nd1cated a need for three
related serV1ces, and four related services were noted in ahput e1ght percent
of the IEPs. Only one percent of ‘thé State/Spe¢1a1 Fac111ty IEPs spec1f1ed




»
' .

the prov&szon of five or morb related services. (See row totals in Iﬁbie F.9,
Append1x.F ). ’ -, T
The most 6requent1y llsted related service was transportatlon with-about
16 percent of all IEPs listing this service. The next hlghest were counselz&g -
_and psycho}dglﬂal_sarv19gs, which were indicated on nime and eight percent of
the IEE‘s, I'respecti\;ely. Another sevel}‘.percent of IEPs listed each °f the
R categbries;‘apdiology and physical therapy. Four percent listed each of the
two categorie§, recreation and occupational therapy. Medical services (e.g.,
eye exams, physical exams, medication, and Mirsing care) weré qentioned in two
percent of the IEés, while spcial work services were noted on one‘perceqﬁ of
the IEPs. Eighteen percent listed other related services, which included such .
4 services as tutoriﬁg, dentalfservices,'aﬁd vocational rehabilitation. (These
percents_tQ£a1 more than 35 percent, the percent of stuéents with IEPs that
. specified related services, because multiple services were specified on some
IEPs, see row totals of Table F.10, Appendlx F.) )
<. A 'significantly 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 studeats in regular schools (12 percent), and resulgs’
suggested this may be greater than in special;schools (23 percent). (See
Appendlx F, Table F.9.)
Transportgpzon was the most frequently listed related service in state/

special facilities, regular schools, and special s$chools; howWever, it was,

listed more often in state/special facilities (16 percent) and special schopls

(14 percent) than in regular :;?ools (5 percént). Physical theyrapy and occu~

bational therapy also were lisfed more often in both state/special facilities-”

. ‘and special sthools th%P in regular schools. {See Appendix F, Table F.10.)
|
: VvI.' SUMMARY -

i
-

The types of special education and related’serviées ghat were contafned

) in State/Special Fac111ty IEPs were examined in this chapter. Special educa-
‘tlon serV1ces were deflned to include both assessment and educatiogal pro-

grammlng Assessment services were indlcated through statements about level

of_functlonlng, including both strengths and weaknesses ‘Educational program-

ming was indicated through goals and short- term obJectlves Thirteen academic

aq& fungtlonal areas were defined for the purpose of describing these services.

L]

r 6.14




fhe 1argesé\propdrt;6ns of State?Speqiai Facility IEPs procided informag
tion about the present level of functioning id the academlc areas of readlng/
English (57 percent) and other academic (62 percent). Fifty percent of the
" IEPs specified’ the rﬁformatron in social adaptatlon and 42)percent in mathe-
matics. Present-level-of functlontng 1n§prmat10n wa's SPEleled for motor
+ skills 1n 39 percent eof the IEPS, and for speech and self-help ;kllls 1n 31
percent. Nome of the .remaining ‘academit ,or functional areas had level -of-
fnnctrcn%ng data speczfled in mere than -20- percent of the State/Special
FacilitY IEPs. For 6 of the 13 academic/‘functional areas, the frequency with
which 1eve1-of~funct}on1ng information. wag found in IEPs prepared in state/
special facilities and spec;al schools was greater than in IEPs prepared in
regular schopls In.one area the frequency was less in state/speclalvfaclll-
ties than in el her regular or special ‘schools. ’
Statements about functioning level were analyzed to determine the extent
'to which they included statements about neeés and statements about strengths.
While need statemente'appeared ytthvg}eater frequency in.mpst of the functional
areas, strengths ware listed qith’cbnsiderable frequency. In general, state-
ments of both.needs:and strengths Qere‘found more frequently in IEPs prepared -
in state/special facillties and special SChOOlS than in IEPs prepared in -

. v

regular schools. ’ ' :

The extent to hqgch Siate/Special Facility IEPs contained supporting data

for statemeats about resent leva of functloning also was explored. Using as,
a base only thogb IEPs that contain 1nformat10n about the students. present
level of functlonlng, support{ng data were found in more than 30 percent of
the State/Spec1aI ch111£y IEPs in ﬁno argas: readrng/Engllsh (34 percent)

. and mathematlcs (38 percent) Supportlng data were found 'in at least 20
per¥cent of IEPs er four other areas ’

Goal statemen!s are onhe zndiSath of the types of educational programming
that a student is expected to recglve There was at least ome annual goal
statement for re341ng/Engllsh 1p 65 pe:dbnt of the IEPs, and over half of the
“IEPs also had at least one goal statement for mathematics and other academics.
In addition, 30 percent or more of the EEPS had at least one goal statement in
four other academle/fanctlonal éteas, -In 7 of the 'l3 areas, ‘a greater propor-
tion of IEPs zq both state/spec1a1 fadrlltles and special” schools contained at

L]

least omne annual goal than d1d IEPS 1nlregu1ar schools For an eighth area.




the proportion in state/special facilities was higher 'than the Jproportions in
both regular and special schools. . '
Shozt-term objectives; like goals, glso were considered as indicators of
special, education programming ' There’ was—at least one short-term obJectlwe
for read1ng/Eng115h in 64 percent of the State/Spec1al Fac111ty IEPs, for
other academres in 62 pertent, and.for maehematlcs in 55 percent In addi-
tigri, 40 percent or more of the State/Special Facility IEPs contained af least -
one short-term objective for three other areas. For 7 of the 13 academic or
functional areas, a greater proport1on of IEPs in both state/speclal facili-
ties ﬁnd special schools contained at least one short-term objective than did
IEPs in regular schools. For an eighth area thHe proportion'for state/special
Jfacilities was higher than that fdr either regular or speclal schools.
Thirty-five percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs 1nd1cated the
provlSlou of one or more related serv1ces Seventeen percent specified one .
service, 51x-percent 1nd1cated two services, three percent spec1f1ed three
services, eight percent 11sted four, ,and one percent llsted five or more
related services. The most frequently llsted related service was tragsporta=
tion, wlth about 16 percent of all State/Spec1al Faclllty IEPs listing this
service. The next highest were counseling and psycho}og1ca1 services,
followed by audiology, phgsical therapy, recreation, and occupational therapy.
A significantly 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 IEPe of students in regular schools (12 perceat), and

results suggested this may be greater than in speCLal schools (23 percent)

-

Tran;fortatlon was the most frequently listed related service in state/spec1al

facif1t1es, regular schools, and special schools.
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Chapter 7.

» . !

» How.Informative and Internaily Consistent
i. Are State/Special Facility IEPs? -

gy ince extensive ‘ata already have been presented in Chapter 4 regarding
‘the extent to which both mandated and non-mandated information are contained
in State/SpeQ:air?aCillty IEPs, the reader is referred to that chapter for a

" detailed discusston of the informativeness of IEPs. While informativeness of

IEPs is- discussed in this present chapter, the primary focus is on internal

qon51stency . - i v’

Section I of this chapter discusses the internal consistency of IEPs as

determined by the relationship between statements of need, goals, and objece
tives Section II refereqces an exploratory study which was undertqken to
categoxize IEPs by degree of informativeness and internal conSistency Sec~

§ *tion IIJ presents a brief summary of the findings discussed in thé chapter.

L3
1

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STATEMENTS OF NEED, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES

-
I3

1

‘ Edncational programming, which was specified primarily through the goal
"Etatements and short-term objectiges listed in the IEPs,‘should be based on
» the student's present level of functioning. {As reported in Chapter 3 of

Volume IV, Level 2 of the Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy provided strbng
evidence that the IEP was a good indicator of the services actually received
by students.) Thus, the relationship between need statements, goals, and
shert-term objectives provides an indicatidn 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. An IEP which includes these
three key types of statements likely communicates the student's needs and
planned services to ali_parties involved in the provision of services to the
student. The relationship between these three key types of statements is an
‘excellent indicator of the interfal consistency of the IEP. ®

L]
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Thggi should be a con51stent relationship between need statemeﬁts, goals,

and ebjectives. 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 should be accompanied by, need
$tatements and objéctives. The same principle applies to short-term objectives.
Ten hf the 13 academic and'functional areas {see Chapter-6) were selected for
suhdy The "other academic" and the "other" areas were excluded because their
imprecise definition precluded linking needs, goals, and objectives to speC1f1c
academic areas; e, g.{ a linking of needs, goals, and objectives to the "other
academic" area could be misleading since the need might be im 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 so small that findings could be spurious. !
' Given that an JEP had 2 need, a goal, or an objective in an academic or

functional area, the percent of IEPs with each of the seven possible combina-

tizns of these three items was computed. The seven combinations are: (a) a

nepd, a goal, and an objective; (b) only a need and a goal; (c) only a need
and an objective; (d) only a, need; (e) only an objectivg and a goal; (f) only
a goal; and (g) only an objectiye. '

Table 7.1 lists the selected academ1g(ﬁunct1onal areas and displays the
percentages of 1EPs containing var1ous combinations of need statements, goals,
and objectives. The percentages for each functlonal or academic area ljsted
in this table are based on the total number of IEPs that contained either a
ne¢d statement, a goal, an objective, or some combinazidﬁjlhereof.'fpr the
area. (Sge Table G.l, Appendix F.) . ' -

' -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 highesf percent in this column is only 52
percent,, the percent of IEPs that contained statements of needs, goafs,land
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 pertent), self-help skills' (43 percent), and motor
skills (42 percent). ’

The next column to the right (Needs and Godls Only) shows the‘percgnt of
IEPs that Eontaiqed statements of need and goals, but did not.contaim objec-

tives. - This combjnation occurred most frequently in speech (13 percent).

) . ) ‘l Jt)




* Table 7.1

PERCENT OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY.TEPs CONTAINING VARIOUS COMBINATIONS
OF NEED STATEMENTS, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES IN SELECTED FUNCTIONAL AREAS *

-

b )
a/

Combinations=

-

$ " Needs 4 .
Needs, and Needs and Goals and ’ -
Academic or . Goals, and Goals Objectives Needs Objectives' Goals Objectives |-
F Functicnal Area | Objectives Only Only __ Only Only Only Cnly Totals-

b/

£

i
Rﬁading or Oral or

wéitten English 52
Mathematics . 44
Social adaptatén ‘ 34
Self-help skills 43
Physical education 18
Motor skills 42
.| Speech . 39

Visual acuity 5,

22 ‘100
"30 _ ) 100
26 - _ 100
28 " 100
40 i | oo
28 _ 100
18 : . 100
16 ’ . 100
17 100

PO W WY W R .

Hearing 12

Vocational/
Prevocat tonal 16 . 48 13 100

‘a
a/ 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).

b/ Detail may not add to total because of rounding.. i

L]




The third célumn in Table 7.1 (Needs and'Objecbives Only) presents.the
- proportion of 'IEPs in each academlc/functlonal area that c0ntalned Statements
of need and-short- -term ObJECthES, opt no goals. The percents shown in this
.column are low, i.e., all five percent or less.

The findings presented in the fourth column (Nﬁeds Only) ‘reflect the‘
percents of IEPs that conta1ned only need statements . The percent of IEPs
that contain need statements, but flo goals or objectives, is rather hlgh in

vision and hegﬁéng 33 percent and 43-percent; respectively. However, these’

two functiona areas may operate sopewhat dlfferently than the other areas.
While vision and héﬁrkﬂg def1c1ts may be 1ndcated in IEPs, it may not always
.~ be appropriate to 11nk educational’ goals and’ ob3ect1ves to the deficit.
Including a statement about the deficit provides information that spec1a1
..  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 academis area, like speech,
or for that matter, in an? area wherein the student needs special help Es‘a
result of the deficit. Other areas with heeds, but’no goals or objectives, in
' more than 10 ﬁerCEnt of the IEPs, were speech (16 percent} and soc1a1 adapta-
tlon (13 percent) ; . .
The remaining thfee columas 1n Table 7.1 present f1nd1ngs pert1nent to
academic and:funct1ona1 areas for wh1ch IEPs conta1ned goals and/or ObJeCtlves
_without an 1nd1cat10n of aeed. ' These results show that the pattern of Qot
linking goals and objectives generally holds.in-those IEPs that did nol contain
information denoting a need'or weakness. The "beft" case for this group is to.
have both a goal and 0b3ect1ye in the same area. This aest case occurred most
" often in the area of vocational /prevocational where 48 percent of the IEBs
that had at least one need, goal, or objective’ in tﬁ;s area nad a goal(s) and
. obJectlve(s), but no .indication, of need. The best €ase occurred in more than
20 pércent of “the, State/Spec1a1 Fac111ty fer 7 of the 106 areas
“Ina -order to gain some insight intq thp degree of 1nformat1veness
. in.the Basic $urvey “and "State/Special Facility populations, d1str1butio
compafedgfor two columns of Table 7:1: ' needs, .goals, and objectives; and
* needs only. (See Appendix G, Table G.2.) Needs, goals, and ogyectlves were
included in a greater percent of IEPs in the State/Special Facility population
than.in the Basdc Survey population for & of theJlO-agﬁas' .social adaptation,
] % ' self- -help skills, motor sk111s, and v1sua1 aculty ‘Needs only were found in.a

+ gteater percent of IEPs in the Basic Survey population than 1n the State/Spec1aI
I




"Facility population for 4 of the 10 areas: mathematics, social adaptation,

_self-help skills, and motor skills. _
," While not'conclusive the above results suggest that IEPs developed for
students in the State/Speclal Facility population may be informative and
T 1nternaf1y~cons1stent more often than those developed for students in the
‘ Basic Survey populatlon In terms of 11nkrng edtcational needs w1th ‘special
- ‘education programs through annual goals and ohJectlves, it appears that those
* ,who jare ;pqplved in designirg Stare/Speclal Faclllty Iﬁg formats and in devel-
oping State/Spec1a1 Facility IEPs-mgy be a little ahead of those involved with
these processes in* the Basic Survey populatlon especially those in regular
. scheols. -This hay well be due to the presence in state/special facilities and
special - schools of a greatér proportlon of staff with training in spetlal
educition and/or evaluatlon In spité of this, the frequency with which IEPs
in both the’ Ba51c Survey and State/Special Faclllty populatlons were found to,
lack 1nformat1veness with respect to gonsistency between needs statements,

goals, and obJegtlves was unexpectede

2 - . . . . . i
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II. ADDITIGNAL. INFORMATION RELATED TO THE INFORHATIVENESé
AND INTERNAL. CONSISTENCY OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs

-t
- bt .- -

. While°ocher chapters in this volume pré%ent findinga regarding discrete
portlons of TEPs and discrete factors. regarding IEPs, no particular attempt
hag been made to provide a global view of the documents. In an attempt to
. provide such a view, an exploratory investigation was conducted to categorlze .
IEPs accord}ng to the degree ‘of informativeness and internal consistency. The .
methodology of this 1nvestlgat10n are presented in detail in Appendix G of
,‘ Volume III. The inrestigation findings for the State/Speciel Facility Substudy
"are presented in Appendix G of this volume. These findings strongly support

. . * w
“the flndlngs reported in Section I above. .

e -
-
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. III. SUMMARY

+
5

" The relatlonshlp ﬁetween statements of need, goals, and obJectlves'was
studied for LO of the 13 academic and functional areas. It was found that
many State/Speclal Facility IEPs* lacked informativeness end internal consis-

tency in that the 'need statements they contalned were not accompanied by
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. associated goal statements and shoré-term objectives. ., The areq:of reading/ °
English.most often contained ‘all three statements. Fifty-two ﬁércent of the
IEPs that had at least one of the information items in this area had al}

" three. ﬁatheﬁatics; self-help qkills, and motor‘;kills Yere thgionly other .
three areas th;t were "complete” in o;;r éq.percent‘of the State/Speciaf
Facility IEPS for which’ they were gaiiiéable. 7 ) ’

Ig.seQeral academic/functional areas relatively large percentaées of
State/Schial Fa?ility IEEF contained nged statements without related goals
and objectives. These percents ranged over academic/functional areas from a
lo? of & to a high of 43. Also, many State/Spec%al Facility IEPs contained

_goal statements .without related statements of need and/or objectives, and many

k:ntained objectives without one or both of the other two coiﬁbpents. 1EPs

that contained needs only, goals only, or objectives only must be considered
toe be laéking-in informativeness and intéfnal consistency. Comparisonq of
State/Special Facility IEPs and Basic Survey IEPs suggested that State/Special
Fjiliity IEPs may be informative and internally consistent more often; however,

A S

the frequency with which JEPs 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 ﬁnexpectedly
high. - : '
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Chapter 8

Summary, Conclusions, and Implications
. .

" This chapter consists of two seetions; the first summarizes the ﬁéjor
findings of the State/Special Facility Substudy and the second lists some

_qgnclu51ons and implications of these findings.

N \
I. SUMMARY

‘ IéPs and related student and state/special facility information were

collected and analyzed for a national sample of students, ages 3-21, who were
enrolled in non-LEA-administered state/special facilities on 1 December l?}8.
" Trained survey specialists visited each of 71 sample facilities and: (a) se-
lected a sample of about eight students from each facility, (b) photocopied,

and deleted any personally identifiable. information that was contarned in, the
IEP of each selected studént; and {c) dlstrlbuted, collected, and field-edited

the two questionnaires designed to obWin related informatign about each of

the 550 students in the sample Eﬁ? the ?l'state/special facilities in which

they were enrolled. .

All collected IEPs and ‘questionnaires were returned to RTI where they
" were entered into a receipt and control system for further process1ng The
Properties and contents of each IEP. were described at RTI through the applir
cation of an IEP Evaluation Checklist, thus generatrng a set of coded rgz‘
sponses for each IEP. The coded checklist forms and questionnaire 1tems“were
edited manually, keyed into machine-readable'files, machine-edited, weighted
properly, and- formatted for subsequent enalyses.

Anelyses of these State/Special Facility Substedy data focused on ten -
general questions that were developed jointly by BEH staff and the RTI project
team. These questions and a summary of their answers are presented below. X
Answers to the tenth question, which concergs»drfferences in 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

populatiohoparaﬁetersIthat were computed from the weighted sample dita? The
i ) ' ) '
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. .
estimated standard errors associated with these population estimates were also
computed and reported. * o -

.

4

What are the Characteristlcs of the Students who Have IEPs and are
Enrolled in StatE/Speclal Fac111t1es dhd of the Fac111t1es 1n'Wh1ch
they are Enrolled’f 4 "-u B L

1. Studeats ° '-_g C '
. .About 1BB, 000 handicepped students, ages 3-21, were estimated to be

" enrolled and receiving spééial edutation services in eligible state/special
Q{acilities'on 1 December i9?8: ‘Abproximately 93 percent of these students had
ERs. . e '
) Host of the- handlcapped students in state/gpec1al facilities received
thelr spec1al eGUcatlan 1n urpgraded- classes, while very few of the 3351c
Survey students were served in ungraded classes. ' .
‘ Students in state/special faclritles were falrly evenly distributed
across the 6'12h 13-15, and 16-21 age ranges, with a smaller proportion in the
3'5 age range. This differed from the Basic Surveyi;n that two;thirds’of the
BaSLC Survey students were in the 6=-12 age range. )
. Eighty-three percent of the State/Spec1a1 Fac111ty students were white,
not Hispanic.(as compared to 75 percent in the 3351c Survey). Thirteen per-
cent were black« Frfty-one percent of the State/Special Fac111ty students (as
compared to 16: percent 1n the Basic Survey) had- multlple handlcaps At least
“one handlcapprng cond1t1on for about half of the state/special facility students
was mental retardation; 18 percent gpreulearnlng disabled; 28 percent were
emotionally disturbed{ ?9 percent were speech impaired;.and 22 pﬁrcent were'

deaf or hard of hearing.. -

'Fifty-eight. percent of the state/Special facility students (as compared

with 13 percent in thé'Basic‘Surreyl had severe handicaps, 36 percent had

. @2
moderate handicaps, and.l6 percent (a$ compared with 51 percent in the Basic
.Suryey) had mild handicaps: R a . ’
2.. Facilities . ' ' S

. About-half of the state/speclal facilities were state operated or
state supported *Almost one- -third provided educational services only; almost
half'provrded day care or re61dentlal treatmenf that 1nc1uded educational
services,' Most of the fac111tes (64 percent) had a total enrollment of less

-

than SO\SLudents. Ooly seven percent had a totai enrollment of 201 or more.

»
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Two-th1rds of the facllltles Vere accredlted by the SEA; one-half were
‘supervised by the.SEﬁE and, one-thlrd were a part of, or supervised by, a

public school system..” . s { t“ .

€ ] "

Most (71 percent) of the fac111t1es prepared IEPs pr1mar11y to meet the’
requirements of P.L. 94-142 Jany fac111t1es prepared IEPs with the intention
of also meet1ng the reqp1rpments of other laws or maan}es (e.g., P.L. 89-313).

What Do-State/Specihl Facility iEPs Look'Lfke’ L -
State/Special Facility IEPs had ‘an average (mean) length of eight’pages;

howevér, about 'half of all IEPs con51sted of f1ve ‘pages or’ less.’ This mean
length was greater than tﬂatrfor Basic Sur;ey IEPs. Howﬂver, wh11e'the mean
length was greater than that for IEPs in regular schools, it was pot greater
than that for special scBools. As 19 the Basic Survey, the majority of State/
Special Facility IEPs were hendqribten{gnd virtually ai} were reasonably eisy
to read. . " . ' . o -_ A

Form:_.!ts :forétatefé’pecial Faci‘lity IEPs' contftined headings for a variety
of information areas. Most’of these headings were related to information
which, althouéh not requ%rEd h§ P.L:’94-142, was dimportant to understanding
the student's special needs; interests, and planned program. As for Basic
Survey. IEPS, beadings fqr the mandated 1nfo;mat1on areas, as well as for some ‘
of the more important ., nonmandated areas, were found Iess frequently than

- - \)

expected. y c ' L
Formats for about 40 percent of the State/Sp3E1al Fac111ty IEPs tended to
restrict the nunber of annual goals that could be listed, and almost 20 percent\.
‘had a similatr restrlct1on fOr ‘short-term obJecfaves However, State/SpeciaI
fhc111t? 1EPs were less rpstr1ct1ve than Basic Survey IEPs for both annual

goals and short-term obJecE1ves

As in the Basic SurTey pgpulation,-EgL formats ‘of about half df the

State/Special Facility IEFS were such that parental approval was integded for

the entire IEP. However, inearly 40~percent of the State)SpeciaJ Facility IEPs

L} LY -
did not have 'a formatted*iocation for parental approval. This was significantly
@

greater than for Basic Sufvey IEPs.
As in the Baslc Survey population,- v1rtua11y all State/Spec1al Facility
IEPs consisted of a 31ngle document. The remaiming two percent of the State/

Spec1a1 Fac111ty IEPs consisted of add1t10na1 separate documents that' were
,—
prepared by dlfferent teachers or serv1ce sources. Three percent of the IEPs

A1 . g
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gonsisted of multxple documents that were eitDer prepared by different teachers

or service sources, or Prepared as separate placement and 1mplementat1on

plans. ' ‘ .

*

.

C.‘ What Kinds of Infoggigion'no State/Special Facility IEPs Contain?

State/Special,Facility.IEPs generalky contained the kinds of information
that were solicited through the headings Yo the IEP formats. That iss 'there
was, «as 1n Basic Survey IEPs, a -strong and direct relat1onsh1p between the
inclusion of a heading in the IEP format and: the provision of the information
in the IEP.-

. Only. anft one-terd of the State/Spec1a1 Fac111ty IEPs contained

. the 11 information xtems that they are required to contain as per Se

of P.L. 94-142, about three-fourths contained 1¢ of the 11 mandated items, and
90 percent Ebnta1ned 7 of the 11 items. Informat1on across the 1l -mandated ;
items was 1nc1uded in State/Spec1aL FaCllltY and Basic Survey IEPs with about

the same frequency. P

As “in the Ba51c Survey, virtually all of the IEPs contained information
about” the specific educat1ona1 services to be prov1ded and the prOJECtEd‘_‘A/
1n1t1at1on date and anticipated duratiom of such services. The‘%wo mandated
1nforma§aon areas that were 1nc1uded least frequent1¥ in both State/Spec1a1
Facility and Basic Survey IEPs wete (1).Proposed evaluation criteria and (2) a. ‘

. statement of the extent'of Pparticipation in the regufﬁr education program.
Information tegarding.extent of participation in regular education Programs
was included more often in Basic Survey IEPs, and proposed evaluatxon criteria
were 1nc1uded more oftes in State/Spec1aL Facility IEPs.

Only two percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs did not contajn
annual goals, and only eight percent did not contain short<term objectives.
State/Special Facility IEPs that had a® least one goal statement had an average
of 11 and 2,median of 6.5 annual goals. State/Spec1a1 Facility IEPs conta1ned
more annual goals than Bas1c Survey IEPs, which had an average of 6 and a
median of 3.2 annual goals. However, while the IEPs of students in, state/
epecial facilities contained more goals than those for students in regular

'schOOIEg-they did not contain more than ghose fo} students in special schools.

For State/Special Fac111ty IEPs with at least one ob3ect1ve, the mean

number of objectives was 58, w1th 2 median of 25. IEPs developed for students

in state/special fac111§1es contained more obJeéE1ves than those developed for




f: “ stedents in the Basic Survey- population, 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 schoeis or special schools. As in the
Basic Survey, the majority (about two~thirds) of objectives llsted in IEPs
.were not necessarlly 'short-term" since, based on evidence in the IEF, the
objectives were to be worked .ot throughout the full year.

As in the Basic Survey, State/SpeCJal.Facility IEPs contained Eonsiderable
nonmandated information. Included in this category were: basic sfudent
descriptors {age and,type of“handicap); information about the student's assess=
ment,/placement, gefleral educational background, and proposed program of
special services; and some documentation of the prbcess Qhereb§ the student;s

 IEP was developed, approved, and reviewed. .

{

:How Is Information Presénted In State/Special Facility IEPs?

Though aot required by the Act, over one-fourth of the State/Special "

facilitx IEPs that contained at least some present-level-of-performance infox-
matién also coatained at least some supPbrting data (e.g., test scores).

" Present-level-of-performance informatfﬁn'for each of:at lease three academic
or functionel areas was contained in 66 percent of the State/Special Facility
IEPs. Ten percent included the ‘date of the assessment of present level of

performance. Supporting data ;Lé the date of assessment appeared more F?e-.

quently in Basic Survey IEPs than in State/Spec1al Fac111ty'IEPs, but infor-

mation for at least.three academic or functional areas was 1nc1uded in more

State/Speclal Facility IEPs.. C N )

A small percent (8) of the State/Spec1a1 Fac111ty IEPs contained a priori-
tized listing of goals <instead. of a 51mp1e llstlng. This additional refinement
which is not required by.P.L. 94-142, occurred with about the same frequency
in State/Special Facility and Basic Suryey IEPs. . .

, About, two-thirds of the State/Special Facility IEPs coniained at least
one obJectlve that was written in measurabfe terms or otherwise included
criteria for evaluating whether the obJectlve was meb. Approx1mate1y b4
percent of the objec¢tives listed in an "awyerage"” IEP were written in measurable
terms or otherwise included evaluation criteria. ' There were no 51gn1f1can£
differences in this information about short-term objectives between the’ State/
Special Facility and Basic Survey populatlons

- x ’
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As for the Basrp Surve?, 1n ptactlcally all State/SpeCLal Facility IEPs,

the spec1f1c\educatioual §erv1ces to be provided were stated in, or 1nferre3
from, annual goals add‘dt short¥term objectives. Also, as in the Basic Survey,
the pfojecte¢ dates fgr LnLH}atlon of specific services and the anticipated
duratlon of suCh serv1ces usually were stated in reasonably precise terms.

; As*in the B;élc Survey. information about proposed evaluatlon procedures,
cr1ter1a, "and schedpies (including assurances of at least an annual evaluatlon)
generally waSHmotiﬁiearly stated. For the most part, information in these
areas had to bé inferred from short-term objectives (whlch often were unclear).
Beg1nn1ng and end-of-treatment dates also often had to be used to make infer-
ences about evaluation schedules and assurances of an annudl evalWation.

Who Participates in the Developpent and Approval of State/Special
Facility IEPsg . .

Based on information from the IEPs, a wide range of school personnel: were

involved im ‘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 ﬁarticipated in the development of IEPs. These data, .however, pro-
vide a relatlvely good 1nd1cator of the tYpes of “personnel iavolved.

Over 70 percent “of the State/SpeCLal Facility IEPs listed at least one
participant, and about two-thirds of them contained at lpast one signature.
The averagyb{r of participants on 1EPs that listed 4t least one partici-
pant was 415 a similar staeistic for signers was 3.3.

4 significantly gréater percent of IEPs in the Basic Survey population i
listed at least one part1c1pant and included at least one SLgnature than in
the State/Spec1a1 Fac111ty populatlon However, there were no statistically
significant ‘differences between the State/Special Facility and Basic Survey
populatlons in_ the mean numbers of participants and signers for IEPs with at

—

Ieast one participant or 51§ner .
Sixty-two- percent of the State/Spec1a1 Facility IEPs listed at least one

teachcr or theraplst 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 that
persons with other spec1f1c titles, é&.g., counselors, might have served on IEP

11
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committees as LEA administrative represdentatives.) Thxrty percenp’of ‘the
State/Special Facility IEPs had a representatlve from both of thesg Eategorlee
(teachers or therapists, and administrative personnel) listed a§.part1c1pants,
and 20 percent had representatives from both groups listed Qé fgépers ‘ Ancil-
lary persomnel (e.g., school psychologxsts, counselors, and eociel workers)
were listed as participants in 14 percent of the IEPs, and aSsSLgners 1n 9
percent ) . -

-All three cateﬁories of personnel--teacher or therapist, administrative,
and ancillary personnel-~were listed in a larger percentaée of Basic Survey
IEPs ,than State/Special Facility IEPs. However,,fer all IEPs with at least

one participant listed, there were no significant differences between the

Basic Survey and State/Special Facility populations in the megn numbers of

participants by category-of persoanel.

*Information in JEPs indicated that parents (or guardxans or surrogates)
participated in developing 50 percent of the State/SpeCLa} Facility IEPs and
that they signed 48 percent of them. Supplementary information obtained
directly from the teachers most knowledgeable about.the siudent's IEP indi-
cated that 80 percent, of the parents signed and/or verbally approvéd Sgate/
Special Facility IEPs and that fewer than one percent refused to approve‘ﬁﬁ
1EP because they considered the IEP to be inappropriate. Teachers also indi-
cated the followink about'paeent participation: 83 percent discussed the
completed IEP with school personnel; 66 percent met with the IﬁP committee to
discuss the_developed IEP; and 60 perceﬁt provided inputs to the IEP cOmmittee
during development of the IEP. Results were generally similar for parentai

"participation in State/Special Fac111tq\and Basic Survey IEPs. T

Students were rarely listed in the State/Special Fdcility IBEPs as partici-
pants or signers. ‘Teacher, on the other hand, stated that 21 percent of
harfdicapped studenté.had giscussed their JEPs with school personnel ahd that

1l 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*administrative representetives, 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
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Facility populat1on listed at least one representative from the three mandated

categsfies as part1C1pants and signers.

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 tetps

of 13 different academic and f&nctional areas: (1) reading (or oral or written-

English); {(2) mathematics; {(3) other academic; {(4) social adaptation; (5) self-

. help ;kills; {6) emotional; (7) physical education; (8 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-

tlon about the present level of functioning in the academic areas of reading/

. Engllsh and "other asedem1c. Fifty percent of the IEPs 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 for speech and self-help skills in 31 percent. ‘None of the remaining
academic or functignal areas had level-of-functioning data specified in ﬁore
than' 20 percent’of the State/Special Facility IERs. For 6 of the 13 academic/ '
funMional aréas, 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 IEPé'also included stateméﬁts of
strengths. In general, statements of both needs and strengths were found more

- frequently in IEPs p}epa;ed in .state/special facilities and special schovls

than in IEPs preparedgin regular schools. ’ ‘

Using stifements of goals and/or objectives as inﬂicators of the kinds of
educational programming a student waé to have rece1ved State/SpeC1a1 Facility
IEPs across the nation reflegted educational programming in all 13 academic/
funct10na1 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'stateé above for the provision of assessment services, except
that the percent of IEPs that indicated educational programming was lower in
most academic/functional areas than the.percent for which an assessment,service

.wak indicated. , As for the Bagic Survey, such diffeftences were expected because

many IEPs contained assessment information that reflected only strenglhs in
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certain academ1c/funct1ona1 areas, thus preclud1ng a need for speC1a1 educa-
tional programmlng In a majority of the 13 functional areas, a greater’
proportion of IEPs in st;te/special facilities and special schools. contained
at least one annqal goal and one short-term oEjéctiGe than did IEPs in regular
schools. '

Thirty-five percent of.fhe State/Special Facility JEPs listed one or more
of the folleowing related services (services are listed in descending order °
according to frequency of oqchr;gnCe): transportation; counseling; psycho-i
logical services; audiology; physical therapy; récreation; and occupational -
therapy. Seventeed percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs- listed only one
related service, 6 percent listed two related services, apd the remaining 12
pergcent listed three or more related services.

A s1gn1f1cant1y larger perceng,of the State/Spec1a1 Facility IEPs speci-
fied the provision of one or more related services than did the Basic Survey
1EPs. Transportatlon &as the most frequently llsted related service in sfate/

special facilities, regulq; schools, and special schoolg

i

How.Informative and Internally Consistent are IhPs? .

Based on a global view of the IEP.document: about 27 percent of the IEPs
were informative and internally consistent, whlle 79 percent generally met
most of the requirements of the Act. Only flVE percent of these documents

were considered to be exceptionally informative and internally consistent-

Results for State/Speclal Facility and Basic Survey IEPs were generally

similar, although there were more informative and internally consis}ent IEPs ‘

in the Basic Survey.

As in the Basic Surve&, the two major shortcomings of StaEe/Special

Facility IEPs with respect to informativeness and intefha% Consistencylwere‘
the failure (1) to include all mandated informatibn 1tems, and (2) to specify
a direct and identifiable link between areas of neéd and the services to be
provided (as reflected Ey statements of goals and objectives). * )

The first shortcoming was discussed earlier in answer to the study quqs:
tion about the kinds of information conhainéd in IEPs. Régarding the second
shortcoming, a significant percent of the IEPs either had.statemenﬂﬁ of needs
in functional/academic areas for/ghich goals and/oF objectives were not in-
¢luded, or they contained goals.and/or objectives- for areas in which a need

statement was not included..




The academic area'of reading (or written or oral language) most often
contained &l1 three statements (a need, at least one related goal, and at
least one related objective); i.e., just over one- Q}lf of the IEPs that had at
least 6ne of the three types of statements in this area had all three Of the
other nine areas studied, only three (mathematlcs, self ~help skills, and motor
sk1113) 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 TEPs contained need statements without related goals or
objectives. Thege 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 goal .statements without related statements of need and/or
objectiv;;, and many contained objectives without Bne or both of the other two

components.

How Do the Types of Special Education Services Specified in State/Special

Facility TEPs 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 an IEP by at least one short-term
objeétive was analyzed by student age level (ages 3-5, 6-12, 13-15, and 16-21).

N Definite trends across age levels for the distribution of State/Special
Facility TEPs with at least one short-term objective were found in only two
areas. For motor skills, there were fewer IEPs with at least one sbort-tan
objective at the older age levels (13-15 and 16-21) thanfaE the younger levels
(3-5 Ahd'6;12). For " the vocational/prevocational area, the percent of IEPs
with at least one short-term objective increased as age increased. These

results were reasonably consistent with those in the Basic Survey population.

TI. How Do the Formats, Contents, Properties, and Development Processes of
IEPs Vary by Seleeted Student Characteristics?

Several analyses were conducted for two subpopulations of the State/
Special Facility populations. These subpopulations” were defined as follows:
student age level (age 3-5, 6-12, 13-15, and 16-21); and severity of the

student handicapping céndition (mild, moderate,‘and severe), Major findings

aré summarized below.

——
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Age Le;els - .. . ;

There was some suggestion of a patiern 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., slf'ﬁdent~
particip;tion increased as‘age increased. This was similar in direction to,
though not as strong as, the results in‘ the-Basic Survey population.

Results suggested that at least one member from each of the tl}ree man-
dated categories {(parents, teacher, and LEA representative) 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): This is somewhat different from results in the Basic ,
* Survey population where no differences were found across age groups.

2. _ Severity of ‘Handicap

Results on student participation across mild, moderate, and severe
leéels of handiqapping 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 flevels. . J

Results from the teacher survey suggested that parent participation mi‘gl‘lt
be less for parents of students with severe levels than for those‘ﬁith moderate
levels of handicappinglcondition. Again, this was somewhat different from the
Basic Survey populatibn, for which results suggested the possibility of more
parent paéticipation 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 populaticn, in which there was the

suggestion of greater participation of all mandated personnel as the ;everity

level increased,

Interpretation of‘the5e'findingsﬂﬁhoﬁld take into consideration the
possibility that the reliability of thg;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 reference in

making these judgements.
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How Do the Answers to the Questiohs B-I Above Differ for Students in

Basic Survey Schools {Regular and Spec&al) and State/Spécial Facilitiesg?

As was indicated in the answers to'questioné B-I, there were'several‘
reasonably important wa§s in which State/Special Facility 1EPs differed from
IEPs develoyed in regular schools and speciék 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 not, longer than

+

speclal school IERs. '- o o -

2) State/Spec1al Facility IEPS less often than Basic Survey 1EPs had
formats which tended to ‘restrict the number of annual goals and
short-term objectives wh1ch could be-listed.

3) State/Special Faclllty IEPs contalned more annual goals tham Basic
Survey and regular school IEPs, but not more than special school

¢ IEPs. - . S

4) State/Special Facility IEPs contained more short-term objectives
than Basic Survey, regular schodl, and special school IEPs.

5) N State/Speclal Fac111ty IEPs contained present-level-of- functlonlng
information {(for both needs and strqngbhs) more often.than Basic
Survey and tegular school 1EPs 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/Special Facility IEPs specified the provision of one or more .
related services more often than did éasic Survey IEPs: ’ i

N State/Special Facility IEPs listed at least one participant and one
signer less oftrn than Basic Survey IEPs, and fewer State/Special-
Facility IEPs'than did Basic Survey IEPs contained a2 formatted
location for pareptal approval. ’

8) State/Special Facility IEPs less often than Basic Survéy IEPs lirted

- at least one participant from any of the following three categories

-k

of personnel: ¢« teachers, administrators, and ancillary (service) -

personnel (1¢° ‘should be noted, however, ,that for IEPs with at
least one participant or signer, there were no differgpces in the
mean number of participants and signers for State/Speciél'Facility
and Basic Survey IEPY.)

L
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Statelﬁpeclal Facility IEPs less often than B331c Survey IBgs listed
at least one part1c1pant from all three of the categotles mandaﬁgg‘
by P.L. 94~ 142 .l-F-, teacher, LEA ad@xglstratlge‘;epresentatxve,.
and parent. ' . 7 '

[ . " a

.
: ’ ; :
. I CONCLUSIONS'AND IMPLICAT}ONS
* . A - -

As with: the Ba31c Survéy, the findings of the State/Spec1a1 Facxlxty
Substudy prov1de a descrlptlon of special education programs 1n state/speCLal
facilities durlng the early stages of meeting the IEP. quulremenv of
P.L. 94-142.~. These results indicate that state/speclal fac111t1es appeared to
have made a geod start toward full lmplementatlon of fhe IEP mandate of

P.L: 94-142, as haved?chdﬁis gn the‘BaSLc Survéy. In the second school year

following the effective date‘ f the IEP requirement, ebout’93 percentlof the
" students. receiving special education and related servicdes in state/speclal
.facilities had an IEP. About three-fourthé ©f the State/Special Facility IEPs
" contained 10 of the 11' mandated information items: and neafly.BO percent of
them were considered to be at least reasonably complete and 1nternally consis-
tent. "Many State/Spec1a1 Facxlxty IEPs contaxned nonmandated Lnformatxon
that generally made them more complete <A varlety of services were specified
in the IEPs, and a wld# range of personnel were involved in the development
and approvdl of thesé documents, including a slgnlflcant proportion of patrents
‘(guardlans/ surrogates) ' .o ]

dn the other hand, as in the Basic Survey, only 2 very small percentage

of the State/Speclal Facxlxty IEPs were <considered to be complete and Lnter-

" nall® consistent documents in that a significant proportion did not contaLn:

{a) all of the mandated inforﬁatiog items, and/or (b} a Qirect link between
areas of need and thef services to be provided, as reflected by the annual
'goal *and ;hqrt-term objectives Even under the- generous criteria'used in the
study, only about. one-third of the State/Speclal Fac111ty IEPs conﬂ‘;‘sd all
the information mandated by -P.L. 9& 142, ’
Although certain dlfferences were foted between State/ ecial Facility

* a

- 'and B351c Survey IEPs, it can be concluded, that in general the IEPs for these
»
two populatipns were qulte similams (especially those prepared for students in
state/speclal faclllties and special schools). Because of this similarity,

%Ee following®*two major implications of the State/Special.Faci}ity Substudy
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f1nd1ngs for improving the Lnformatxveness and xnternal consistency of State/
Specijl Facility IEPs generally are the same as thése reported in Volume ILI
{Chaptet 9) faqr.the Basic Survey ‘

First, it is clear that there isla strong relationship between IEP, format
and content, As a result, more attention to formats, along with-some monitor“‘
‘ing of completed documents, should result in a significant improvement in the
.informativeness and internal consistency of the IEPs. For example, TEP formats
should'include specific headings- for desired informatien, @nduthese headings
should be structured to promote internal consistency with respect to linking
each specific academic/functional area in which a need is indicated to its
assoCLated goals and objectives. If the cr1ter1a and evaluatiod procedures
for determining whether each short-teym obJectLve ‘is being achieved are not

included "in the objective {i.e., the obJectLve is .not stated in measurable

a terms) headlngs for this information also should be placed so the appropriate

1nformatlon can be linked directly to specific objectives. .

Second, it is relatively clear from the patterns of variability examined
in the snbstudy that the persons developing the IEP are af;ey to the quality
of the document. The importance “of the tralnlng of the professionals respon-
sible Tor educational programang_apd/or IEP development is certainly a major
implication of the findings of the national survey. Substudy findings indicate
that such training should focus on improving the internal consistency of IEPs,
;nd on specifying évaluation procedyres.and criteria for determining the
'achievement of objectives, stated either ds separate entities or as'part of
tne statements of objectives. \

- In-terms of linking‘educational needs -with special education prbgrams
through anoual goals and objectives, it éppears that those who are involved in
designing State/Special Facility IEP formats and in developing State/SpeEf%i
Facility IEPs may be a 11tt1e ahead of those 1nvolved with these processes in
-the Basic Survey populatlon espeCLally those 1n regular schools. Th1s well

may be due to thifpresence in state/special facilities and special schoo}s'of

a ,greater proportioa of stbff with training in special education and/or
evaluatlon - :

As with the findings gf the Basic SurVey, the resuLts reported in this
volime for the State/Special Facility populatlon during the 1978-79 school .
year. provide an important baseline for evaluating changes over time in the
properties‘aqd contents of IEP§;for'this population, as vell as for assessing

the effectiveniess of this new pr%gram. : .1 > -
~ 4
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Appendix A

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN. INSTRUMENT ITEMS AND QUESTIONS ADDRESSED

BY THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SUBSTUDY OF THE IEP SURVEY

Y

o

L

Related
Questionnaire

a/

I¢ems?

Questions to be Addressed for State/Special Facility IEPs

What do IEPs look like?
1. _.How many pages do they contaan?

2. What proportion are leglbIe and reasonably easy. Lo read?
3. What types of 1nformat10n hgadlngs do they contain?

4+ What proportion of IEPs have formats that limit the nnmber of annual
goals or short-term objectives?

what proportion of IEPs havé formats thdt restrict.pa:ental approval

to ouly a portion of the IEP?

What propo%iion of IEPs consist of separate documéngs prepared:
‘a. By different teachera o; service soﬁTce§°
*b. For purpdhes of placement or 1mp1ementat1on°

What klnds of information 'do IEPs contaln?

1.  Wwhat proportion of IEPs canhadn mandated 1nformat10n? That is, what
proportion, contain:

a. A statement of student’ s present leVel of functlonlng?

Annual goals?

+

1
2
3(Col &)

6 (Col A)
6 (Col E)

b
;- ‘% Short~ term obJectIV§s°
e D4 \ X - ] )

7 (Col A)

LI

.3/ EC = IEP Evaluatlon 6ﬁeckllst, 8CQ = Student Characteristics Questionnaire; and; SCHQ = Schoel Characteristics
Questlonnalce SDCQ = School District, Characteristics Questionnaire; SFCQ = State/Spec1al Facility Characteristics
. Questibpnaire; SIP = Sample Information Protocol; SP = Level 2 Substudy Protocol; SIR = Sampling Information Record;
SSLF = Student Listing FEorm;-DRF1 = Da&a~of Record Form l; DRF2 = Data- of-Record Form 2; DRF3 = Data-of-Record

Form 3 DRF4 = Data-of -Record Form 4; MRSo‘ Hultiple Reportlng Sheet . .

;- continiled -
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Questions to be Addressed

Related
Questionnaire
Items

Fi *

A statement of special éﬁqsation{related serdices to be provided?
- . ' \N‘

A statement of extent of participation in regular program?

-

The projected date Tor initiation of seivices%
A statement of expected duration of services?.
Objectivé evalugtionccriteria?

Evaluation procedures?

Evaluation séhedule?

A statement regarding annual-:eValuation? '

What- is the distribution of IEPs by the number of goal ét;tements
contained? Y ’

What is ghe distribution of IEPs by the number of sh;rt‘term
objectiwves confained?

What proportion of IEPs contain information in all, 1l of the above

m ted evaluation dimensions? In 10 of the 11? In 9 of the 117

.. In only 1 of the 117

To what extent do IEPs contain information in addition to that
mandated by Section 602 of P.L. 94-1427
‘ .

III. How is information pregented in IEPs?

+1..

How are statements regarding the student's’ level of functioning
presented? L

a. With supporting data? ' ' ///

b. Withoutsxsupporting data

c. With statement that special education is needed?
. - . ¢ i

d. With statement that special education is not neéged?

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

EC 10

EC 9
EC 12
EC 13
EC

" EC 14

EC 15
EC 16

EC 6 (Col E)

EC7 (Col ¥

Items spécified
in EC 1-16 above

EC 3 (Col B)

EC 6
EC 6 A & B
EC 6 A
EC 6 C
EC 6 D

= continued -
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Questions to be Addressed

Related

‘Questionnaire

ltems

L3

How are annua] goal st§tements presented?
a. Yith statement of expected behavior?
b. Without statement of expected behavior?

How are shért-term objectives presented?

+a, With/without logical statement of expecggd behavior?

b.. ln specific time frames?
are_statements of services presented?

A placement recommendation?

Services to be provided? .

Personnel responsible’for services?
Annual goals and/or short-term objectives?

L *
e, Recommended instructional materials, rgsourceé, strategies,
« or .techniques?
rd

- ]

5. "How are dates regarding the initiation of services presented?

a. Explicitly? ‘
_b. .lmplicitly?

L]

C. lnsufficientfy?

6. How are the statements resafhipg the duration o! services presented?
a. Explieitly?
. b. [mplicitly?

“As long as needed"?

Insufficiently?

EC

EC

+EC

A & B/EC 7 A

EC 8

EC
EC
E¢
EC

3 (Col B),
3 (Col B),
3 (Col B),
3 (Col B),

and'2g

EC

EC
EC
EC

EC

EC
EC
EC

-

3 (Col B),
12 1
12283
12 4

131
13 2°& 3
13 4

135
s

. - continued -




Questions to be Addressed

Related

Questionnaire

Items

1.

L

How are evaluation statements presented?
a. Procedures eXplicit/implicit/cannot be determined?
: ~ 1
Schediles explicit/implicit/cannot be determined?
H p * . ‘,

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

"Some?
All?
Kone? . -

Cannot be determined.

What proportion of IEPs contain a statement of the rationale for™
the student not participating in the regular program?

IV. Who part1c1pates in the development and approval of IEPs?

1.

What is the frequency distribution of IEPs by the nudber of s1gnatures
they contain, and by the titles of the signers (e.g., teaclers,
parents, principals, counselors, psychologists, students)?

What is the frequency distribution of {EPs by the number and titles of
personnel listed on the IEP as having participated in the IEP process?

For what proportion of IEPs did parents part1c1pate in the IEP
process?

For what proportion of IEPs did students participate in the IEP’
process? For what proportion have students discussed their IEPs
with 2 teacher, counselor, or other school representative?

For those IEPs 'in which parental part1c1pat10n was indicated, in
what proportion of IEPs did parents part1c1pate by: ’

a. Signing the IEP?

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

* *
BC 14 1 & 2;

EC 14 3/EC 14 4 -

EC 15 4

EC 16
EC 16
EC 16
EC 16

EC 11

»

&

EC 4 (Col B)
EC 4 (Col &)

5CQ 4f

stQ 4g and 4h

SCQ 4a
SCQ 4b

"EC 15 1/EC 15 2 & 3;

-

- continued -
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Related
. Questionnaire
Questions to be Addressed . Items -

Refusing to approve the IEP on the b351s of their considering
the IEP inappropriate? SCQ 4c and EC 5

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

Meeting with the IEP committee to discuss thekﬁeveloped 1EP? SCQ 4e

Participating in the development of the IEP; that is, sitting
with the IEP committee during the development process and
provided inputs to the IEP? SCQ 4f

g-. Various combinations of the above? ) _ .8CQ 4

types of sg&pial education and related services are specified in IEPs?

In what academic and_functional areas are specific education services
provided,.singularly and in various combinations thereof? EC 7 (Cols A & D)

-

What kinds of, and how many related services-are provided,
singularly and in various combinations thereof? EC 10

In what academic and functional areas is there a determination
that special education is needed/not needed because of the present
level of functioning? 4 - EC6 A, C&D

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

In what academicgand functional areas does a goal statement . ..
reflect 3 servicé which matches a statement of need? EC 6 C and EC 6 E

In what academic and functional areas does an objective reflect
a service which matches a goal statement? EC 6 E and EC 7 A
v 4

low informative and fnternally consistent are I[EPs?

}. What proportion are internally consistent in that at least one goal .

relates to at least one objecpive that relates to at least one area EC 6 (Cols C & E)
Z EC 7 (Col A)

o q ‘ - - continued -

]

of indicated need?




-

; ’ : L Related <
, T - ngxllonnalre
Questions tg be Addressed ) Items

What proportion meet the requirements of four informativ$£ess/
internal consistency" levels°

a. What proportion are c13551f1ed as 1ncomplete information

documents?
Y
. What proportlon are -classified as mlnlmally 1nformat1ve d’

documents? ' ariocus combinations

What proportionhare classified as_informative and internally of EC 1-16
consistent documents? -

.

d. What proportian are classified as exceptionally informative
_and internally consistent documents9

Hhat 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? |

1. ° How are the students who ;ecelve special serv1ces.d15tr1buted by: )
a. Selected fac111tyr charactenstlcs (see VIT. Z.below)" SCFQ
5CQ 1

c: Nature. and severity of handlcapplng condition? SéQ 3

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

llow are the facilities in which students are served distributed by:

SFCQ 1
Purpose? - : - " SFCQ 2

-

Sl?& of studenL enrollment? ) ' SFCQ 5
Relatlonshlp‘to SEA (accredltﬁd or superv1sed by)? . " SFCQ 7

Type (state supported or state operated)9 . .

Laws or, legal mandates for wilich 1EPs are written? - SECQ 8

Vlf[; "How do the types of spesial edycation services specified 1n IEPs vary

by selected student character15t1cs°% _ U . - .
" l.» How does the answer to question V above vary by student age and . EC 7 (Cols A & D),
],uiJ severity of student handicap? ‘ oA . and 10; SCQ la and 3

>

- continged, 7




Questions to be Addressed . -

Related
Questibnnaire
Ttems

How do the formats, conteats,’properties, and developmeat processes of
State/Special Facility IEPs vary by selected student characteristics?

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

How _do the answers to questions I-VI above differ for-students in Basic
Survey schools (regular and special) and state/special facilities?
L

-

!

EC 1-16;
SCQ la and 3

EC items in I-VI’
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- Table B.1,

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH IEPs,BY GRRDE LEVEL AND SEX
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

*

Sex

Grade Level 1 Female

Pre-K
- K

1 (0.6)
4 (0.2)
.2 (0.1)
.1 (0.1)
_ 1 (0.1)
(0.0) - 2 (0.1)
0.2) - 6 (1.6)
0. 0.6 (0.6)
(1. 1,2.(0.7)
0. 1.5 10.9)
(1. 0.2 (0.1)
0. 1.i (0.7)
(0.6 0.0 (0.0)
(0.6) . 6.8 (0.7)
%. 23.0 (3.

1

O = = W o~ W~ OO0 RO WO N
4« =« "+ =« = 5 & & =

O 00 s O WY
L=~ S o TR B VL R - T L o T N O A

3‘

—
—
—_ W R - - D N W W

N o~ PO e WD D W

12

Ungraded/
Undetermined

c\
N
T oo
O

Total ' 68.1 (3.4)* 31.9. (3.4)*

ot

= - {ell has estimated sample s1zétof 25 or more, All other cells
estimated sample size of less than 25. '

3/ Detail do not total 100 due t¢ rounding error. had
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Table B. 2

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH IEPS, BY AGE LEVEL
(In percents, with standard errors noted in paren

SEX

theses)

Sex

o o F

emale

Total

Age Levels§ " HMale
3=5 5.0 (2.0)

6-12 ¢ , 26.0 (3.7)
) 13-15 18.5 (3.2)
P 16-21 18.6 (2.9)

-

3.1
11.1
10.1

7.5

(1.2)%
(1.7)
(1.9)
(1.9)

8.1 (3.0)
37.2 (3.8)/
28.6 (3.8)
26.1 (3.5)

Total 68.1 (3.4)

"31.9

(3.4) . 100.0

;/ Cell has estimaﬁed samp}é/’;ze of less than 25.
r- Detail does not add to total because of roundlng

*

//

Table B.3

¥

L S

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH IEPs, BY RACE AND SEX
(In percents, with stindard errors noted in parentheses)

e

Sex

Race

" Hale

Female

Total

. 'White, Not Hispanic
Black, Not Hispanic
H1span1c

Amer1can Indlan/Alaskan
Native

Aslan/Pacific Islander'

55.4 (4.3)
10.0 (2.5)

27.8 (3.4)
3.0 (1.0)%

2.1 (0:9)* 1.0 (0.6)*

0.1 (0.1)% 0.0 (0.0)% |
0.6 (0.6)* 0.1 (0.1)*"

L 83.2 (2.9)
13.0 (2.9)
31 (1.1)%

0.1 (0.1)*
0.6 (0.6)% .

Total . Ves2

.31.9 (1.3)

i .100,0

£

. Cell has estimated samﬁle size of less than 25.

af

R |

b

=" Detail does not add to total because of roundjing.




* Table B 4

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH IEPs, BY NATURE
AND SEVERITY OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION
(In percents; with standdrd errors noted in parentheses)

]
l

Severity of Condition

Nature of Condition - = Moderate Severe

HenL%l;I_Rn;ardéd
Iearning Disabled
Emotionally Disturbed
Speech Impaired _
Deaf and Hard of Hearing i,
. Visually HandIcapped

" (2.6)
(2.2)%
(1.2)%
(2.1)%
(0.0)*

(0.1)%
(0.0)%
(0.5)%

8 (1.1)% 15.

(3.1) 4.4 (1.8)%
(0.4)% 2.4 (}.6)*
(3.1) 2.%“ (1.4)% [
(0.1)* 0.1 (0.1)%
C(1.2)% 4.6 (1.9)*
(0.0)* 0.2 (0.2)*
(0.2)*% 0.5 (0.2)*
(1.5)% 0.5 (0.3)
+(2.9) 32.8 (6.3)

]

Orthopedically Impaired

N OO - O RO
oW O W N W O

"Other Health Impaired
Multiple Conditions

RO O O QO R o= W
© ® W Hr.O O N & o

a/

Total , 16.0374.71)  35.637(5.4) 48.5%(5.8)

Cell has estimated sampit size of less than 25. ' L\‘
a/ 'Detailldoes not add to total becayse of rounding.
!

Table B.5 g
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH 1EPs, BY NATURE OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION

Fa

a/

Nature of Condition- Percent—

Mentally Retarded SR .3 (9.0)
Learning Disabled 18.5 (4.3)
Emotionally Disturbed - 22.8°(6.4)
Speech Impaired ™\ . 39.3'(6.A)
Deaf and Hard of Hearing 21.5 (6.9)
Orthopedically Inpaired .2v (2.6)

Visually Handicapped . (’ﬂ-\“’ 10.4 (2.8)
' ° 7 () 2,

Other Health Impaired 10.

af

=/ percents are based 'on the total number of students with; IEPs. Percents
total more than 100 because some students have more than 6he hand1capp1ng
condition.
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Table

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH IEPs,
BY NUMBER.OF HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS aAND TYPE OF SCHOOL
(In percents, with standard’errors noted in parentheses)

(

Number of

Handicapping Conditions . . _Percent

1 49.0 (6.0),
2 , 29.9 (4.5)
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 Not:'State Operated 31.§ (9.8)

+*Other . " 53.5 (10.2)

oL

rd




Table B.§,

PRIMARY- PURPOSE OF STATE/SPECIAL FACIiITIES
(In percents, with §tanda;ﬂ errors noted in parentheses)

i

Primary Purpose ) Percentil

Residential treatment that includes educational services 18.1 (8.4)
Day care treatment that includes educational services 29,1 (2.7)

Day care and residential treatment that 1nc1udes
educational services

L]

9.3 (5.7)
Educational services only . ) 35.2 (9.7)

Other ‘ e 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 Percentit

Accredited by the SEA . L 66.2 (9.6)
Supervised by the SEA “49.9 (10.6)

-

A part of, or supervised by, a local -~
publxc school system ‘”_ 32.8 (10.9)

3/ Percents total more than 100 because %ome facilities maintained more than
¢ne of the relationships~
j’ .




Table B.10
PROPORTION OF FACILITIES THAT PREPARED VARIOUS PERCENTAGES OF THEIR IEPs TO
MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF -VARIOUS LAWS AND MANDATES
. (With standard errors in parentheses)

Percent of IEPs .
Law or Mandate None 1-25 - 25-50 - > 75

1Pl 94-142 - 19.6 (8.8) 0.8 (0.8) 8.1 (n.5) 0L (0.1 4 (10.1)

P.L. 89-313 50.4 (10.0) 10.4 (7.5) 0.8_\(0.?) .. D3} 4 (9.6)

P ' ¥ ’ ° ) ‘
Title XIX (Intermediate

Care Facility/Mentally -
Retarded) 97,2 (1.2) .5 (1.0) . . . . .9 (0.5)
Joint Commission of
Accredited Hosptials
(JCAH) 95.8 (1.6) .8 "(0.8)

Vocational Rehabilitation 86.8 (6:5) . (2.5)

Other 1 o79.8 (8.3 .5 (6.4)
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Table C.1

DISTRIBUTION OF TEPs, BY MER OF PAGES IN THE S'I:ATE/
SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In percents, with standard errors noted ‘in parentheses)

Z

L,

k.
—

-

e

. . State
Regular Special - Total Faciljity

Bastc Survey

L

6.2 (1.1) Ls (L) Bo (1.0) 3.5 (2.

24,0 (2.0) 17.5 (4.9)  23.7 (2.0)  10.1 (4.

16.3 (1.6) 11.6 :(3.0) 16.0 (1.5) 7.3 (3,

6.1 (1.2)  13.3 (4.00 141 (1) @ 16.9°(5.
125 (14) 8.4 (1.7) 126 (1.4) . 15.8 (3.
_ 7.2 (0.7) *© 6.8 Cé.l)t' 7.2 (0.7) '% s. (1f
7-10 . 4 1278 (1.0 ' 22.3 (4.3). 13.2 (1.0) ' 2.

11 or greater | 6.8 (1.2) 18.6 (3.7) . 7.3 (1.1) | 16.

F — 3

- .
* Total 100.0%/ 1qﬁ,g 100.03£5

—

‘Mean Number * | 4.7 (0.2) 7.0 (0.6)° ' 4.8 (0.2) '
0f~Pages . ) .

‘ Standard

\

*

Deviation of
-Poptilation . 3.9-°

Range of
Nambe g .
of Pages - 1-‘{:1

at

i 1

.Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.

Details do not add to total because of rounding.

L

+ ) &




Table C 2

- by

DISTRIBUTIOH OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs,
BY NUMBER OF PAGE AND STUDENT AGE,$EVELS
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

4
- T y T

Nimber of . _ '?‘ Student Age Levels { & . Tota)

Pages ¢<{ 3-5 . " 6-12  *13-15 16-21  ~Ages 3-2D

15.9 L8y 2.2 (L.6)* 3.0 (2.1)%  2.0°(L.&)% 3.5 '(2.3)*}“'
6. 5”(’5 N9 (41)F 12.7 (6.6)% " 8.5 (6.7)% 10.1 (6.6) -
r6:1 (6273 113 (5.6)% 6.6 (3.7)% 2.7 .(Q:7ei= 7.3 (3.2) -
20.0 (16.0)#°21.3. (6.6) -'15.3(?-.‘3)*“11:0 (7.6Y% 16.9 {5.1)
3.5 (2.3)* 15.1 ('ﬁ.;B) I3.5 (6. % 233 (1.5) . 15.8 (3.95

6 LT L2y 7.6 (2.6)F 6.6 (2. 2y« a.a (2.3)% 5.3 (1. ) i
.7-10 - .1 22.6 (8.9)% 20.4 (6.7) 29.1 8.1 57 (7.1) 2%.3 (5 z)

11 or. greater{ 23.7 (10.2)* 12.4 (3.3)% L6)% '23.1 (7.0) 16.

<«
|

: _\‘-—_—é:—-/— s N . ) .
{ Total % 7 }100.0 . . > N 100.0

Mean NumBeé' . . . . !
0f Pages . ; .0 (0. . . ~ 9.8 (2. 3);
St;ndagg ) ’
Deviation Of

Population

Range of
Number . ‘ .
Of Pages ‘ 1-34 ;o 1=117

4 fv = : .
Cell has estimated sample sjze of less than 25.

_Deé:?ls do not add ﬁq'éotals because of rounding.
v L o e'

. N




Tabie .3
'DISTRIBUYION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs, BY
NUHBER OF PAGES AND SEVERITY OF STUDENT HANDICAP
(In percents, with.standard errors noted in parentheses)

- -

Severity of Handiggppigg.Cohdition

Mild Moderate " Severe

. . ' C to
(0.6)* i} 6.6 (5.7 . 2:1 (1.5)*
L [ 3 ) -

6)%T L 13.7 (6.5)% . 8.1 (3.6)

L6)% '9,4 (3,1)4 ,  -4.27(1.5)*
0)* L 19.47 (8.2) 4. )
0) . 19.4(8.2) 1 § (4.2) }\“

L2)% #s.0 (5. . 183 (773)

.5)% "2.1 Q1. 8.3 (1.7Y

-ﬁ\ 7-10 © . . 7Y% . 28.0 (7.9) . - 20.6 (5.2)

”

11 or greater . . 11.0 (3. 23.7 {(3.6)

b

100.02/

: - . \
1- Total
4_9 a-j’

" Mean Number g _. ) ' . ’ ~
Of Pades RE 1) 9.4 (1.3) .,

@
Standard '

Debiation OF"
Population

Ranée\of
Number of - ,
~Pages, ' N 1-50 1-142

i

Cell has estimatead samplg size of less than 25.
3 Details fo not add to total because'ofa;Ounding.

r
kY




Table C.4

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PﬁGES/iﬂ/ﬁTATE/SPECIAL FACILITY

IPEs, BY CATEGORY/OF LEGIBILITY
p .

r

Number of.Pages . -

v v i .
Standard Standard
Categoty of ) Deviation Of ° Error
Legibility M : Population  ~ 0f Mean

o+
i

W

IEP Typed and Legible ‘ 15 4 ' 2.4

+

’

IEP Handwritten, But
Easy to Read ) . . 5.2 0.7
IEP_Handwrittea, and >
Difficult To 'Read

>3




ngTRlBUTlGﬁ F {ERs WLTH HEADINGS FOR UARIOUS MANDATED LNFORMATION AREAS,

¢

Table C.5

1N THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BAS1C SURVEY POPULATLONS
with standard errors noted in parentheses)

~  (ln-percents,

=

:
A

-y

lnformation Headiﬁisél

e

Percent of Students with lEPs That lnclude Heading:

v

Basic ‘Survey

Tetal

Toe

!/ State

Regular

Special

Facility

' B
Statement of znnual goals

1

Short-term objectives

Statement of the present level of .
educatlonal performance

specific services

Statement of specific educational *
services to be provided

Anticipated duration of specific’
services
. .
Statement of the extent to which
child will be able to participate
in regular educational programs °

Proposed evaluation criteria
Proposed evaluation procedures
Proposed schedules for determining

whether instructional objectives
are being met

J—

=t N
Pro;ected date for initiation of™

£

94.4 (1.3)

91.6 (1.4)

89.5
88.5 (2.0)
80.5 (2.7)

(2.8)

:.(5'15.

(3.2)

2.0

Al

2

(3.6) .

2

(3.3)

97.0 (1.3)

93,2, (2.9)

94.3 (2.1)

93.0 (2.6)

47 '.'u .
90.6 (2.9)

.

88.4 (4.1)

79.6 (4.7)

46.3 (1.3)

"44.7°(7.6)

"

t

oY
284 47.1)

L J

94.5 (1.3)
‘ '

91.7 (1.4)°

89.7 (1.9) ,

88.7°41%.9),

B A

'80.2 (2.8)

-

76.6 (31)

80.9 (2.7)°

53.2 (3.2)

39.7 (3.6)

27.5 (3.3)

v

97.8 (09)
87.4 (6.4

" 88.1 Is.q)
e N

.‘36.5.(i.?)

86.7 (7.3)

%
55.3 (8.4)
60.6 (9.2)

3?96 (8.3)

128.9 (6.6)

——

A heading for "assurances of at least an ;hqpal evaluatlon“ ‘was hot expected ‘to be found* 1n 1EPs,

and therefore is not included.

155 ;
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Table C.6

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs WITH HEADINGS FOR VARIOOS NON- HANDATED INFORHATION AREA
IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS - ‘
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

—

4

Percent of Students with IEPs That Include Heading: -

. Basic Survey State

Information Headings ' Regular Special _fbtai Facility

P

A. BASIC STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

_Student's age or birthdate o 81. . .3 (2.6) . .2 (2.4) .3 (8.0)
Student's grade level ) 59. . .9 (8.4) .9 (3.5) .8 (8.5)
Nature of student's handicap 26. . (6.0) .6 (3.6) .1 (9.1)

“ Student's sex . . 13. . '13.2 (5.0) .4 (3.0) .2 (0.7)%
Student's race ‘ 6. .2)° ~9.5 (4.0) 7 (2.2) .9 (0.4)%

B. ASSESSHENT-RELATED L _ .

-

Assessment data to sapport present )
level of performance, ) . . . .0). 4 (3.3) .5 (5.
Date of the assessment of present . ’
lével of performance ] . . . . .0 (2.7) .1 (4.
Student's strengths ., & . . } ’ . . .3 (2.9) .3 (8.
Physical qucatfbn needs - ) . 2. . 1 (2.3) .5 (7.

C. PLACEMENT-RELATED

Placement: recommendation ; . . . X .5 (3.5) .8 (8.
Rationale for placement or services . . . .2. 321 1 (7.

1D. INSTRUCTION-RELATED 7N\\\

Student's primary language ‘ ’ . 5. . . 2y .0 (2.6) .5 (4.
'Student's school attendance record . . . . .1 (1.2) .8 (0.
Student's special interests . . 9 (1. ) . .2)" ] (l.0) . (0.

1: ‘ & i e ) “(continyed)
Jed :




Table C.6é (continued) ‘ . . .

Percent of Students with IEPs That Include Heading: .,

i

. Basic. Survey

L]

Information Headings

- — State
Regular Special . Total _ Facility

-

. PROCESS OF IEP DEVELOPMENT, APPROVAL, :
AND REVIEY SR X

Participants in the IEP proc;Ls -86.7 (2.3) .3 (2.2} 0 (2.3)
Date of preparation of IEP .2 (2.3) L6 (2.4) " .83.7 (2.2)
Titles of individuals who approved ’ '

the IEP _ 1 (2.8) .2 (3.6) 6 (2.7)
arental approval " : 5 (3.0) 5 (7.2) .6 (2.9)
1gnature of individuals who approved

the [EP - . 0 (3.4) .7 (8.0) A (3.3)
Proposed IEP review date ' .9 (4.0) .6 (5.5%) .8 (3.9)
Results of parental notification 5 (1.9) 1 (4.3) .6 (1.9)
Actual IEP, review date . 5 (1.6) .2 (2.5) .3 (1.6)
Results of.IEP review ‘ " 1 (1.8), - 6.9°(3.8) (1.7)
Participants in [EP review .. . .8 (1.4) Lo (2.6) . .8 (1.4}

. PROPOSED ' PROGRAM OF SPECIAL SERVICRS

Personnel responsible for services - .1 (3.3) .3 (5.2), .2 (3.3) .7 (8.
Recommended instructional *materials, B '

resources, strategies, or techniques 59.7 (3.2) .8 (7.6) .5 (3.2) .1 (8.
Date short-term objectives met . 22.8 (3.1) 1 (6.0) - 0 (3.0) .0 (7.
Priority listing of annual goals 17.1 (2.5) . .9 (3.6) 0 (2.4) .8 (4.

. OTHER

other? ' T L 37.6°(3.5) & (7.8) .8 (3.5) 3 (6.

’ A,

fom o m -

- Ceil has ést;maLed sample gize of less than 25. -
a/ {EPs with 3t )2ast one "other" heading. Includes such héadings as: date of referral, provistons

mainstreaming, or ﬁast grade obtained. ) i




J Table C.7 _
DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs WITH FORMATS WHICH LIMIT THE NUMBER wiff
OF ANNUAL GOALS OR THE NUMBER OF SHORT~TERM OBJECTIVES,

. IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SYRVEY POPULATIONS
(In percénts, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

| .
! Formats Which

Basi¢c Survey

State

Limit The: , Regular Special ‘Total Facility

. Nubber 0f | ‘ - .
Annual Goals | 65.0 (3.2) ° 61.0 (7.8) . 64.8 (3.1)|  41.5 (8.4)

. Number 0f i
Short-Term " _ . . i
‘Objectives . 3%.3 (3.3) 28.5 (5.8) 38.8 (3.2) 20.6 (7.1)

- t !
 I— T ] < 1

a . ’ - . N .
3/ Petcents are based on column estimated population totalg, adjusted for
nonresponse.




Table C.8

DISFRIBUTION 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_percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

7 5 - — : v

., . a/ * -

. Formats Which - . Student Age Levels‘ Total
Limit the: - 3-5 . b-12 13-15 16-21 Ages 3-21

» . [

. Number of Annual Goals . 359 (18.8) 39.3 (9.8) 40.8 (10.0) 47.3 (9.5) 41.5 (8.4)

. Number of Short-Term /~h ' . -
Objectives 24.0 (17.4) 14.6 (6.3) 27.2 (9.9) 20.8 (7.4) 20.6 (7.1)

-

14 . .
Percents are bastd on column estimated population totals, adjusted for ponresponse.




‘

) _Table €.9
IEY ¥ORMAT AS RELATED TO PARENTAL APPROVAL IN THE
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATION
(In percents, wiwh standard errors noted in parentheses)

J

N ) Percent of IEPs __W

4~ Format Classifications Basic: Survey “State Facility
[

fpproval (or disapproval) would be for
the entire IEP 48.3 (3.1) - 48.7 (7.1)

Approval (or disapproval) would be for
annual goals but not for short-temm —_—
objectiveg 11.8 (1.8) 2.7_(1.5)*

Approval (Sr disapproval) would be for
part but not all of the short-term : .
objectives , ) - 4.8 (1.1) 1.2 (0.6)%

|
|
;
!
>

Approval (or disapproval) would be for '
services to be provided but not for '
annual goals or short-term objectives. : 11.2 (2.1) _ 6.3 (2.8)
Approval (or disapproval) would be for
some portion of the IEP, but cannot : : .
, determine what would be approved 2.0 (0-5)//ﬂ 2.3 (1.1)*

No place for approval or disapproval

-
is provided” 21.9 (2.5) Y37.8 (7.1)

L]
"k -
[

4 Togal - ' .. 100.0  100.02/
. M oo L . i ' i ‘Il.

Cell.has:-estimated sample size of Tess. than 25.

%
a/ Detail does not add td total.because>of‘rpunding.
B ) ' ’ . — -t
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. Supporting Data for Chapter 4

- .
" . . 1 . 4/ .. § .
I R - . . .
. Criteria’ for Detetmining the Qccurrence o Handated Informati'on in IEPs 4

A detetm1nat1on as to thé occurrence of mandated information in YEPs was -
hased on questions in the IEP Eva]’,uatmn Checklist. - The f-oﬂ,lowmg criteria

were use& Sto detetnu?e whether or not the followurg ﬁi}cpes “of mandated 1nforma-
(. Ko o a A
s ) s . .

1) Statement of present- level of performance .any member circled in
the column labeled "Prepnt level of functlom.ng 11sbed" '(Item 6
Colﬁmn A). ® . . . _- .

2)* Statement of ani:lual,qgoals- any positive numbeér entered j
"labeled" "Nmpber of goals listed” (Item 6, Columd

3) Short-term obJect*wes any pomei‘ve number entere in colun 1abeled
"Number of %mrt-tetm obJec'tweQ" (Item 7, Colwﬁn )

Statement of- specific educational services }:o be provided: (a) agy

’ tion were 1nc1uded.

]

appropriate 1nformat1on entered under a. headmg‘reque&tmg such
information. (Item 3 i‘.ol,urun B, number 14);(b) any positive number-
‘entered in columm* labeled "Nu.mber o goals 11sted" (Item 6, Column E);
(¢) any positive'number enteréd in columna. labeled "Ny.mber of short 4
term otjectives""(i’tem 7, Column A);. or (d) any ‘nigﬂberﬂcircled to '
indicate a related service to be received (Item 10 > .
’Statement of extent of partiuna'tl.on ip the regular program: any ‘
* -bmdmnt of time (e1thter p%rcent or m1nu§es per week) entered in C/

questmn tegdrdrng proportmn or amount ,of time. a551gned to specg.al 5
. services (I.tep;l 9). /-\ -, “gyj"‘ . ’ ) '
Projected date for initiatiy%f sprvices: an item circled in the
,quest1on on vbég1' ¢ date¥ of seorvid'! (Item-12) whith stated that
the date(s) ‘wa . a). speufmaily stated; (b) could be 1nferred
from'dates cof r .- goals or obJegtwes, or () could be 1nferred
- Anti.cip'ated duration o'i services: Bn item C1rc1ed in.- the\question .
) on-duration of services (Item 13) which stated that the duratmn was‘
(a) spe‘[:1f1cally sl;{ated b) 1nferred from dates given for goals or®
. objectwes, (¢).inferred .from headmg statmg that gogls wer& annual

goals, or (d) that services would be provnied "as long as needed "
. 4 » o - 15’1 .

B - . . - s




""Proposed evaluatio* criteria: any appropriate informétion entered
under a ‘heading requesting such information, or any posifive number
* .eatered in eolumn labeled "Numper of objeétrvésﬂthat include a
Loéiqal statement of expected behavior to an acceptable standard"}r
(Item 7, Column B). "Encluded in this lagter criterion were {a) a
..statement.of observable behavior; {b) & statement of specific criteria
by which student would be Judged to have met/not met that obJectlver
and (c) reasonably 1og1Ca1 internal consistency between statements
"a" and "b." (It should be noted that evsiuatlon-cr1ter1a listed
anywhere in the IEP were considered to be a part of the related
short-term objectives.) L ) . _ *
Eroposedreveluatiod procedures: an item circled in the guestion
regs;ding_evaluat{oh procedures (Item 14) which stated that the
procedure was (a) clear from the short-term objectives; (b) con-
ta1ned in a prec1se statement of- how Cthe evalua‘hon (of the short- .
term objéctlves lfgted in the IEP) should be conducted; or (c) in-
.ferred from unclear statements of hoy the evaluat1on (of short-~ term

'obJectlves listed in the IEP) should be conducted, ‘or from unclear -

I3
—

- short-term obJect1ves (An example of an upnclear statement or
unclear obJective is "will learn mu1t1p1ifat10n tables.' While it
is nq\Xflear to an 1mpart1a1 obserVer exactly what procedure wrll be

used determine whether ot not the obJectlve has been met there

is some reason to believe €Bat ad appropriate procedure may be
/

assumed. )

-

. A
Proposed schedules. for determinitg whether instructional obJecth;s

are belng met: an item in the quest1on concerning evaluation schredules
(Item 15) wh1ch stated thaf the schedule was:. (a) spec1f1Ca11y
" stated as being the evaluif1on schedule, ). 1mp11ed from the- shortv

term objectives; or implied from beg1nn1ng of-treatmeﬂt‘and

ks

end-of-treatment dates. . N /gf
. . - “
Assurances of at ie:sbuQE\annuai_evaluation: an item circled in th

question regarding an annual evaluation- (Item 16) which stated that'

- (a) all of the short-term nhyectlves appear’ to require’at least an

apnual evaluat1Qn or (b) some, but not zll, of the short-termrobjec-'

tlves_appear to require at least an annual evaluation.
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' Table 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 stasdard errors noted in parentheses)

¥

T

Mandated Information Areas .

Percent of IEPSE/

‘Basic Survey

State Facility

-

' Statement of the present level of
educational performance

Statement of annual goals
Short-term objectives

4
Statement of .specific educational
services to be provided

.
Statement’ of the extent to which -
,child will be able to participate
in regular educational programs
Projected date for initiation
of specific services ¢
Anwicipated duration of.specific
services ' » o

r
o

criteria -

| Proposed evaluation

Proposed evalﬁé;ion procedures

. s W

Proposed schedules for deter-
mining whether instructiopnal
‘objectives aye being met .

N ,
Assurances of .at least an annual

evaluatioo .*°

—

90

94.
" 91,

98.

1.7

?é;}.S)

1 (1.3)

9 (0.5)

4 (2.7)

.3 (0.2)
9 (1.3)

.2(2.2)

.1 (1.3)

4 (1.8)

87.

5 (1.8)

4+

88.9 (4.8)

98.0 (0.8)
92.0 (4.5)

99.9‘ (0.0)

45.2 (7.5).

L]

(5.5) -

[

(4.3)"
7 (5.5)

914 (4.6) . -
D | .

P - — ' ,
3. Pgrcents are based on colimn estimated

for nonresponse. :

-

P ! L4
population totals, adjusted




- \\\\ Table D.2

. - . .
' DISTRIBUTIONE/ OF IEPs BY NUWMBER OF MANDATED AREAS FOR WHICH IEP CONTAINS
INFORMATION IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FAQILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

¢ (In percents, with standard errdgs note? in parentheses)

[ 4

/

¥ . a
Basic Survey-

. Number of State

)
" Mandated *Information Areas Regular \ Speciél : Total Facility
: i

2l
—"

All eleven mandated areas |\ 36.7 (2.4) 2.2 (5.7) 36.5 (2.3) 30.7 (11.7)

Ten méndated areéi,z) . 35.5’(2.2)‘t~ 33.6 (4.1) 34.5 (2.2) 43.1 (7.0)

4

. - : . . - V. -
Nine mandated areas ) 14.1 €1.7) 3. 14.2 (1.6) | 10.8 (3.1)

Eight mandated jreas : . 3.6 (1. .0 (1. 3.5 (0.9) | . 2.5 (0.9)*

1 -
Y

Seven mandateﬁ'areas’ ‘ L 1.7 (0. .9 (0. - 1.6 (0.?) 4,1 13.2)*(

" | Six maidated dteas . 1= 3.9 co. 8 (2. 4.0 (0.7) 7.2 (3.7)

[ Five mgddated areas 3.4 (007 .6 (2. 3.6 (0.7) 0.9 (0.1)*

Four Tanaqteq areas L . 0.7 (0.3) 0.7 (0.4)% 0.7 (0.2)* 0.3 (0.3)%,

Three mandated areas . = 1. 0.8 (0.3 0.5 (0.5)7 0.7 (0.3)* | 0.3 €0.2)%

Al

- ' ' ~

1 Two mattdated areas’ 0.7 (0.3)* .0 (0.0)* {0.3)% - 0.0 (0.0)*
-1, :‘;’ ~ .'.'. ‘ . . ) . .
Oné ‘mandated area : RN 0.0 (0.0)%. .5 (0.5)* 0.0 (0.0)* 0.0 (0.0)%
- ,1 - . ~ .
Cetl has estimated sample size of less than 25,

Percents are based on column estimated population totals, adjusted for nonresponse .

L - L]




Table B3 =

DISTRIBUTION/ OF IEPs THAT,INCLUDED PRESENT-LEVEL-0F-FUNCTIONING

TNFORMATION ROR VARIOUS NUMEERS OF ACADEMIC/FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN THE

=* ' STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS .
(In percents’, withrstandard errors noted in parentheses) .

-

Number of 8 Percent of IEPs
Academic/Functional Areas . Basic Su_rvey ‘State+Facility

=Y,

(4.8
(3.4)
(3.1)
(2.4)
.9)
2.7)
(2.
1.4
€L.4)
(0.9)*
€0.6)*
(0.1)%
0.1)%
o©.0% .
'(0:0)$
(0.0)* .0.7(0.0)%
(0.0)% 01(0.0)%
(6.0)*' 0.0 (0.0)%,

9.
17.
19.

1.

) (1.7) 11.
(1.5) 11.
(1.5) S
(1.1) ¥.
(L.0)y 2.
(0.9) 14,

(1.0)
(0.7)

.8 (0.5)

(0.4)

(0.2)%

(0.1)*

(0.0)%"

(0.1)*

(0.0)*

*e,
- -

W o ~ onoun B R = O
. -
L
00 W M o~ = R OO D
—
w2

—
=]

—
W, o W N
L .
(=T T I R T I - ¥ R e L VL

-

;q o o o N o e W
O O T A OO W W

—
an

8.
8.
5.

2

1
.0
11 0
0
0

0

0

0
0

17

Cell has estlma’ted sample 'size of less than 25. v 7

a/ Percents. are based on the estimated total nu.rnﬁer of }students« m.th
IEPs, adjusted fdr nonresponse . :




Table b4

DISTRIBUTION OF 1EPs CONTAINING HEAUNINGS FOR AHFORHATION BY SECTION 602 i
P.L. 94-142 AND DISTRIGUTION OF tEPs THAT INCLUDF THRORHATION IN 11kSE
HEADFU SPACES, IH STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND DASIC SURVEY POPULATIURS

(I pervents, wilh standard errors anted 1o pireatheses}

bR
-

’
PPl v of Swlouts wrth TP That

T . Ine bl Wicadipg and by
i advng inlormat e brtered

n " Rasis blaty f1se Stave
Handated Informal oy Aréas Snrvey Faaulany hurvey Fac ebugy

Statewiint of the prewent level ol I'LH/}' {2 m B8R (% h R t (2 Be.o (5 1)
educavinnal peslopmam o .

Stavvecul ol aunual pusls B 1) u} ) . 9.5 (f.0)

Shatttorm abjetianes . yi.7 a2 (6 ")

t Statvment of spedi Fre edmalvanal {7
seivices Lo be proveded -
< Stotvment of the extent to which
1 abr il wall be able 1o partitspate
w regular educativnal pEogfans
L] .

Prajeeted date for anvlaalion A 8t 9}
el specific serviven
Aty ipated Muratyon ol speailng iz /M o

wPEVILeS .

L -
| Apprepriate evaloation «Fiterss k {1.2) ke {

o '

Approprisbe evaduat ton provedare?, LR 1 h
L) Il - -

LY -
Appropriate schednles lor delper- (1 1) ‘.’ﬂ 4
v omimiug whether sastom Uivpal

o ulipectaives are being ool

Apsurd #8 of al teaot an il

‘ l"V.l'llJl!ihlll’i . |
. ; -

- [ . .
-

al Feroents are based o Lhe r:.lm.;ln--l tobal awbber of stmliats will BRI, adguen i, lar mapresponsr

v . : i
/ A beadeag for Loy o woirhl e :;n.nppruplmtt-, T ﬂmimlll i rulumns 2 oaval 3.
. . .. . |

- i

ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




Table D.5
DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs CONTAINING HEADINGS FOR INFORMATION NOT WANDATED BY
SECTION 602 OF P.L. 94-142 AND DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs THAT INCLUDE INFORMATION
IN THESE HEADEB®SPACES IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY PQOPULATIONS
(In percents, with.standard errors noted in parentheses)

%

Percenti( Jf Students with :JEPs That:

Include Heading 4nd Have
Information Entered

Include
Heading

State
Facility.

Basic
Survey

State
Facility

Basgc

Inform;tion Heading Survey

79.0 €2.5)
54.8 (3.3)
12.6 (2.8)

82.2 (2. 82.3 (8.0)
58.9 (3.

33.8 (8.3)
13.4 (3. 1

2 (g.7)%
6.7 (2. 0.9-(0.4)% | 6.2 (2.0)
46.0 (2.6) 6.5 (4.9) 514 (2.4) 5.7 (4.3)

Assessment data to support present 36.4 (3. . 15.1) 30.2 (2.9) 14.2 (4.5)
level of performance. - . : b

23.0 (2. 1 (4.4) 19.7 (2.4) 10.4 (4.

79.8 (7.8)
32.7 (8.3)
1.1 (0.7)*.
0.8 (0.4)%

Student's age or birthdate
Student's grade level’
Student's sex

KSLudenL{s raée

Student's primary language

0)

Date of the assessment of present
< levéel of performance

Nature of
“Student's
Student's
Sfugent's
Placement
Ratjionale

Personnel

student's handicap
strengths o .
special interesti v
schioo! attendance record
recommqndation

for placement or services

responsible for services *

(9.
(8.
(0.
(0.
(8.
(7.
(8.

1)
6)

6 ).:\-

2)
2)
2)

19. (2.4)

» 60.4 (3.1)

25.0 (3.3) 27.1 (8.2)
27.1 (8.3)
0.4 (0
0.1 (0
50,6 (8
17.1 (6.

52.4 (8.

1.3 (0.8)
1.5 (0.6)
61.4 (3.4)
19.7 (2.5)

~

b ]

.(conﬁinuedl

L]
+

"’ .‘ . -
et




Table D.5 (continued)

PercentE/ of Students with IEPs That:

Include Include Heading and Have
Heading Information Entered

—

" Basic State Basic State
Informaticn Heédiﬂé Survey Facility . Survey Facility

Physical education needs 12.1 (2.3) 13.5 (7.2) 9.3 (1.8) 13;3 (1.2)
Date of preparation of IEP 83.7 (2.2) 79.5 (6.9) 76.9 (2.3) 1.7 (7.0)
3
1

Participants in the IEP process , 87.0 (2.3) 73.7 (5.7) 83.4 (2.4) 66. (5.7)
rs

Signature of individuals who approved 61.4 (3.3) « 35.9 (7.4) 55.4 (3.3). " 32.1 (6.9)
the IEF : .

Titles of individuals who-approved 75.6 (2.7) _ 68.0 (6.9) 71.6 (2.8) 61.6 (6.6)
the [BP

Parental approval . 73.6 (2.9) 46.
Results of parent notification 9.6 (1.9) 0.

(7.7) 56.2 (2.7)  32.7 (6.0)
(0.5)% 8.4 (1.7) 0.5 (0.4)%
(4.2) 14.8 (2.2) 8.1 (4.0)
(8.6) 52.0 (3.2) 4 (8.3)

Priority listing of annual goals 17.0 (2.4), 10.

-

Recommended instructional materials, 59.5 (3.2) 66.
resources, strategies or t¢chniques

Date short-term objectives met 23.0 (3.0) (31.0'(?.2) 11.0 .7) .0 (4.4)
Proposed IEP review date 48.8 (3.9). 33.7 (8.3) 35.2 .0) .4 (8.1)
Actual IEP review date 8.3 (1.6) 6.8 (4.7) 5.9 (1.0) 1 (4.1)
Results Df [EP review 8.0 (1.7) 5.9 {4.6) 4.6 1) 6" (3.4)

6.8 (1.4) 0 (1.2)% 4.0 (0.9) .0 (1.0)*

7
7
8
1

Particiﬁants in IEP review

1
Other?/ | . | 37.8 (3.5) y.3 (6.6) 2 (3.3) 52.7 (7.9)

’( Percents are based on the estimated total number of &tudents with IEPs, adjusted for nonresponse.
b/ IEPs with at least one "other" heading. Iﬁg?udes such headings as: date of referral or last
grade obtained. - ' ¢ M /
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. Table D.b6
DISTRIBUTIONQI‘OF IEPs BY NUMBER OF GOALS PER IEP IN

STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC'quVEY POPULATICNS
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

L]

Basic Survey State

Number of

‘Goals

Regular

Special

Faciliry

0
1
2
3
b
5
6
7
8
9

10 -
11-15
1625

26 or more

5.7 (1.
15.7 (1.
13.8 (1.
13.6 (1.
11.4 (1.
8.2 (0.

7.1 (0.

5.1 (0.

3.3 (0.

3.2 (0.

2.3 (0.

6.6

2.8 (0.

1.4 (0.

3)
3)
2)
1)
0)
7)

1)
5)
3)
4)

.9)

0)
5)

2
0
5
8
1
,
4
.5 (1.2)
6
6
6
1
5
3

(1.86)
(1.1)=
(3.90)
(1.5)
(1.8)
(2.1)
(1.9)

(1.2)
(1.
(1.5)
(2.7)
(2.1)
(1.

13.

10.

(0.8)%
(2.9)%
(2.2)
(1.1)*
(3.4)
(4.7)
(2.9)
(2.6)
(1.4)
(0.9)%
(L.7)%
(2.
(2.
(2.

2
3
5.
3
9
7.
1.

2.
4.

[ B = AT S R SR + < B N S R - - T ~ - T ~ - TN R = R .

b/

Hean Number of Goals=

Standard Deviation of Mean

Range of Goals

v 5.4 (0
6.1
0-118

3)

(¢.

(1.

Cell has estimated-sample size of less than 25,

af

? o h/

L]

Percents are based on column estimated gopulation totals, adjusted for nonresponse .

Mean pumber of éoals is based on the total number of IEPs with at least one goal.




R Tab‘m 7.

DI§TRIBUTION3/ OF I-EPs BY NUMBER oF OBJ'ECTIVES PER IEP IN
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC- SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In percents, with sta.pdard ercors noted in parentheses) -

* * : diy - LK) R

' : . 3 - " » &
Nuabgs o . : Basic Suxvey ] State
- “Objectives . - Regular % Special o Total | Facility

-

e T L ss e Mol r 85 (). | 80 (5)
12 o 5.6 (0.8) 1.3 (0.9)% — 5.4 (0.7) | "l.2-. (Lo
R S Co9s (1.4) | 2.8 (L2 9.5 (113 -] 5.y .(1,8)

. 56 _ T Lo ®es e 93 0.9) | 49 (.3

i 1(0.9)" 6.0 (1.%) 9.0 (0.9) - 4,1...',(1.?)-»'-
©oedclo L - . " 6.5 (0.8) 4.3 (L)% ~6.4 0.7 -] 31 @)

3 "
/ Ty
9

o~

pi-lz 0 c .l sste 3. 25 wa e | ez @
s L L e, 6.5.0.7) . 1.0 65 d | 1.0 @20
Thaee o, 0 ol 9.0 0.8 1Lr24) g.1 (o.s') ~ 1 o2 2.6)
21-30 - .4’(-}.0‘5' " 15.4 0% - . 9.6.(1.0) o1z ,(2.'?) -
“ftesor . e 1% o001 (1) 16.5°3:0). 77 163 (LD | 178 (6.0)
src’?o* L - ol 5._67(’0 8) 7.3 (1. 7) 5.7 (0.8) b-(1.6)
gr-¥eo " oL 24 5) s . orf 2500 | 69 2.0

1. "‘\"’\ 101vor’mowe K } _2.8 (0.7) " -__5.-8" (L.4) .. _s',_-2.9 (0f6) - 8. (2.7)

, -
— . - =

.__‘-.— b — '.".
._

' tean Humbef/éf objectves2 - I 25\', 1.9) - 38.04(6.5) 2519 €1.9) 58.0 (17:6) ¢
Stdndard Ddvipion of Méan, .. I AT Y N _48.1 1272 <

¢

. # Objecrives © o~ - .|.. 0-1,002° L0-73F "* . N 0=1,002 | 0-1,018,
f L3 far v, .| ov0,

n

poom e e e e sy — - - —

rom e e ———n e -

L

sa/ .

ell 'it‘.zs c\stlmdlegl sample;?t qf less Glzdn 25. .’

Pe);c.ents, are pased on ¥oi estlmdted popuiatmu t.otals, ad]’usted for nonresponse

ol uctiuwwwml v b i T . e

J




‘ Tabie D.8

DISTRIBUTION OF SHORT- TERM OBJECTIVES OVER VARIOUS' T}ME*FRAMES
IN STATE/SPECIAL’ STATE FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS -
(In percents, with 'standard errors noted in parentheses)

- ) .
b’ . i

. . Petcent>of Objectives
' For Students Enrolled In:

Basic gurﬁgg_

Time Frae State '}

. Of Objectives .- Regularéf Sgeoialgf Lo Tot31£/ ‘ Facility~

- b = L i3 il

Full year = " . 6.0 (2.8) -59.3 (5.2) | 648 (2.7) | 657 (5.3)
, Less than full year . 31.9 (2.7)  36.0°(4.3)  32.2(2.6) ~. 2. 1 (4. )

* No time:frame specified | - 3.1 (1,0) 4.7 2.7 . 3.2 ®.0) 4 6.2 (b 9)

| towal \ 100.0 " 100.0 - 100.0 ¢ | 1000 .
T

[

a/ Pe:qents 1n.th¢s.£olumn a>§ hased on- &1 364,267, the es&$mated total-pupber- of ebjeetzve&

wr:ttendfor students in reguiar schools. - -

b/ Percents fh this column are based on 4, 300 ,206, the estimated.total number of object1ves
written for students in spec¢ial schools. | P - X , .

/. ‘ .

=0 Perceots in this column are baged on 65 ,664,472, the estimated total number of objec 1ves
%r1tten for students in both negular and spec1al schools . .

R~ Percents ih this colump) are based ‘on 9, ?hQ ,723, “the estimateg, total number'nf ob3e%t1ves
wr1tten for. students in state/spec1a1 fac:llty schools




Cae Ta.ble D.¢
DISTRIBUTIONa/ OF IEPs BY PERCﬁ&T OF SHORT-TERH OBJECTIVES
. WITH A" LOGICAL STATEMENT OF *EXPECTED. BEHAVIOR TO A~
. SRECIFIED ‘STANDARD IN STATE/SBECIAL. FACILITY aND
DZ . BA®IC SURVEY PQFULATIONS .-
(In percenté, with staudard errors, noted An parentheseso

o
. Q
-

ray

Percent, of Short-Term Objectives ] N
With a Logical Statement of - - Percent ¢f IEPs

¥

Expected Bebavior to a e T

»

Spec1fled Standardby % Basi¢ Survey * State Facidity

ot  46.1 (2.5) ' 32,6 (7.6)
>0-10 - | 3.8 (Qes) 4.3 (1.8)%
510-20. o e de 3.0 (k.2)%
>20-30 . ¢ . 3.1 (0.5) - 6%57€2.3)
' >30-40 { L2219 (0.5) L |, 4.6 (L)%
>46-50 : IR R W N CRIE L 6.2 (1.3
>59-60 3108 T 6 D%
' >60~70 ' L 3.9 (0.6) f - %.9.(L.9)
>70-80 , . 5.2(0.8) 7.1 (2.1)
. »80-90 S 5.3 (0.9) ‘T 5.6 (1.4) .
390-100 - 183 (L,6) 0+ a8 e

-t

P

Mean Peééentaée o et ' ) 35 6 (i‘l)- 43.94(6. 8y

L]

Cell has éstllated salple size of less- than 25. R Y

Ql Percents are based on the estlmated total .number Qf'stgéints with IEEsV
adjusted for. nonresponse - . - v A

b/

= Only IEPs wlth at Ieast one short-term obJec;1ve are 1ucluded

\
N \
4




+

. Table D.10

=

./\

DPSTRIBUTIONgI OF IEPs Bf DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT “OF

. BEGINNING DATES OF SERVICE AS. CONTAINED IN IEPs IN
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY
1 (In percents, with standard e

i@\' 3
P .2

. }

+

PULATIONS
rrors noted in parentheses) ,

-

R

Statesfent of Beginoning &
Date of Service

Basic Survéy

Reguiar

"Special

‘" Total

State
Facility

Is specifically stated

Hay be inferred from dates given
for goals or objectiéue

Must be inférred from date IEP
" was prepared )

There is insufficient information
upon which to b#se an ifiference

65.6 (2.9)

- 18.8 (2.5)

o
14.9 €.8)
A

-

0.7 €0.2)%

70.2 (5.5)

17.4 (4.7)
119 (2.8)

101 (0.7

—~—

65.8.(2.8)
18.8 (2.4)

14.8 (1:7)

0.7.(0.2)%
'\_

’

45.3 (8.3),

"29.3 (7.8

e
i

20.9°(5.5)

4.5 (4.1)=

[4

. . \
. Cell,hasséstimqted sample .size'of less than 25.

Perceats are based on column estimated population

’ *

totals, adjusted for nonresponse. .




.o
} i
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Table D ll

a

/{ DISTRIBUTIONa/ OF IEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEHMENT OF
" DURATION OF 'SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED AS CONTAINED IN IEPs
IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASTC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In percents, with standard errors noted in paventheses}

2

*

" Purfation of Services t -
Té be Provided

lRegular

iBasic Survey

Special

“Total

State
" Facility -

- Is specifiéally stated’

.

May be inferred f:om,dages g1V81 .

for-goals or ob}eCtlves
Hust be inferred from headings
_&hat state gopls aze "amaval”

goals .
" --7«:--—-—4 s mey T -

L]

States that services will be

rovided ™as long as needed”
i ?ﬁé}e is' insufficient information

.upén which to base aw inference

7

48.7 (3.-4)

L 26.7 (276)

18.8 (2.2)°

2.?.(0.9)

5.1 (1.3)

65.1 (5.6)

f21.7 (5.2)

o e

go ey .

+

L0.5.(0.4)"

3.7 (2.0)%,

¥

49.3 (3.4)

426a6 €2.6)

18.4 (2.1)

-
2.7°(0.8)

5.1 (I.3)

N

ik masfpere.

41:8 (?.?)

“3101 (7.3)

T 21.2 (7.0)

+

g

1.0, (0.8)%

. 5.0 (4.1)

Y

Wy

h0 haé estlmated sample size of less than 25.

L

A




Table'D.12 ' ) .
DISTRIBUTION—/ OF IEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF STATEHENT OF THE
EVQLUATIOH PROCEDURE FOR EVALUATING SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES AS
CONTAINED 'IN IEPs BY SCHOOL TYPE
(In percents, wll:h standard errors noted in parenl‘.heses)

L

L

i

_ Statement of the™ i I Basic Survey \ State
" Evaluation Procedure Regular Special Total Facility

- 1

Procedure is a precise statement of 6.4 ¢1.7) ™ 5.6 (3.5) 6.4 (1'.?) 8.3 (4.99
, how the evaluation should ‘be - : oo N
-conducted

+

Procedure is clear from short-term - 33.5 '(2,.3) T 31.0 (6.5) 33,4 (273) | 419 (7.1)
" objectives . ) hd ' )
4

Procedure must be gnferred from ) 5"'1.3 ¢2.5) - ‘ 52.4 (1n3) - 51.3 (2.5) . 41.8 (7.8) .
. unclear statements or from . o -
unclear shorzt-ter® 6bjecrives——-~ E . ~

v . . : v *

Procddyse cantdt Be inferréd because |, 88 (1.0) 11.0 (3.86) , 8.9 (1L.0) 8.0 {4.9)
*~IEP has no-shart-term objectives ‘ . .

- h x
L]

iv ,
—‘L ‘" Pertents are based on columh estimated population totals, adjusted for nonrespogse.

- . * +




Table D.13

DISTRIBUTIONEI OF IEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF STATEMENT OF THE EVALUATION SCHEDULE
FOR THE SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES AS CONTAINED IN IEPs
IN STATE/SPECIAL: FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(Ia percents, with stgndard'errors noted in parentheses)

Wy

Statement of the . g : §§51c Survey State

Evaluation Schedule Regular (u Special Total Faciliry

Is specifically stated as being 14.0 (2.6) 10.9 (3.7) - 13.9 (2.5) 22.8 (5.2)
the evaluation schedule C, ¢

]

. - . Y » ) .
May be inferred from the §hort-- 36.1 (2.8) . 45.4 (7.1) 36.5 (2.8) | .21.0 (5.1)
term objectives '

Must be implied from beginning- 37.3 (2.8) 30.1 (6,2) 37.0 (2.8) » 42,9 (7.2)
of-treatment. and end-of-treatment .

dates . .
r

v . .. ]
Is not stated or implied 12.6 (1.8) 13.6 (4.4) 12.6 (1.8) . 13.3-€ngl
It e tya—— - PR — "

a . ’ § . T . . '
2/ Percents are based on column estimated population totals, adjusted for nonresponse,

" + ’,
. .

-




DISTRIBUTIONZ!

.

Table D.14°

OF IEPs BY DEGREE TO WHICH IEP INDICATES THAT AN .- ‘

ANNUAL EVALUATION OF SHORT-TERHM OBJECTIVES IS REQUIRED
7 IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
'"(In'percents, with standard errors noted in parenthese{)

.

vy

¢ Statement of Ann;al
% Evalduation of
Short-Term Objpectives

Regular

Basic Survey

Special”

Total

. State
Facility
Fi

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 )

Nqu of the short-term objectives

equire at least an annual
evaluation
. 1
Such information is not given afid
, cannot be inferred *

e ——

+

87.2 (1.8)

" 0.3 {0.2)*

v

0.2 (0.1)*

12.3 (1.8)

85.4 (4.6)

+

0.9 (0.7)%

+

. Y

0.6 (0.6)*

3.1 (4.5)

L}

87.1 (1.8)

¥

0.3 (0.2)*

0 :'2 (0 . l)‘k

12.4 (1.8)

91.2 (4.5)

0.2 (0.2)*

0.0 (0.0)*

Cell has estunated sample size less than 25,

a . : .
/ Percents are based on column estimated population Lokg{s, adjusted for_nonresponse.

. y o




Table D.15

DISTRiBUTION£/~OF IEPs- THAT, INCLUDED PRESENT-LEVEL-QF-FUNCTIONING
INFORMATION FOR VARIOUS NUMBERS 'OF ACADEMIC/FUNCTIONAL AREAS
IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In Percents, with standard errors noted in parenthesgs)

B Percent

State ' Basic
Presen}-Level-of-Functioning-Information’ gFacilicy . Survey

IEP contained some preseﬁt-lgvel-of- s .
performance information ’ 88.9 (4.8) 96.1 (1.

IEP contained some present-level-of-
performance informatién plus
supporting data for at least a . ,

- part of this information 27.0 (5.4) - 50?9

IEP contaited present-level-of- .
performance information for at , .
least three academic or ) . :
functional areas o664 (5.4)

IEP contained present-level-of-
performance information in at
least one academic or functional
area where special education is ,

,.!ound not to be required 85.4 (7.2)

L

IEP contained present-level-of-
perforpnce information in at
least thrée academic or )j}
functional areas and contained

supportingedata for 90-100 percent o
of thes eas . ‘ 4.2 (1.9) 11.3 (1.

IEP provides dat2(s) of assessment ' '
of present level of performance 10.4 (4.0;‘ Fo 19,7 (2.

a . N . . * F .
a/ Percents are based on the estimated total numbei of students with IEPs,
adjusted for nonresponse. . . .
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’ . Tsble E.L

- TYPES OF PERSONS wHO PARTICIPATED iN THE IEP PROCESS AnD WHO
SIGNED IEPs. BY STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPLLATIONS

a 1
(In petcen:s,-'{ with standard erzors noted 1n parentheses;
Ll 0

™ a

Barcicibant : Signer

Classificacion of - ’ ) © Scace .Seacs
Parcicipants/Signers Basie Survay Facilite Survey Faexlzey

Cacegory 1: reacgﬁrs.md Therapists : '
One or more regular classcoom teachers. (1.6) .6 {2.2) (1.5} 8.5 (2.2)

3

9 (2.4) (1.9) (2.4) 4 6.4 (1.9)H
Two or more special sducation teachers .7 (0.7) .0 (0.6} 0 (0.6) 1.0 (0‘6}"-‘!

4 . 3

3

7

One special education teacher

Spaech or language therapist (2.0) .4 {4.6) (L7} 12,89 (4w t

Physical or occupational therapisc(s) (0.1)% 5.0 (1.5} 0.3 10.1)* (0.9

Other. therapist(s) (0.%)% 4.0 (2.9)4 0.6 (0.3)*, (2,9~

{= J) |«

I3

(3!‘3)‘;

Ona of the above, but can’'t cell which 4 {2.7) 6207 (6 Q) L8 L2.3) e,
At least one of the above L4 (2.2) 62.3 (5.3) 3o

3
0

Physical education teacher(s) -6 (0.3)* 1.0 (0.6)% 0.5 {0 3~ 0.9 (0 6}'4
y [}
2

Category 2! Adminastratave
| Representatives
BEEA represenbativels)

Pnnc:.‘pal or assistant pnncxpal(})
School repraseatative(s) yd
Case mavagec(s}, chairperson

Supsn’r;sor
At least one of che sbove

Category 3: ancillary Pétsonnel .
School psychologist or psychometrase(s)

Counseidr(s) *
Secial worker(s)
Nurse' .

At teasc one of the above

| Category &4: Pareats

Parenc{s), giacrdianlsiy or\surtogate(s]

~

Pc.:negorz 5;  Studeat T
Student

Catagory 6: Could Not Classify and Other
/o

Could not clas 31 EYE
Octher ) -

| At least one of the atfove -

-

C:uegoqr 7 Manddced Personned

. | 1EPs with af least one person from .
‘L eath of cscegokies 1, 2, and & ENER]!

“JCategory B: Categoraes.i jnd.2

TEFs with at leasc one peeson =
from each of cdategorips i and 2 , 50.2 (2.6} 210, . Soran

I

> "Cell 'Has estimated saople size-of less than 25. .
Al *
) 'Bl'!ed' on the estimatedqeotal number of students with [EPs, adjusted for noaresponse.

IEPs chat did not note the ’:ul.e or pos.uu.on of the participant or signer couic! nat
be tlassified.. . . 30 . y

had *

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




Table € &

TYPES OF PERSONS W PARTIC:PAEED IN THE ISP PRUCESS [N -
“THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY T 8AS{¢ SURVEY BOPULATIUNS
“{In percends, with standard ezzors noter 1n CDirgentitses.

-

=
Eucenr.£ o1 IEP$ nitn Persons
Indicatgd a8 Be:ing 4.

Basic Survev_‘- e
_ . = - | State
¢ Ckgsslficatxon of Pacticipapes . . Reguiac Special” Toral Faculity

Cactegory 1: Teachers ggg.Theraplsts- ] ! . . ' ' ;
(1.7 5.9 . N NN IN
(2.4) . . 1.9 2. «.7 1l
(0.7 3.2 4. 70T 1.0 (0
(2.1} 1la.
(0.1)% 5.
(0.3 .
I 4
.7y 5L

L2y T
|

Ooe or moce cegulac classcoom teachers
One special ed&ca:&ou teacher

.o
S

Two or moce special edudatidbn teachers

=]

o
-

'Y
D mr A e et B

Speech or language thecapist

Physical or occupational the:apxgc(sJ

-—

) e

Deher cherapisc(s)

Paysical educarion :eacher{s)

‘o

—
-~

o

Oae of the above. but can‘t cell uhxch

-'p -.u--t;\O\ Lol I - - T L -
-
o

—y
e
-
o~
L)

At leasc one of :be above

Catdgory 2: Admimistrative
ReDresentatives "

~4

| . .
LEA Tepresentative(s)

Principai or SSifs:an:,prxncxpal(s}

oW
-

4

School representativels)

—

-
Gl

Case manageris}, chairpecsqn

LT

Supervisor

LT

(LI £¥]

1
At ledstlone of :he'above. 59 3

i

1
N i?
Category 3: Aacillary Personnel ' &

School psYchoiogxs. or psychometcissls) 1A,
Counselor(s) " Fi0,
"Social workérfs) 1.
Nurge®. ot . T ’ .

At least one of the 3bove 2u 3

Cacegory %: Pacents

- - ] : -
Pareac(s), geardianls), sr sucrogatets] [40.4 (1.5 :46.7

]

Cacezoty 5: Scudent L ‘ :

il

Seudenc ¢ o 3907 s

i

Ca:ego:xfﬁ Could ¥ot Clagsify and Ocner '%
Could ot class;fy-/ . 192 (2.0) *19.5
Ocher ' ) 1’%;':0 (1.%)
. 428 4 2.3

At ‘least one of tae abovk

e m—

Category 1:  Mandated Pe:sonnelt

t

L]

. !

IEPs wich at least ofe person from '
each of categories 1, 2. and'a O F1- R RS

!

R

'l

Category 8:. Categocres | apd 3

[EPs with act leasc one person

from each of categdries 1 and & 50.2

Cell has estimaced sample size of less ni?n 25 R .
Based on the estimaced Zotal nuhhe; of students w3eh (85 2t 17 ol Janse.

lE?S-Ch&C 4id got nate the titie ¢ pdqx.xon af -he pa?:.r'pun: WoFiReer TIn.. i not

be classified. “
e 5t Q-
’ -l\J 4

ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




Table E.3 R}

'CATEGORIES OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL WHO PARTICIPATED I¥ THE
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY LEP PROCESS,. BY STUDENT -AGE
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

T

Peicentgl of IEPs With Persons Indicated as
Being a Participant by Student Age

[}

P
Classification of Total
Participants ’ ' 3-5 6-12 13-18 16-21 ) 3-21 5,

Category 1: Teachers and Thera;ists " 59,9 (12.3), 70.7 (8.0) 61.9 (9.6) 51.7 (6. 62.3 (5.8)

Categofy 2:; Administrative 41.5 (16.5) 41.06 (8.6) 3 (7.1). 34.5 (6. 35..7 (6.5)
Representative . S
\ ’

- -

Category 3: Ancillary Personnel 4.9 (3.0)*% d (4.0)% (4.4)% 20, fS. 14.0 (2.6)_‘?
a Y -

<

.Category'é:- Parents - . 71.0 (17.5) .0 (6.8) 40.3 (7.8) 44.4 (8. 50.4 (5.2) .
Cateéory 5: Student’ ‘ G.0 (0.0)* .7 (3.1 .6 (2.4)% . 9.4 (3. ’ 5.54(1.2)," -
Category 6: Could Not Clissifyl 37.3 (18.1) 2 (5.5) .0 (6,1)  35.2 (8. 126.5 (4.0) i,

and Other - . : . by,

Ve,
[ .‘{
s

4

| 29.8 (12.6)*  29.0 (6.3) .  13.5 (3.9)% 15.9 (6.2 21.2 (4.4)
- 1EPs with at least one perison from ) : ‘ ) ) "
each of categories 1, 2, ahd 4 i ' o

Cateéory 7: HMandatéd Personnel

¥
+

Category 8: Categories 1 and 2 36,4 (12.7)*  38.4 (8.6) ) . . _ 30.1 (6.1)
[EPs with "at least one person from , .
each of categories | and 2 .

- [y
- » .

Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.

*

af

b/ 1EPs that did not nﬁ:j}the title or‘position of the participant or signer could not be classified.

Based on the:estimated total number of students with IEPs, adjusted for nonresponse.

3 - ' 1

4 " *

[




. . Table E.4 .,

CATEGORIES OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL QHO PARTICIPATED IN THE STATE/SPECIAL
FACILITY IEP PROCESS, BY SEVERITY OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION OF STUDENTS
. (In percents, with standard errors noted in .parentheses)

1l

~ - . /

af

Percent™ of IE%S With Persons Indicated as Being
Participants by Severity of Student Handicap

Classification of - -
Participants Mild - Hoderate -__Severe Total

+ LY

L . - . . v

-

Category 1: Téachers and Therapists 59.5 (15.0) 70.8  (9.8) 56.6 (7.2) . 62.3 (5.8)

. Category 2: Administrative ' T=37.6 (17.0)* 46.7 (11.0)  28.7 (5.6) - 35.7 (6.5)
Representative ‘o ) : .
s : ' . .
Categbry 3: Ancillary Personnel . 6.6 (4.0)* 1l4.1 (5. 16.9°(3.2)  °  14:.0 (2,6)
: . ) . ' -
Category 4: Parents - . 48.2 (11.0) 54.1 (8. 46.2 6. 50:4 (5.2),

- Category 5:7/ Student . 0.4 .(0.6)% 5.3 (3.8)% 7.4 (2. 5.5 (1.9)

Category 6: Could Not Classifygl 11.2 {5.6)% 1o (4.9) . 30.5 (4. .2625 (4.0)
. and Other € : ' N )

- . . B + . .

Category .7: Mandated Personnel ' 23.9 (10\2)* 9 (7. 5.2 (3.9) 21.2 (46.4)

"IEPs with at least -one pérson from ' - ;
+ eath of categories 1, 2, and 4 ) . : cr

] ' i . N _...

Category B: Categories 1 and 2 33.7 (16.7)* 41.8 (11.4) 21,5 (4.3) © | 30.1°(6.1)

[EPs with at least one person from . . - Al . RN
each 6f categories 1 and 2 Cr

r

, Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25. oo
Based on the estimatéd total number of students with, IEPs, adJusted £or nonresponse
> 1EPs tqpt did not note the title -or position of the part1c1pant “oF 51gner could not.be classified.

NN

*

L]
L0




L ' ] Tablé E.S
:

"TEACHER REPORT OF PARENT AHD STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN 'THE IEP PROCESS,
BY STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In percents, with standard eryors noted in parentheses)

" N - =

Teacher Affirmative Responsesii

Basic Survey ) m ’

Questions About Participaiion.fn State
IEP, Development and Approval Regular | . Special Total | Facility .

3

Did a parent or guardian approve the IEP ) .
- by signing it?Y/ 76.2 (2. 76.1 (4.0) 76.2 (2.3) | 68.8 (5.9)

Did a.parent or guardian verbally (in person

or by telephone) approve ‘the IEP? 77.1 (1.7) .8 (3.6) 77.0 (1.6) 6 (6.0) 1
Did a parent or guardian refuse to approve . s
the IEP on the basi's of his/her considering N

it inappropriate? .2 (0. .0 (0.0)*° 0.2 (0.2)* o0 (0.0)*

Did 4 parent or,gﬁardian discuss the com-
pleted 1EP with a teacher, counselor, or - .
other school representative? A (L. .2 (3.1) 75.6 (1.8) .6 (2.6)

| Did a parent or guardian meet with the IEP
© committee to discuss the developed IEP? . . .3 (4.6) 55.2 (2.1) . (ﬁ.?)

Did a parent or guardian participate in
the development of the IEP; that is, did
he/she meet with the IEP committee during
the development, process and provide inputse s
to the IEP? ‘ , y . .5 (4.1) 49.3:(2.1)

Has the student discussed his/her IEP with
a teacher, counselor, or other-uchool - : .
representative? X . . . .3 (4.8) 35.4 (2.0)

Did thé student part1c1pate ‘tn the develop-. .
ment of the IEP, that is, did he/she meét / .
with the IEP committee during the develop- . . T
ment process and provide inputs to the IEPTT 9.9 (1. 3 (2.1) - 9.9 (1.0)

e — - -

Cell has estimated sample size of less than-25. .

a/ Based on the estimated total number of student% with IEPs, adjusted for nonresponse.

LY
].~3J b/ The percents in this row will pot agree 1}th figures shown in Table E.1 because these are
different data sources. ) - :

3




Table E.6
4

TEACHER RESPONSES CONQERNING THE NATURE OF PARENT, GUARDIAN, AND STUDENT
PARTICIPATION IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEP DEVELOPMENT BY STUDENT AGE
(In percents; wlth standard errors noted 1n parentheses)

R : 4 .. . af.
Questions About Participation'In ] -
[EP Development and Approval ~ 6-12 - - 13~15

Teacher Affirmative Responses=

'Qid a pa;ent or guardian approve the IEP .
by signin%'it?gf ' J i 52.7 (5.0)' 6919 (6.9) 69.8 ([.l)’ 58.9‘(11.6)

Did a parent or guardian verbally (in person | - s ' . \‘f ) . :
or by telephone) approve the.IEP? , 98.4 (1.2) +8273 (4.2) ~ 78.3 (5.8) 71.3 (5.8)

. ’ - 1 .

Did a parent or guardian,refuse to approve ‘|. ) ‘.

JEP on the basis of h1s/her con51der1ng ( .- _ -
1t inappropriaté? . 0.0, (0. 0.0 '(0.0)* . 0)* Q.0 (0.0)%

Did a parent or guardian 'discuss the com- .’ . e .
pléted IEP with a teacher, counselor, or ) .. p -
other school representative? . . 95.5 (3. 88.9 «3.2) . .9), 4.1 (5.7)

Did a parent’ or guardian meet wlth the IEP. R L.
gommittee to discuss the developed IEP? 90.2 (5.0)- 67.8 (5.1) .6 (5.3) 59,4 (8.5)

Did a patent or guardian participate in . ' ) B .
.the development of the 4EP; that is, did
he/she meet with the IEP committee during -
the development process and provide iuﬁuts ‘ )
to the IEP? ) . . 57.5-(6:9) . . 51.0 (10.1)

Has the student discussed his/her TEP with ) .
a teacher, ‘counselor, or other school ' ! . .
representative? . ) 0)Y 0 11.5 (4.6) ) . 33.8 (8.9) .

Did the student participate in the develop-
ment of thegEP, that is, did he/fshe meet
with the IEF committee during. the develop-

. meptprocess and provide inputs-to the IEP?| 0.0 (0.0)* 2.2 (0.9)% . “ 25.7 (1.7)

— "
- " >

b .
“lihell has estimated sample size of less than 25. *

/ r

a . . v, .
ﬂ/ Based on the estimated total number 6f students with IEPs, adjusted qu nonresponse, .

b T e . o
b/ The percents {n this row will not agree with f1gures shown in Table B,1 bgcause these are two different data
sources. . _ N '




.

. R sTable E.7

’ TEACHER REPORT oF PARENT AND STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN THE STATE/SPECIAL
fe FACILITY IEP PBOCESS BY SEVERITY OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION
(In'pércents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

- . .

- - LI 9-
‘Questions About Participation In - : : :
IER Development and. Approval Mild Moderate .  Severe - Total

Affirmative Resporses by the TeacherE/-

——

'Did a parent or guardlan approve the IEP ' 59.1 (12.5) 72.4 (6.0) ~ 67.4 (7.8) 68.8 (5.9)
by ‘signing 1t?§/ . K ) \ ’ _ . :
fid a parent or guardian verbally (in#person 82.2 (10.1) ° é5.9 (4.2) 72.9 (4.7) 79.6 (4:0)

or -by telephsgne)  approve the IEP?

and & parent or guardlan refuse to- approve 0.0 (0.0)* 0.0 (0.0)* . d.0 (0.0)* 0.0 (0.0)
‘the “IEP on the’'basgis of’ hls/her conSLdeang v . -“"\ . Coe
t 1nappropr1ate° . -

L]
'

D1d a parent or-guardian discuss the com- 87.3 (7.3) - 87.3 (3.5) T 76.6 (3.5) 82.6 (2.
pleted IER with a teacher, counselor, or - 1 ' '
.rother school representative? _ | e

Did a parent or guardfan meet with the IEP 67.4 (7.7)  72.2 (5.4) 58.0 (6.8) 65:6 (4.

‘cdmmittee to,discuss the de%eloped iEP? ‘

Did -a- parent or guardlan participate in g s7T.9 (6.3 64.8 (7.¢ 54.3 (8.1) 5.9 (6.
ghe development ,of the TEP; that {s, did . . L
he/she meet with the IEP committee durxng ’
*the de've}opment process and' provide inputs
to” the IEP? , 4

‘ ' ‘u' ‘ : ' .‘ ’ ) : o ! - .
Has the student digcussed his/her IEP with 21,6 (7.2)* ] . 23.7(7.8)
a teacher, counselor, or other school ’
- répresentative? . ' .

+

Did the stident.participate iRt the develop-~ 0.6 (0.5)% . S)*.  18.1 (5.9)
ment of the IEP, that i did he/she meet ) . : -

» with the IEP cdmmlttee durzng_the develop-
ment process and prévide Inputs to the IEP?

-

.

-

e T -
s -

Cell has eatTmated sample size of .less than 25.

2/ Based on Lhe estimated Lotal numbe r of stude&is with IEPs ,» adjnsted for noﬂreaponse ’ .

b/ -

=" The percents in this row wlll not agree wrth flgures shown in Table E.1 because these are two different data

- g,ozrjes. | | ‘ - . . | , ’ 2!i

.
£




i ’ Table T8
§
MEAN NUMBER®/ OF -SCHOOL PERSONNEL WHO PARTIC"IP&TED m THE IEP PROCESS, BY
CATEGORY FOR THE STATE/SPECIAL FAGILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULQ’ﬁi’OHS
(In percents with standard errorsingted in parentheses), L

. . , . v ::-. , .
, . ( Basic Survey SR State

Classification of Participants Régulaf Special . Facility

fe

Category l: Teachers and Therapists. - -1.38 (0.06) _ 1. AS (0 1&) ‘ -39 (0.96 1.48 (0.10)
Category 2: Administrative Representatives | 0.90 (0.05) 1. 03 (0 l_ 91 (0. f ]B 75 (0. 1?)

Category 3: Ancillary Personnél . 0.38 (0.04) 023 (0.07) . ). : 0 28 (0 06)

. . ‘. ‘-- i q
Category 4: Parent59/~ ot o : , . ' >

aty_w
L

Categor§ S: Student - ‘ . oo T :--“F .7
a,,},‘

Category 6: Could’ Not Classifygi and Other . . ‘0.56 (0.13) .58 (6.06j 076 (0. 15)

Category 7: Mandated Personnel IEPs’ ,
with at least one person from each , . X
of categories 1, 2, and ‘4 . 3.00 (0. 3.24 (0.16) -3.01 (0.08) 2.98 (0.23)

Category 8: Categories'l and 2 IEPs . ' e T,

with at least one persoR from each ‘ « ™

of categorles 1l apnd 2 - ) 1 2.29 (0.07) 2.48 (0.15)  2.30 (0.07).] 2.22 (0.2%)

Total: Categorles ﬁ6 ’ 3.99'(0.09) 4.08 (0.19)  3.99 (0.09) * 4.l10 '(0'.33&)

3

. N - Foy
- p— T [} T,
%

Based on IEPs with at least one participant, ??.6 percent of all IEPs.

-

Not applicable for means. . . . w§§‘

IEPs that did not note the title or position of ;he participant or signer could not be classified.

ds
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Table E.9

‘HEAN HUHBER OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL WHO ARTICIPATED IN THE IEP. PROCESS, BY AGE
AND CATEGORY FOR' THE STATE/SPECIAL
. {In'percents, .with standard errors noted- in pafenthfses)

ik

ACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

hl

1 3
e

ClaSS1f1 a

n of Part1c1pants

Percent-

- *
. a

a/ of IEPs with Persong Indicated

T as’ Be1ng a Participant by Student Age '

13- 15 - 16-21

Teral
3-21

T

by - £'3-5

6-12 -~

Category 1:
-‘fat;;;;§32iuoAdm1nlstrat1ve ) )
Representatives N o

} . i Fa—
Category 3:: Ancillary Personnel
Y, :
JParents=
SLudenthﬂn

Category 4° ¢ :i’
Il ‘Y

Category 'S"
Category &7
" and Other

.Cﬂgory 7 Mandated Personnel’ IEE’
with at least one persén from each
of cdtegories 1, 2, 4nd 4

.Could Not Cf%ss?fysi

']

Category 8: Cetegories 1 and 2 IEPs
with at feast one person from each
of categories 1 and 2 T »

L

Total: "Categeries 1-6

t -

-

Téachers and Therap1sts_

1:22 (0.14)

0.57.£0.16)

0.10 (o.oi)

t

El

0.82 (0.32)

> 2.68 (0.26)

1.79 (0.20)

3:61°(0.29)

~0.28 (0.09)

1.70 (0.17) 1.31 (0.12)

R
0. 79 (0 25)°

0781 €0.21) 0.67 (0.19)

(0.07)

-

"0.44 (0.12)

-

0.46 (0.13)

f

0.81 1.15 (0.28)

3.35 (0.32)

2 52°(0. 33) 1.98 (0.21) 2.16 (0.28)

4,58 (0.43)

*

4 15 (0. 43) 3.80 (0.41)

2.85 (o.31j

1,37 (0.16) |

1.48 (0.10)

0.71> (0.17)

0.28 (0.06)

= 4

0.76 (0.15)] .~

2.98 (0.23)

4

12.22 (0.23)

4

4.10 (0.33)

sl
e

a/

b/

c/

Not app11cab1e for means. '

2’." \

5

e N

» Based on.IEPs with at least one part1c1pant 72 & percent of q}l IEPs

A
-
¥

K

*ILPS that did not pote the title or pOSLtlon of ‘the part1c:pant or 51gner could not be cladsified.
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' Table'F.1
* PRDPQRTIOH Q§ /SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs THAT CONTAIN A STATEHE&T OF:
. (1) PRESENT LEVEL OF FUNCTIONING, (2) NEED, AND
“ (3) NDRH;L FUNCTIONING, BY ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIDNAL AREAS
4 * {In percents 'with standard errors noted in ‘parentheses)

r et
030 ' P

¥ - Y
Mt ’ i Percent of IEPs with Statement ofrif

Acadqm1c or . Present Level ' Norial
Eunctfbnal Ares : Of Functioning Need ___ Fuactioning

Readlng or oral or 57.1 (6.5) . 51.4 (6(2) ’ 31.2 (5.4)
written English B . -

Mathematics 41.7 -(7.8) 35.9 7(6.9) 22.6 (6.1)
s !

Other academic® | .  61.6 (4.8) 51.9 (5.9) 30.0 (5.4)
Social adaptation’ 50.2 (5.7) 38.6 (5.4) ..  33.6 (6.0)

Self-help skills 310 (5.1) 25.4 (5.5) 1 (3.3)

-

Emotional . . 5.8 (3.0 " 5.4 (3.0) .5 (0.3)*

Physical education 9.4 (2.8) -~ 5.5 (1.7) .8 (2.1)
Motor skills Ll 3ges) (5.2) - 7 (3.4)
Speech [ 31.0 (5.7) .8 (5.7) 4 (3.0)

Visual sculty 8% (2.3) - 0 6.5 (2.0) 4.3 (L2)*

Hearing v w6 (4.2) T 143 (4.1) .7 (1.8)

-

Vocational/ - _ 0 (4.9) 0 (3.3) . 8.8 6.3)°
prevocational >

_others/ - 1.5,(0.6)*  13.7 (2.2) 9.0 (2.6)

»

Cell has estimateé sample size of less than 25.-
af

= Percents ﬂré based on the estimatqd population of students with IEPs.

b/

=/ _ Includes the combided academic areas of sc1ence, social sc1ence general
academic, and other academic.

e/ Includes. such functional areas as general physical health and kinesthetic or
perceptual skills. L ;
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*Table F%§4~““ S

PROPORTIONZ a/ OF 1EPs THAT CONTAIN A STATEHENT“O? PRESENT LEVEL OF FUNCTIONING, BY ACADEMIC.
. OR BUNCTIONAL AREAS IN STATE/SPECIAL FAQTLITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS :
(In” percents, with standard errors ‘noted .in parentheses)

~ P
- ‘,ﬂ.{‘_

] . -5:. s .
- Baéic Survey

Academic or

. State
Functiond] Area ] R_gplar' <

v‘l Special Total Facility

£
",

~i. Reading or oral or 65.1 (2.4) "524 ‘68.2 (5.3) - 65.2 (2.3) - 57.1 (6.5)
writtdn English : .

. AMathematics ' " 52, (2.2) 60.0 55.?) 53.1 (2.1) 41.7 (7.8)

. Other academicé/ 3%.0 (2.3) 49.7 (4.6) - 39.5 (2.3) © 61.6 (4.8)

Social adaptation .2 (2.5) 50.4 (4.8) .0 (2.4) | 50.2 (5.7
Self-help skills * .0 (1.5) 27.6 (5.0) 8 (1.4) 3.0 (5.1)

*

Emotional . .8 (0.3) 3. (1. . .9 (0.5) 5.8 (3.0)

Physical education .9 {0.8) ‘ 14.0 (4.4) L ‘ .4 (0.8) 9.4 (2.8)

Hotor skills ) . (2.£) . 36.6 (5.2) ; L2 (2.3) 7 38.8 (4.5)

Speech 8 (2.0) * . 24.8 (3.8) 4 (2.0) 31.0 (5.7)

¢ T

10, Visual acuity 2 (2.2) 14.7°(3.07  °© 19.0 (2.2) 9.6 (2.3)
Hearing ) ' .2 11.6) 15.8 (3.6) © 19.1 (1.6) 6 (6.2)°

¥ Vocational/ B .6 (0.9) 18.4 (4.2) 2(0.9)  |° 11.0 (4.9)
prevocational . ' : .

Othersl

8.6 (1.6) - 16, .Q) .0 (1.6) .3 (0.6)*

Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25. - .
. . : ) .
Percents are based on column* estimated populattion totals, adjusted.for nonresponse.
mlnclﬁhes the combined academic areas of scienée social sc1ence general academic, and other academic. ’

anludek such functional arcas as general phys1cal health and kinesthetic or perceptual skills.

1




. "Pable F.3 -

1

e PROPORTIOHa/ OF.IEPs THAT CONTAIN A STATEMENT OF NEED BY ACADEMIC OR
FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN STATE/SPEClAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(ln percents, with standard errors noted .in parentheses)

Basic Survey

State
" Facility

Academic ‘or .

Functional Area Regular Special Total

L.

Reading or oral or
written English

Mathematics

b/

Other academi&—

. Social adaptation

61.0 (2.3)

41.3 2.1

30.7 (2.0)

19.5 (1.5)"

64.5 {5.3)

54.8 (5.7)

39.8 (4. 9)

" 4L.6 (4.0)

-

61.2 (2.2)

47.7 (2.1)

31.1 (1.9)
20.5 (L.5)

51.4 (6.2)

35.9 (6.9)
$1.9 (5.9)

38.6 (5.4)

4.5 (0.7)

N

1.1 Co 2)

Self-help skills 3.7 (0.7) 21.2 (6.3) ' 25.4 (5.5)
¢ . R .

“Emotional - ' 1,1 (0.2)% (0.9)* $.4 (3.0)

Physical educatien | LI (0.5)% (2.7) 1.5 (0.5) ~ 5.5 (1.7).

28.7 (5.2)
28.8 15.7)

. » . . ~ .
Motor- skills o (1.3) . (4.5) 15.1 (1.9),

Speech (1.9) (3.1) 29.4 (1.8)

} o,
(1.7) 11.4 (1.3) .5 (2.0)

(2.9)

Visval acuity ' (1 4) _ - B.

Hearing (1 o) °;.5 9. 12.2 (1.0) 14, 1)

Vocational/ A .3.3 (0.6) 12,

(3.0) 3.7 (0:6) . .3
prevocational .

(2.9)

‘

other 4.5 0.1 1l

4.8°(0.7) ' .7 (2.2)

Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25.
Percents are.based on column estlmated populatlon totals, adjusted /for nonresponse
Tncludes tHe combined academic areas of se1ence,'soc1al science, general academlc, and other academxc.

_lncludes *such functional areas ss general physical health and kinesthetic or perceptual ’ skllls
‘ . .

A.U
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’ Table F.4

PROPORTION—/ OF IEPs THAT CONTAIN A STATEHEE? OF NORMAL FUNCTIONING, \hY KCADEMIC OR
FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS -

(In percents, with .standard errors noted in parentheses)
-y

L%

LY

Basic Survey

Academic or - State
Functional Area Regular, Special _ JFacility

1. . Reading or oral or 24.9 (1.8) 31.6 (4.0)° 5.2 (1.8) | 31.2 (5.4)
written English . . , : .

. . \ . -- . -
Mathematics . 17.5 (1.5) 25.8 (4.1) " 17. : 22.6 (6.1)

Other aca@emipE/ 19.6 (1.6) 2.5 (3.9) 1 (L. 130.0 (5.4)
Social adaptation 214 (2.2) 30.4 (4.8) .21.8 (2. | 336 (6.0)
Self-help skills - 6. (1.2) 18.3 (3. 7.1 (1. . 20.1 (3.3)
Emot ional ‘ 9 (0.5)* 1.0 (0. 9 (. 5 (0.
Physical education .0 (0.5) 8.7 (3. . .Si ) . i2.‘
Motor skills ' 1(1.8) 5 (4. 13,6 (1.8) REE)
Speech | .9 (1.2) .0 (2.0) i 9.8 (1.1) 15.4 (3.
Visual acuity ©*10.3 (1.6) 1 (2. 10.3 (1.6) .3 (1.
Hearing ) | 9. (1.4) 5 (2.4 :.. 9. &) . . .7 ¢l.

Vocational/ _ .6 (0.7) .3 (3.6) 4.1 (0.7) 8 (4.
prevocational ‘ ’

¢/

Other® .9 (1.3) 17(3.5) 5.2 (1.3)

Cell . has estimated sample size of less than 25. .
Percents are based on column éstimated population totals, adJusted qu nonresponse
L
Includes the tomblned academic areas of sc1ence, social sciencg, general academlc, and other academic.

Includes such functional areas as' general phy51cal health and klnesthetlc or perceptual skllls

]




’ _Table F.5 .

PRGPORTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY IEPs THAT.CONTAIN gg;ESSHENT
" v ﬁELATED INFORMATION, BY SPECIFIC ACADEHIC OR FUNCTIONAL- AREAS - -
(In Percents, with standard errors noted in parentheSes)

+ . . . ryl . -

LY

"Adademit or . : Presant Level”.of y x‘Contalns Support1n§
-~  Fungtional Area i Functioning Specified=’ * Assessment Data®

~ . .
- N . ‘,, , -

L]

Readzng or oral or I 57.1 (6.5)I 19.5 (4.2)
wrikten Engl1sh - : to ‘. .

+

~

Mathematics . .~ 417 (7.8) + . 15.8 (4.0)
b/

" Other academic— 61% (4.8) 10.4 (4.0)

Sogfal adaptation « 50.2 (5,7) .9 (2.8)%
Self-help $kills Y (5.1) .3 (1.8)%
Emotional ) g’ . . 5.8 (3.0) ‘ . i .1 (0.
. ‘Physical education . 9.4 {2.8) - .8 (9.
totor ‘skills__ 8.8 (45) _ .5 (0.
. Speech 31.0 (5.7)

+

‘V;suahaacudty 9.6 (2.3)

ﬁeafing b . ; 1 18.6 (4.2)

General physical 11.1 (256)
health -~ . .

Vocational/ 11.0 (4.9)
prevbcat&onal i} . . .

ﬂ/ Othet=~ _ 1.5 (0.6)*

"
-

iz = F -

L

Cell has estlmated sample size of less than "25.

a/ Percents are based on esthated populutlon o§;§budents wlth IEPs, adjusted’
o}

" for nonresponse. , o a

b/

. . . '. r W E L
= Includes the comblned academic areas of-science, socidl science, general
academic, and other acadegic. « ’

-

Efﬂ Includes sﬁchﬁfundtiohal areas 3s general physical health and kinesthetic or
perceptual £kills. . .o . :

-

2L

F.5




* Table F.6

DISTRIBUTIONE/ OF IEPs WHICH CONTAIN AT LEAST O:E ANNUAL GOAL STATEMENT PER
: FUNCTIONAL AREA BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses):

-, ' ' Basic Survey
Academic or . ’ . State
Fuactional Area : Regular Special " Total Facility

1. Reading or oral or 59.5 (2.2) 69.3 (4.3), 60.0 (2. 64.7 (5.6)
written English . ) '

2. Hathematics 423 2.0) | 58.4 (4,6) 4.0 (1. . 52.8 (6.6)
"3, Other academic’ . 3.7 (1.8) . ’ 460 (4.8 32.3 (1. 57.1 (5.9)
“%. =~Social adaptation . 20.2 (1.3) 45.4 (4.5) 21.3 (1. 48.7 (6.1)
s, Sqlg-ng;ﬁ skills 3.3 0.5) 2.4 &) . 4.4 (0. ! 35,5 (7.8),

6. Emotional | 0.4 (0.2)% 0.4 (0.3)% ° 0.4 (0. ’ '_'4.0 (1.9)*

7. _Physical educat%on 3.1 (0.9). . .7) (0. . X (3.5)

Motor skills 10.9 (1.2) .7 (5.0) 8 (V1) | (5.7)
spéth ' . . 28.2 (1.9) .3) a.g) Lt - (5.4)
Visual acuity " 7.0 (0.9) - 4.4 (1. : 8 (0.8) 1 (2.5)

Hearing - . * 7.7 (1.0) 2.3 (0. 1 (0.9) .2 (3.4)

Vocational/ = . . 7.1 (0.9) 25.9 -(4.5) .9 (1.0) 4 (3.9)
B preﬁpcatjonal

othert - 2.4 (0.5) 13.9 (3.6) 2.9 (0.5) (3.6)

*

X
Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25. | J

v + - .n
Percents are based-on column estimated population totals, adjusted for nonresponse.
. ’ ~ (2 )
Includes the combined.academic areas of science, social sciemce, general academic, and other academic.

Includes such functional areas.as general physical health and kinesthetic or perceptual skills.
Fa K L - - ' -




DISTRTBUTIONa!'OF IEPs WHICH CONTAIN AT LEAST ON SHORT-TERM OBJJCTIVE, BY.ACADEMIC
OR FUNCTTONAL AREA "IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

—

‘%% ) Basic Survey

Academic or - ) State
Functional Area ° Regular Specs”l Total Facility

1. Reading or oral or - 64.4 (2.0) 665 (5.0) 62.5 (1.9) 64.5, (6.1)
written English . ’ ' . ;

"Mathematics T 44.8 (1.9) 60.4 (5.5) 45.5 (1.8) 55.2 (7.1)

-

.. *0ther academich/ : 30.0, (1.8) 45.4 (4.7) °30.7-(i.8) 61.8. (6.0)

-

Social, adaptation 17.3 (1.1) 37.0 (5. 18.2 (1.1) . 43.8 (5.3

" , . . B o« ; B
Self-help skills . 3.7 (0.7) - 26.8 (4. .7 (0.7) ©45.0.(10.9)
Emotional . 0.3 (0.1)* 4 (0.2)% .3 (0.1)* 5.2 (1.3)

4

Paysical education 2.8 (0:8) .0 (5. .57¢0.1) 18.0 (4.2)°
Motor s¢kills . - - 1210 (1.1), .3 (4. .0 (1.0) © 41.1 (5.8)

Speech ) 28.6 (2.0) 6 (3. 8.2 (1.9) 27.3 (5.0)

Visual acuity C 6.4 (0.9) 4 3(0.8) | 5.3 (1.2)

1. Hearing = - ° 8.4 (1.1) 4.4 (1.2)% .2 (1.0) 10.1, (2.8)

12."* Vocat fonal/ | 6.9 (0.9) 95 .4 (4. “. 7.8 (0.9) 8.4 (3.8)

*13 *  prevotdlional Y
13l o I A WO RA L 9 (3. 2.9 (0.4 | 18.5 (3.9)

. Celluhéé,estimatéq:sample size of less Lhan:25.
Peréents are bdseﬁ“ﬁn column estimated population totals, adjusted for nonresponse.
[ncludes the combxhed academic .areas of science, social science, genera} academlc and other academic.
lncludeadﬁu(h functxonal areas as general physical heath and klnesthgtxc br perceptual Skli]&
2.

. -




<. J Table F.8

) /
DISTRIBUTION OF STATE‘/SP}SIAL FACILITY IEPs WHICH CONTAIN AT LEAST ONE *
SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVE.; BY ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS AND LEVELS

- (In.percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Student Age Lévelséf‘

Academic or , . )
Functional Area . 3-5 6~12 13-15 T 16=-21

1. Readiag or oral or - 54.3 (16.3)" 60.7 I;TET*“*?3.1 (7.5) . 63.6)(8.8)
‘written English . * -

L

2. Mathematics - 30.7 (13.5)% 52,0 (10.1) 61.3 (9.1) 60.7 (8.6)
3. .Other gcédemicgi 75.4 (9.5) 58.5 (7.3) 70.8 (».7). 52.5 (9.0)
4. Social adaptation | 52.9 (10.8)  40.8 (5.9) 41.9 (8.6) ' 47.3 (8.4)

5. Self-help skills 32.2 (7.1)* 64.8 (17.1) 31.9 (8.8) (4.9)*

L

6. Emotional 2.7 2.1)% 5.6 (3.4)% 6.4 (3.9)% 4.1 (2.9)%

7. Physical education © 0.6 (0.7)*% 18.1-(5.6) 18.2 (6.2) 1 (5.7)

8. thbtor skills = - 4 (16.1)  58.7 (7.1)  23.7 (6.2) i3 (6.2)

1

_,/2’/ Speech |7k a3 334 (8.0)  18.8 (4.8) 4 (47
[ 10, visual acuity 4 (2.00% 7.1 (4.2)%. 11.7 (2.8)%F 7.4 (3.0)%

+ I
+

1. Hearing bo(42)r 117 (2.8)% 7.4 (3.0)% 11.9 (S.1)%
12." Vocational/ ' 0 (0.0)* 3.9 (1.5)% 22.1 (7.3) 40.8 (7.3)
prevecational ' .

13. other 3.2 (5.9)% 16.5 '(5.4) 15.4 (6.2)% 26.2 (6.7)

[ 8
»

" Cell has estimated sample size of'less than, 25.

Percents are based on column estimated population totals, adjusted for nonresponse.
Trcludes the combined academic areas Of sc1ence, soc1al science, general academic, amd other zcademic.
Inciudes such functlonal areas as general phys al, health.and kinesthetic or perceptual skills.

-
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Table F.9 :

.

-

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs WITH RELATEB’SERV{CES IN STATE/SPECIAL
FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS
(In percents, with stangard errors moted in parentheses)

I

-

.

. Service
- - -
Class;fi%ﬁtlous .

+ 7

,Percent of TEPS Having Service
Specified for Students ia:

_Basic Survey

»

__Regular

d Special

" Total

State
Facility

None -
.;Sidgle related-ser%ice:‘ '
Two rel;ted services

TﬁrFe related services

Four related serviceg

Five related sérvices

" 87.7 (1.8)

9.6 (1.5)

&

0.1 (0.1)*

Lo
+ -

2.1%0.7) -

0.6 (0.2)%"

0.0 {0.0)*

_‘.11.6'(2.5Y
i{ﬁngw#
5.6 (1,9)
1ﬁz_(o.§)%

0.1 (0.1)*%

77.04."(4.0) ~

87.2 (1.7)
9.7 (1.4)
C2.2 (0.7) -,
0.8 (0.2)%
0.2'(0.1)3

0.0 (0.0)*

64.6 (6.6)

© 17.3 (4.9)

5.7 (1.4)
3.3~(1. 1)
7.7 (5.7,

1.4 (0.7)*

" 100.0%

t

100,02/

¢ 109.03/

100.0

Cell has estimated sample size of less. than 25.

Detail does)gpt add to total because of rounding.

i

-

»




. Tablg F.10 .

. TYPES OF RELATED SERVICES SPECIFIﬁb IN IEPs IN STATE/SPECIAL
FACILITY AND BASICASQBWEY POPULATIONS
(In percents with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Percent of IEPs HavingrService

a/

Specified for Students in:—

-

Basic Survey .

. State
Related Services Regular Special , Facility "’

Audiology ' 0.4 (0.2)% 0.8 (0. . 2y | .1 (5.5)
Counseling ‘ 2.2 ﬁﬂ. 1.4 (0. ) . 8 (5.8)

Medical services .+ 1.0 (0. < 4.3 (2. . . ' ‘ R (l.éi*
Occupational therapy .9 (0. ] .9 (1.3)% . : 1 4.2 (1.3)%

Parent counseling and .2 (0. .0 (0. ) . .9 (0.5)%
twaining

! Physical therapy 0.7 (0.6)% ° 2 (1.5)% .9 (0. 7 (1.9).

Psychological services .0 £0.4)*% .7 (2. ™ . . ' .2 (5.5)

[Recreation | 0 (003 0.8 (0. -1 (0. 4 (2.3)%
Social work service ? .6 (0.2)¢ .9 (1. . . .2 (0.5)%

*‘ransporta.tion ' .2 (1. . . . . ' .8 (4.2)
/ N

(:-t.her'—J (1.0) . . ) . .7 (5.9)

*Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25,

P

a ’ '

2/ Percents are based on column estimated population totals, adjusted for nonresponse.

Because some students recelved more than one related service, percents may total more than 35.4
percent (the percent of students who received related serv1ces)

b/

= lnc]pdes such services as tutoring, dental services, and vocational rehabilitation.
' RIS LAY '
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. Table G0 .

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs CONTAINING VARIOUS COHBYIRATIONS GF MEED STATENENTS, GUALS,
AHU OBJECTIVES IR SELECTED FHNCTIONAL AREAS
(In percents, with stamlard arrors noted tn pareathesos)

. - - - - - - L -

I Tmrotm - i LY
- . .. . _Qou_;l-niﬁvl wu.saf . .
t T ﬁemls.. Hewils © Wreds and Goals aml N
Malrwic or Moals, amd  and Goals  Ohjecbives Heeals AbgeeLives . fwals Ubjectives .
Yunetional Arcas f Obgeitaves . Only  _ Ouly Ouly oL Muly Onty __ Only 1 Total
- . " . - - R - Fl - -

I. Realing or oral or $2.0 (71.7) 1.6 (1.8) 1.6 (0.9)% 8.5 (22) 22.5 (5.2) L8y 6.742.1) | oo,

writbten English b "

Halhraal acs : 47 8 (7.8) 4.5 .[2“‘)"' I.8 ﬁ‘ 1)* S.2 () 8)* 299 (5. 7) (2.* 10,4 (3.3 100.0
., . - [ .

Sucaal adapration .0 (4 8 9.6 (3.3} 5.0 (1 9)° ). He-0 (9.6} . (24} 4.6 {1.9)% 10

£ i +

1Y)

Seli-help skalls, 43.0 (9.9)  4.RLI6)* 3¢ (1.9 2% 2.6 (1.9) 9.3 (5.9)% 2.9 (1.1 | w0,

A . - .
Physu al educadion 18.6°(6.8)  L.& (1.4) 17 (i.1)> V.5 (1.2)" . 3 . 20, .1 100,

Hotor skills S sz () 162 DA 12 (LS)F S8 (1.4) {. .8y, 6.0 .o | oo

-

Spev : DRSSy 1.2 (5.7 1.3 (L6 155 (. 16 ¢ (2.6)% 6.9 (2.6) 100

Visnal asmily - {3 2. (}.5)* L {18 330 (9. (%.9)< .7 (14.5) 1.8 . 10
N

Nearing ) 9 (5,53 5.0 (2.5)* (.10 42.6 (13, 6 (2.2) 7.1 (L8 TA.2 1S, 100,
: [

Vocational/ - (4.2)" 5.6 (4.2)% 2.6 (2.1)% 8.2 (4. 0097 127 .Sy 72.7°2.6)0 1 100
prevotational p

il
.

ffl has vstimated sample gize of less Lhan 25,

af Perienls for each academir/functlonal arca are based on she

iLeas lll,t.h.ll arca (i.e., a need, goal, or objective).

I - *
Y DeLas} dees nol add Lo Lotal because of rounding.

F)
[}

Q
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Table G.2 £

t DISTRIBUTIONa/ OF IEPs CONTAINING SELECTED COHBINATIONS OF KEED
l; STATEMENTS GOALS AND OBJECTIVES IN SELECTED FUNCTTONAL JAREAS
* FOR BﬁSIC ‘SURVEY AND STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY POPULATIONS
{In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses) -

-

a Needs, Goals, and :
7 o Oblectlves l Needs Only

-

3

- ‘Academic of LT " State State
Functional  Areas .| Basic Survey Facility B4dsic Survey Facility

A
1

. Reading or oral or P ' )
written English . 60.7 (2.7} 0 (7.7) .7 (1.0) 8.5 (2.

. Mathematics . | 48.3 (2.6)° 43.8 (7.8) 4 (1.5) 5.2 (L.
. Social Adaptation | . ‘ 2y . 34.0 (4.8) . .&:(2.3)
. Self-help skills 9 (3.9) © 43.0 (9.9 0 (4.0)
Physical education’ l N 18.4 (6.8) 1 €2.5)*%
. Hotor skills a1l 8)  42.4 (1.2) 9 (3.1)
. Speech . 13 __59. (8.3) 4 (1.6)
. Visual acuity . .6) 5.4 (3.3)* <7 (4.0)

. Hearing -] 16.8 (2.1 11.9 (5.5)* 0 (4:3)

.‘Vocétional/ fﬂ\\

prevocational 14.4 (3.2) 15.6.(4.2)*% L (2.9)

Cell has es}imated sample size of less than 25,
af )

S 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.’j a need,
goal, or objective). . S
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Additional Informaton Regarding the Iaformativeness and

-

Internal Conmsistency of State/Special Facility IEPs

INTRODUCTION

-
-

R T IRV AP

While Chapters 3 and "4 generally present findings regarding disciete
_ portions of state/spec1aL facility IEPs and discrete factors regarding those -
IEPs; this chapter attempts tovprovide,ﬁ élobal view of ‘the docpments. 'The_
particular focus here is on overall imformativeness and internal consistency,
that is, the extent to which an’ [EP (a) communicates -t teachers, parents, .
administrators, and other concerned personnel ;hé pertinent details of the'
speEial_educatgpn and related services to be provided, and (b)‘presents an
internally consistent pxogram for meeting tﬁeAhandicapped student's Jhique
needs. The approach taken was to establlsh four categories or levels of IEPs,
each of which represents a reasonably distinct level of 1nformat1veness and
internal conslsteucy : X ' - .
It is important to note that this study was considered to be an explora-
tory investigation. Considerable difficulty was encéuntered in making deci-
siocns regardlng the relative lwportance of various items of information that.
might be 1nc1uded 1n IEPs. While thlgnwas true for information mandated by
the Act, it was particularly true for nonmandated 1nformat10n lt 15#?hk}y

recognized that there could be,wide ﬂ1sagreement with. the crlterla adoﬁ?%h for ay )

the four IEP levels. Although the approach taken represents only one of many
possible categorization schemes, it does provide a useful strategy for anale-
ing the strengths and weaknesses of IEPs : \ ’ =
The methodology used to develop and validate the four levels, the ration-
ale for the levels, and the procedure for placing an IEP into dne of the four
levels is‘presented in-Appendix G of Volume III. * A description of B‘r _
levels is presented in Section IT of this abpendixg Section III provides data
regarding'ghe distribution of IEPs across tﬁ; four levels for the Stéte/Speciall
Facility pﬂﬂulation and compares theSe distributions with those for the Basic
Survey population. Section IV providég'a summaﬁg of major findings of theg
exploratory sﬁudy as they relate to the State/Special Facility Substudy".

4




.  II. DESCRIPTION OF IEP LEVELS

-

L

Level 1 IEP:" fncamplete Infafﬁatlon Document

%
The d1st1ngu1sh1ng feature of a Level 1 IEP was ‘that, even when the most :
generous assumptlons are made,.lt d1d not include the information reﬂu1red by

' Section 602 of the Educatlon for "all Handlcapped Children Aet of 1975 (P.L

94-12;2) v ~ , T, T ‘

Hore spec1f1¢311y, EFLeveI 1l, or IQcomplete Informatlon, IEP did not ~
include one or more of the following: '

"(1) "Some statement-Lthat indicates at least the general nature 'of an

.educational heed. * -

—

".(3) .An annual goal (or”a, statement that could be interpreted as repre-

. . . -
senting- an an%Pal goal). ) ) ) -,

(3) A short-term db]ectlve (or a statement that’ could be 1nterpreted as .

representing a short-term obJectlve) v

(4) Some indication of (a) the beginning date of service; (b) the anti-
cipated duration of serv1ce, or, (c) in 11eu Qf e1ther "a" or "b,"
the, extent to which the- student would participate in the regular :
education program. (Any date, even the date the IEP.was prepared,
-date of committee meeting, or 3 date with no ihdication of its,
lntent satisfied the requ1rements for part "a. An end-of-service
date, a proposed IEP Feview date, or~simply a notatioe on the fqrm
that the goals are "annual"” goals satisfied the requirements of part
"b." A statement fhat the IEP was, for'exaﬁplqs fdr the 1977-718 .,
$chool year satisfied the . requ1remente‘of both "a" and "b." Eithee

the prbportlon of time or agount of t1me that the student’ was ex-

§ Rected to spend in the regular educag;on program [or in the spec1al

educabion settrag] met the requirements of part. ™)
1 ~ H . L] . \' -y

R : x .

- . +
L

The Act states that a hang1capped child's IEP ‘shall 1nchude "(A) a state-~
ment of the present levels of educati®mal performance .of such chil¥, (B) a
" statement of annual gdals, 1nc1ud1ng short-term 1nstruct{ona1 obJectlves, (c)
_a statement of the specific educational services to be prov1ded to suth child,
" and the extent to which’ guch cHild wllf be able to participate in regular
“educational. programs, (D) the pro ected date for initiation and anticipated-
duration of'ﬁuch services, "and (E apbroprlate objective criteria and evaluas
tion procedures and schedules for determlnfng, on at least.an annual b351s,
whether instructional obJectlves are being achieved.” P N :

G.4




B. Level 2 IEP: Minimally Informat1ve Document ‘

The d15t1ngu1sh1ng feature of a Level 2, or Hiniwally .Informative, IEP
"' was that }t d1d, when generous assumptions-were made, conta1n most? of the~
data mandatEdﬁty Section 602 of the Act., However, a Level 2 IEP (1) conta1ned :
littlp if any pertinent data that were ‘not. specifically wmandated,a(2) only
mar:-ginalfy preéentgil the -mandated data, and .(3) may .or may not have been

‘integgglly consistent. . " ) . . \

- ) v
H | N - . ) - ’ . T .
. f:Levei 3 IEP: Informative and Internally Consistent Docuffent

-+

L A Levei 3, or Informatlve and Internally Consistent, IEB-exceeded a .

-

Level 2 document 1n that it (1) requlqiL.Fwer assumpt1ons to be made regard-

' ing the 1nc1us1on of th# data mandated by Sect1on 602 of the Act, (2) contained
a limited amountcof critical but not mandated imformation, and (3) maintained
some,degrEe of internal consistency. . , s

- Hore specifically, a Level 3 IEPfcontained . . oo
!
- (1) A more prec1se statement of beg1nn1ng date and duratlon of . serv1ce{.'

(2) Hore than one short-term objective for more %hhn half of * the academic/

funct1ona1 areas for wh1c§h*hnua1 goals were 1nc1uded.
ﬁ3) A space for parental approval of .the IEP and a 11st1ng of the par-
‘ ticipants in the IEP prccess; or, in lieu-of ode of thesé require-
ments, a 115t1ng of theépersonnel responsible for providing the
special education serv1ces '

(4) At least one 1nstance of a short-term obJectlve that related to an

-

annual goal that related to an area of indicated need.

o
-
:\

. * ' 4 . . -
Level 4 IEP: Exceptionally Informative and Internally Consistent "Document

+ A Level 4, or Exceptionally Informative and Internally Consistent, IEP
exceeded-a Level 3 IEP in that it (1) ained additional important but not

: - - . . ’, ¢ . .
mandated information, (2) maintained a "higher level of internal consistency,
il 4 .

5 - ! -

-]

2 While the Act requires the inclusion of the beginning date of service,

. the anticipated duration of service, and the dxtent to which the student would
‘participate in the regular education program, a Level 2 IEP might fail to
.include’ one of these three items of information. Also, the Act requires
criteria, précedures, and schedules for evaluating the short-term objectives.
These ‘items of information were reduired for a Level 2 IEP only tb the extent'
that they were 1mp11ed in, the short-term obJect1ves. . .

- A
-

+




.

’ .

(3) contained more complete evalnation'criteria for evaluating the short~term
objectives, and (4) contained a certain minimum number of short-term objectives.
More specifically, a Level 4 IEP contained: . ) .

'_(1) The student's age and grade level; or, in lieu of one of these, the
.rdtionale for the student’s placement. R
(2) At least one annual goal and one short-term sbjective for more than
50 percent of the academ1c/funct1bna1 areas where a need was
indicated. - , SR - _ éa
(3) More than one .short-term objeitrve for more than 90 percent of the
academlc/functlonal areas for which annuzl goals wgre 1nc1uded.
: Evaluatlon criteria for at 1east 25 percent of the short'term

objectives. : . . e W

[ )

LAt least two short-term objectives per month of .full-time equiva-

lency of special education. (See Appendix G of Volume III.)
. . -

.

I11. INFDRHATIVENESS/IN?ERNAL CONSISTENCY LE&ELS OF
IEPs FOR THE STATE/SPECIAL FACTLITY POPULATION

The distribution of State/Speclal Facility IEPs over the four’ 1nformat1ve-
ness/fhternal con51stency levels was as portrayed in Flgure G. 1. As is indi-.
cated, the maJorlty (?4 percent) of the IEPs fell into the Level 2 and Level 3
categories; that i¥, they included the more critical information mandated by
the Act, but could not be consi&ered exceptionallg informative and internallp
consistedt documents. &\This would appear to reflect a stroné tendency to
follow the letter of the law C .

The only 1nformat1veness/1nterna1 qonsistency levels for wblch there were
significant djfferences in the percents of IEPs- for the State/Speelal Facility '
and Basic Survey populations were Levels 2 and 3. There were mote Level.2-
IEPs for students in.state/speciaf facilities (32 percent) than in the Basic
Survey popilation (36 percent), There were more Level 3 IEPs for 'students in
‘the Basic Survey population (35 percent) than for the.State/Special Facility
population “(22 percent). Looking across these two levels, the percents are
about the same (74 percent in the Basic'Survey population and 72 percent in

’”

the 5tate/Spec1a1 Fac111ty population). - . .
' analysis of why &tate/Special Facility IEPs failad to’reach the next .
highe

I3

r level indicated the following: :

G.6




Lgvel 1 «
(217)

&

v .
T .

Figure G.1. Distribdtiob of Stabe[§gecial Facility IEPs Over the Four Levels.!
3 . S ", - . :

v ' .
. ~ L]

o

. " © .
1 Standard. errors are: Level 1, 5.7; Level 2,°5.8; Level 3, 3.6; Level 4,

Pl

approximately 3.4. I - LN .

¢

Q
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. (a) _Level I IEPs “failed to meet Jevel 2 criteria primarily in_that:

-~ &3 percent did not include present-level-of-functioning
Ainformation.

=~ 38 percent did not include short-term objectives.
-~ /rg}wpercent did not' include at least two of the following:

-

-

(1). Beginning date of service.
'(2) -Anticipated duration of service.
(3)“'Propo;£ion of time in regular programs.
Level*?dIEPs failed to méet Level 3 criteria primarily in that:
-~ %?,percent failed to igcludq at least two short-term objectives
for more than 50 percent qk the academic/functional areas for
which annual }oalvwas listed. -
-~ « 58 percent failed- to incliude at least two of the following:
. (1). ersonnel responsible for services.
Py
) '(35 Space for parental approval.

articipantg in the IEP process.
37 percent failed to include at least two of the following:
(1) Beginning date of service. '

(2) . -Anticipated duration of service.

(3) Proportion of time in reghlar programs. ’
Level 3 IEPs failed to meet Level 4 criteria primarily in that:

== .30 percent failed "to include goals and ijectives for mpre than.

. I
50 percent of the academic/functional areas where a need was

L4 H

indicated.
_ 58 percent failed to include at least two short-term objectives
fo; more than 90 percent of the academic/ﬁunct{onal areas for
which an annual goal was listed. ’ ‘
4] percent, failed to provide evaluation. criteria for evaluéting
at least 25 percent of the shortiterm objectives.
59 percent failed, to includeﬁ least two of the following:
(1) Student's age.
(2) Student's grade level.
(3) Rationale for placement,

2?~§;rcent did not include the required number of short~term

bbjectives. . . ..

-




&
' ¢ )

Perhaps the simplest approach to sumrarizing the major pbtential areas
for improvementlin the State/Special Facility IEPs, based on ehe analyses

p discussed in this appendix, is to note the six¥’ major conditions that prevent
’ 95 percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs from being considered e%xcep=
tionally informative and internally~consistent documents. Following is a
brief discussion of, these conditiens, which in total were similar to the
_conditions causing major concerns in the Basic Survey population. -

{a) A major determlnant of the types of information entered in IEPs was
the IEP format, As ‘was portrayed in Figure G.1, 95 percent of the
State/Special Facility IEPs failed to.include some information
‘considered desirable for an exceptionally informativé and internally
consistent IEP (e.g., ench information as present level of perfot-_
mance, annnal goals,; short-term objectives, beginning date of §er;ice;
anticipated duraeion of service, percent of time in regular program,
and persdﬁnel responsible for services. As for the Basic Survey,
population, in 2 major portion %perhaps 96 percent) of these cases,
based on data froﬁ Chapter 4, the State/ Special Facility IEP format
did .not include a heading requesting the information. In summanﬁ
the IEP fotmat is a powerful determinant of provi@ed information.

;n 60 percent of the State/Special Facility,IEPs, evaluation critéria
were provided for fewer than 25 percent d?‘?he short-term objectives ®
In only 51 percent of the IEPe were evaluation criteria included for -
“at least 50 percent of the objectives. These data indicated that
the lack of completemess of short-temm obJectlve statements was a
major shortcomx&g of IEPs
Forty-eight percent of SﬁatefSpeCLal Fac111ty IEPs failed to include
annual goals anrd short-term objectives for more’ than 50 percent of
the academic/functional areas where a special education need was
indicated. While it would be expected that some needs would not
necessarlly be addressed because of priority needs in other areas,
provision of specxal education services in no more than half of the
areag of Lndicategugeed appearee eo represent a deficiency either in
cpe I%Ps or in the services actually. provided.

Forty-gseven percent of the IEPs did not include at.least two short-

tarm objeetives Per month of fuli:time equivalency Gihipesigk Juca-
b

tion. {See Appendix G of Volume III.) whi}e there iS no need or’
- 4 . % L] o ) * ’h“ - ’
. 23;3t) .
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v -

requirement for IEPs to include massive numbers of short-term objec-
tives, almost half of the iéPs had "sucgh a2 spall number of objectivegs
{in relationship to duratior of time covered and proportion of time
that the student will be served) that appropriate "benchmarks'" for
meeting the annual gbg}s could not be considered to be in¢luded.
Thirty-three percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs did not.
provide evidence of a thoroﬁgh evaluation of pregent level of func-
“tioning {as evidenced by the inclusion of suppoFEing 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 educati:q'was found not to be needed). ' '
Twedty-six percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs did not list
at leastAWo short-term objectives for at least 50 percent of the
academic/ fuactional areas where an annual goal was listed. This
was another indication that a sufficient numbér of short-term'objéc-

tives often was not provided. '

IV. SUMMARY

Pl

+

Tﬂis appendix dealt{with the overall informativeness and internal consis-”
tency of, State/Special Facility IEPs. Four categories or levels of IEPs were
established to conduct an Exploratory inveétigation“of informativeness and
1nterna1 consistency. . .

é While only five percent of the State/Spec1a1 Facility IEPs could be con-
sidered excepp}onally informative and 1nterna11y-con51stent documents under
the criteria used in these analyses, 79 éercent generally met most of the
requirement; of the Act. All of the IEPs met at ledst part of the require-
ments of the Act. b ' ’ ' - ‘

The only ipfo;ﬁativehess/interhal consistency levels .for which there é;re
significant‘d{ffqrences in the percents of IEPs for the State/Special Facility
and Basic Survey populations were Levels 2 and 3 IEPs. There were more Level 2

) IE%E for students in state/special Tacildties than in the Basic Survey popula-
,tion, and there were more Level 3 IEPs for students in the Basic -Survey popu-

lation than for the State/Spec1a1 Facility populatlon Looklng across these

~LWo levels, the percents sere about the same in the State/Spec1a1 Fac111ty and

Basic Survey popul3tions.

L]




The major potentiJI areas for improvement “in State/Special Facility IEPs,

based on the analyses discussed.in thlS chapter, were;-.

¢

a) Inclusion of headings Ln\_ge IEP format under which to enter mandated

.
information (e.g., beglnnlng date of service, proposed duratlon of

t

serv1ce)4
Inclugion of headings }n the IEP format under vwhich to enter nénman-
dated but égpprtant information (e.g., age, grade level,_rationaie
for placement, parental-approval, personnel responsible for services)
participants in the IEP process). -
Inclusion of criteria for evaluatldﬁushort-term objectives (elther
by wrltlné the obJectlves in medsprable terms or by including the
'evélpation criteria elsewhere in the IEP).
Provision af annual goals and short-term objectives for a larger
proportidn of the areas. where needs are indicated. '_
Inclusion of sugficienﬁ number of short-term objectives to prov%de
approp:iafe_"benchmarks" of progress togard'ﬁeeting the annual
goals. N 4
f) Provision of more complete$information regarding present level of
fugetioning. .
These areas, in total, are very similar to those requiring improvement in

the Ba31c Survey populatxon ’ . '
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Appendix H

. Deseription’ of Reporting Variables

This appendix definee the reporting- variables and groups for the State/

Specfal Facilities Substudy. All reported numbers refer to sample sizes.

+

A. Nature and Severity of Student Handicapping Cpndition ) #

The handicapping cdndition(s) for each' child wis specified by the child's

teachen.‘ The teacher could sbecify one. or more of eigﬁ; types of handicaps
(mentally retarded, }earning disabied, emotionally disturbed, speéch impaired,
deaf and hard of hearing, visually bandicapped, orthopédically impaired and
other) for each child. Also, the teacher was asked to assign one of three
severlty levels (mild, moderate, severe) to each of the specified conditions.
- - Using these data reported by teachers, RTI assrﬁled those children for
" whom more than one. condition was noted tq a "multiple conditjons” catggory.
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 d;signated as a "severe” multiple
condition; a "moderate" learning disability combined wlth a modgrate" visual
handicap would be designated.ag-a "moderate” multiple condition.
' As a3 result, each of the 550 students in the sample was aSSLgned to one
of the following nipe "nature-of-handicapping- condition"” categorles and one of
the following three "geverlty of-handicapping- qondltxon" levels: f

1) Nature of Handicapping Condition

a), Ment81lly retarded (n = 71).

.b) Learning disabled (n = 21). "
c). Emotionally disturbed (n = 40).

d)‘ Speech impaired (n = 13).
e) Deaf and hard of ‘hearing (n = 39).
£) Grthopedlcally impaired (n = 14).
g) Visually handicapped (n = 13).
h) Other health impaired (n = 34).

. 1)  Hultiple conditions (n = 305).

-




N

Severity of Han&icap‘ping Condition
a) Hild (a = 63). -
b) HModerate (n = 157). .
¢)  Jevere (n = 330).

El

- -

B. Student Age Levels: 3-5, 6-12, 13-15, and 16-21
" Teachers specified the age, as of 1 December 1978, of each/student in the

‘sample. The following four broad.age groupings were formed:’ e T

1) 3.5 years (o = 72). T ‘ !

2) 6-12 years (n = 168).

©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 high school, and senmior high school students,

respectively. "
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