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ce " CHAPTER ONE. - OVERVIEW
- A . . ° . ‘ . /
" INTROQUCTION. . - . )
, . . . 7 \ R " . ’ .- . ’ ' N -
. ( . The project on-Vocational Education Models for Linking Agencies

,Serv\ng the Hand]capped is 6es1gned to ass1st the States to meet the
vocat1pna1 needs of students at the secondary, posﬁsecondary and adu]t
¢ levels. The progect is concerned,w1th the ‘components of- interagency”
* Tlinkages which are neceSsary to ensure access1b1]1ty and dé$1very of !
v supportive services .to hand1capped people-in vocat1ona1 education. '

/™ - ) ‘ Effective coo erat1on between and amongr agenc1es at the state Tevel’

is somewhat diffic 1t w1thout federal cooperat1on» As a result of -
- . ongoing col laborative act1v1t1es between éhe U.s. Office of Education and ™
\ ) © ' the Rehab111tat1on Serv1ces Adm1n1strat1on, JOIRt meet1ng of state
‘ d1rectors of special educat1on and vecational rehab111tat1on was held °

¢ in late 1977. Based on the recommenda;1ons,of this grouo, the Rehab111ta-
tjon Services Administration and the U.S. Office GT‘Education began to
. . _take @ strong and act1ve role in cooperative programm1ng efforts * The
— i ’4\\Bureau_of Occupat}onaI and Adu]f’Educa$1on began an active Jeadership
' ' role in cooperat1on with tﬂe Bureau for the Education of th Hand1capped -

An .0E/RSA Interagency\Task Force was formedswhich included agency
"personne1 and representat1ves from the National Association of State

D1rectors of Vocat1ona1 Educat1on, National Association of-Stafe D1rectors

»

of SpeC1a1 Educat1on, and C0unc11 for State Adm1n1strators of Vocational
Rehap111tat1on As, a resu?t the Comm1ss1oner of Educatior published
<« xac e < << the<foklowd Bg <potdce in<khe «Federak «Reg;rsten oR =<Monday§ fSepLemben 25, 1978 ,

Voo (Vo]ume 43, Number 186) : o© o , . ;
r o _ An appropr1ate comprehens1ve vocational education will
- ‘be ava?Tab1e and access1b1e to every handicapped person.

A Jo1nt memorandum of 1nformat1on and Understanding om 1nteragency ;‘
- Tinking was sent out on: Noember 21, 1978 under the Signatures of the '
¢ - ., Commissioners of Education and Rehab1}1bat1on Serv1ces Adm1n1strat1on
i This was,folféwed by a national workshop (February 1-2, 1979) addressing

the need for .a process model for estab11sh1ng cogpérative agreements RN

to serve secondary school .students. - oo
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- The proJect on ‘Vocational Edhcat1on Models for L1nk1ng Agenc1es
oServ1ng the Hand1capped’1s one of the nextwsteps in the continuing deyelop-
ment of 1nteragency Tinkages. An add1t1ona\ aspect: of th1s project is
)the inclusion of counse11ng and gu1dance which is cruc1a1 at the -local
level for meeting the needs of hand1capped students. Five major chacges °
describe the purpose of this project: ' - ’i\\;; - "
1. " To 1dent1fy.and descnqbe federal programs,:their -

re1at1onsh1ps, and their responsibilities to the
. states, for sewving handicapped individuals

1

2. To report on the: present status of state-level.

agencies, interagency linkages and agreements, and .
theiy responsibilities for serv1ng hand1capped
people. :

-~ 3. o deve]op mode]s for estab11sh1ng cooperative
' agreements in at 1east three states

4, To proV1de technlca1 assistance to three states‘
in implem€nting such models,

-

5. To developrand disseminate 3 resource manual and °.\'
—-a handbook to ?ppropr1ate state-level personnal. . -

-

<

PrOJect staff have made cons1dera51e progress toward 1dent1fy1ng

the present status of linkages in the States. A review of project
aet1u1tes for the- preceedwng nine months follows.

. .
. ~
/ . 8o .
- . < . -
. .

MAJOR ACT@VIIIESNAND ACCOMPLfﬁhMEN%S g
« At the beg1nn1ng of the prOJect flve ex- q§f1c1o «consul tants ‘were

selected by their respect1ve Bureaus to work with prOJect staff on idewm-

t1fy1hg 11nkages at the federal 1eve1 and to assist the proJect as.needed .

" These consultants, represented the fo11OW1hg agenc1es Bureau of 0ccupa-

“tional and Adult Education, National Inst1tute of Educatign, Rengbilitation

Servi Adm1n1strat1on Bureau of Educat1on of the Handicapped and the ;.
Guidance and. Counse11ng Brangh of the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary '
Educat1on\ 0rgan1zaé1qna1 representat1ves were a1so prOV1ded by the- .
, 'Council of State Adm1n1strators of Vocatiomal Rehab111tat1on; Nat1ona1 ..
AssoC1at1on of State Directors of Special Educat1on, Nner1ca% Personne1 & .

and Gu1dande Assoc1at1on and the Nat1ona1 Assoc1atﬁon of State D1rettors ' ‘

-«

of Vocat1ona1 Educat1on

\' *




' One of the*first tasks of the.prpject staff-was to make site visits

.- 'to several federal .agencies to identify formal and informal 11nkages - .
which ex1st at that level’ The 1nd1v1dua4”s ment1oned above he]ped in ’ .
arrang1ng interviews tq\co]]ect this 1nformat1on As a result of the - L

site v1s1ts, a Resource Manual was deve]eped in draft, form for eva1uat1on,

0 v Y

" .and is current]y being finalized. . . ’ . s
9 - , - & . . 4 - - ’
. U ‘ ' ¥
. State Partictipation . e, . \
oo Each state, territory, and the,District of. Columbia was-invited to "

participate in $he project by conducting an interagency team meeting
The person represent1n§/y6cat1ona1 spec1a1 needsw1n each state was’ asked
to chair the meeting: T.0ther agencies ‘which were to dart1c1pate 1nc1uded
sbecia] education, counseﬂ1ng and guidance ‘and ‘rehabilitation. This growp
o of four team members (and others which states chose_to include) met to _
N comp]ete a Lfnkage WOrksheet Packet and.to evaluate the draft of the ¢ i
. ;Resource Manual. Th1rty f1ve groups participated by ho]dlng local nfeetings.
These Teams also provided progect staff with materials and publications
«re]ated to their 1nteragency 11nkage activities. Copies of the worksheets:
wh1ch were used to.collect 1nformat1on on existing state 1nteragency
11nkages can be ﬁgund in Appendix A. Chapters II and III summarize the .
' 1nformat1on which -was prov1ded by the Teams ‘

) .
- B . N ' E . —

Advisory Committee Input

- ' A ) : )

. “ : . ,
) _The projgct Advisory Committee inqgggzs five ex-officio. members E
m.,‘<.*‘p<<.4xxwesent1ngduuafeden&lrmreausqxuﬂuca ingciadtmasgwg QDWQQ%,Q J1“4<;<4a°¢<<

project contract Representat1ves from the national organ1zat1ons
mentioned above are members of the Committee, as dre seventeen other T4
- persons from d;sc1p11nes affected by linkages. A ldst &f Advisory
3 Comm1ttee members can be found in Appendix B.
) Th}é”tbmm1ttee represents a wealth of experience and expert1se ’ . -
}re1ated to cooperatiwe agheements. An Advisory Committee meet1ng was )
held in Apr11 1980, to tap this expertise. Members were asked for their
'1hput on 1ssues re1ated to federa], state and 1oca1 11nkages They were .
also asked for feedback on the Resource Manua] draft. F1na11y, they oo~

. . . - . 5
)
L

-

~J
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reviewed the Technical Assistance Interést Checklists submitted by the
three Model States. A summary of the Advisory Committee members '
comments can. be found in Appendix C.

L]
v

Model State Selection
A and \

Theﬁgfoject contract calls for the selection of at.least three
_-States to serve as models in developing 1inKage §gstems. Each Model State
is to be responsib]e for designing a'p]an to enhahce cooperation among

. agencies Projects:staff are to provide technical as$istance over a nine

‘month per1od to implement the statgsL plans.
A descr1pt1on of the Model State component of the proJect was in-
c1uded as part of the worksheet packet used during the Team meet1ngs
Teams were encouraged to complete the Techn1ca1 Assistancé Interejt Check-
list 1f they wished to participate as a Model §tate
W1th the approva1 of the project off1cer three states were se1ected
40 serve as Model States 1n the proyect These- states are Mary]and
New aersey and Virginia: - The team 1eader of each of the three states .
is listed below: - .
Ruth Brown . ) ’ . - ~ :
Specialist in Programs and Servites ’

for Spec1a1 Needs Students e
Maryland State Department of Education

Division of Vocational-Technical Education v .

% 200 1. Baltimore Street . Loy .

Ba1t1more, 201 . ! e

irector, Bureau of Spec1a1 Programs S “

225 W. State Street .. '
.+ 7 Trenton, NJ 08625 < SRS

Vance Horne . - . ,
Supervisor ) -
Disadvantaged and Handicapped Projects - S ’
State Department of Education . . ‘
P.0. Box 6Q ) . . . . ,
R1chmond VA 23216 '

a
ry
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"Model Plan Goal - ) :

-

The ultimate goal of the MBde] State's plans is to méet,theivocationa1' e
education needs of handicapped students. The linking of égencieé is not
the projecf's-mafh objective; it is only one of the means recommended
to help state ageﬁgies reach the ultimate goal withoutsduplication of

services.
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~ CHAPTER TWO - SUMMARY OF GROUP CONSENSUS WORKSHEETS /.

INTRODUCTION ' : - S . .
. : L A .
Dur1ng the state team\meet1ngs ment?oned 1n Chapter Ohg, part1c1pants
were asked to respond to five worksheets. WOrksheets [ and.V were
des1gned for individual reactions; worksheets 11, III and IV for group
consensus. Those Teams 1nterested in part1c1pat1ng further with.the ' ’
project as Model States were asked to complete an add1t1ona1 worksheet,
the "Technical Assistance Interest Checklist". . - ,
Project ~staff mailed ackets to bg used dur1ng the Team meetings
' to 50 states, 6 terr1itr1es and to the D1str1ct()fCo1umb3a. The packets

contained detailed instructions, copies of the five worksheets and the

1 >
\

, checklist. A list of materials which the states cou1d send to the staff =
as resources on current linkage agremenets wasfa1so included. Thirty-
five of the 57 Teams returned worksheets and/or linkage agreement:
materials. Th1rty four states completed pne or more of the five work-
sheets, with 23 Teams comp]et1ng a1l of the worksheets contained in
the, packet. - e . Dy
R Where possible, proJect staff used all the worksheets returned by
the 34 Teams.+ A “few worksheets could not be used because they were )
_only partially completed. One Team attached a'note ekplaining that \ L
stheir, failure td comp]ete a part1cu1§r worksheet was E e to an inability o
\ . . to reach a group consensus . Other Teams.-hoted that, having.recently
« initiated linkage agreements, they were not yet able to’draW‘conc1usions
on the ‘impact these agreements would have in their states
*This chapter .focuses on those responses which were gained through >
group .collaboration, decuss1on,and consensus. In order to obtain a
sense of the overall status of linkage activities throughout the nat1on‘\

prOJect staff have compiled the responses on the group conseasus rk-
sheets and” have summarized their content below. . E *

-

d ~ . LY s
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WORKSHEET '11 ‘ R
v N »” . . . * N

On Worksheet II, Team members were asked to,rank eight factors. By,

assigning the ‘number one (1) to the factofr most ‘affected through eight (8)

to the factor 1east affected Teams indicated the re]at1ve impact they

‘felt each factor has on the ,success of’ 11nkage effOrts Twenty nine

‘ Teams returned usable cop1es of the1r consensus on Norksheet II..

As 1nd1cated on Chart A . the ranks given each factor by each Team
were added together These sums were then ordered from smaL]eSt to
largest to show rank order ref]ecting the Jjudgments of all of the~partfc-
ip#ting Teams. The summed rank ordennis as follows: -

1) Mutual needs T
2) Simi]ar’goa1s; :
, 3) Service oopu1ations : e \ -
- 4) Mandates ‘ ‘ \ .
"5) Comp]1mentary'resources ;
6) Ffsca} conservation . . ,
) 7) Serv1ce accountab111ty ‘. . i )
- 8) Loca11ty ‘

The Friedfan test wés used to determ1ne the re11ab111ty of the ranking,
and a s1gn1f1cance -level was,estab11shed at a = .05. Thes overall Friedman
test’ stat1st1c of 16.01 was‘s1gn1f1cant p. .05, Friedman post-hoc
confidence intervals were s1gn1f1cant (p  .05) for ranks 1 and 75 1 and
8 8 and 2% 8 and 3 8 and, 4 and 8 dand 5.* ‘

® It is interesting to note that "Mutual Needs" was ranked as the most -
igportant fattor overall. Th1sgmay indicate-a grow1ng recogn1t1on of the
value df lTinkage agreements' in contendjng with such issues as budget
constraints, increased client loads, agd new rules and reguiations.

Th ;e seemed to be-the strongest agreement among State Teams that
"Loca]i y" is the"least important factor 1n providing ippetus for 11nkages
The Fr1edman post -hoc tests results show a s1gn1f1cant difference between

goals, serv1ce popu]at1ons, mandates, and complimentary resources ’

the ranks of 1tems 1 through 5, and 1oca11ty, 1tem 8. Thus nutua] needs,
similar

)
*Note: Thanks are extended to Ji11_K.s Berry for her assistance 1n the
stat1st cal analysis of worksheets IT and IV
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T - Des1re to do something on the part of people .

~ . .o ~ ‘~'/

.

were all seen as re1at1ve1y more essent1a1 factbrs in estab11sh1ng ;
cooperative agreements SR )

! When rev1ew1ng these resu]ts two’ exp]anat1ons can be suggested
First, 1oca11ty may not be cons1dered critical when deve]op1ng linkages
since such concerns as the needs of c11ents and 1dent1f1cat1on “of appro-.
priate™ serv1ces Seem more press1ng -Howrver, research has shown (Tarr1er,
19785 Baumhe1mer, 1976) that 1ocat10n is' indeed an 1mportant factor in
estab11sh1ng and ma1nta1njng formdal and 1nforma1 11nkages This could
1nd1cate that 1oca11ty may deserve greater emphasis by stdte 1eaders .-
when deve]op1ng pngrams on the 1oca1 Tevel. -

Afother 1nterest1ng aSpect of the results is the final rank of’
"Handates" Twalve Teams chose mandates as their first or second ranked
factor Seven.Team$ se1ected "Mandates" as their seventh or eighth factor.
Th1s seemed to 1nd1Cate a definite difference of opinion among the State
Teams as to the impact ‘that mandates have on 1mp1ement1ng 1inkages.

WOrksheet Ib allowed State Teams to spec1fy an additional item if
they w1shed These items were not 1nc1uded in the summed ranking

descrﬁbed above, and therefore are 11sted be]ow

- Interagency\deve1obment of de1%very system of services
of vocational educat1on programs for hand1capped

- Leadership and comm1tment
-"High-level administirative support
-.Personalities

. - Fiscal " .

. ¥ !
- Commitment . P

e . ) . % 4 .
- Incentive funding \ , Lot

® ~ I ‘m4 2
WORKSHEET III. . . . - e;j' ..
. . . )

Norksheet IIT asked open- ended quest1ons about issues affect1ng "

1inkage The State Teams were asked to discuss these quest1ons and arrive
\/

at a genera] consensus Such concerns as what administrative structure

best fac11ntates linkage, the merits of 1nforma1 and formal agreements,

[ ’ . A -y

> 10'




and the\ans\;f advocacy groups in the linkage process were raised. Project
staff reviewe the responses made by the states and have developed summary

Below-are listed these summarized responses by topic areas.

\

statemesnts.

~

¢

Administrative Structure

.

.

The State Teans responses indicated that the administrative strueture
which best fac111tates linkage is one in which the oooperat1ng agencies
meet together as equals. The Linkage organization shou]d be open and
flexibTe, have autonomy to make decisions, and meet in a convenient

Tocation. ) .

Staff Positions
) o~

The sta¥es vere questioned as to what stéff positions in each agency
were most critical for successful. 1inkages.
Severa]éeamsggeheve that the p®rtici-

pation of decision-makers who cdn commit resources is most critical.

by the State Teams were divided.

The responses to this question

-

»

Other Teams commented that the direct service providers who would be imple-
menting the Tinkage agreement are most essential.
j . : ’53
Formal and Informal Linkages .

Pl

The Teams responded to the question of the relative merjts of formal
and informal’1inkage agreements by genera]]y stat1ng that formal agreements
.are 1mportant in spelling out respons1b111t1es of each agency, tn estab— .
A1l of these
factors assist in imp]ehenting and evaluating the tinkage agreement as
The Teams believe that
1nforma1 agreéments allow more f]ex1b111ty for implementing 11nkage'

Tishing guidelines, and in ensuring greater continuity.
well as setting additional policies and procedures.

act1v1t1es. 8

. [}
i
4 . f

"+ Coordination Concerns Betwqfn Agencies \
e <.
In responding to the question about the effects of prior coordination
attempts between programs, the Teams generally indicated that past




- / °
exper1ences which were pos1t1ve could estab11sh a good feeling about Tinkage

{ efforts and build rapport for future cooperat1ve agreements. The Teams y
responded that negative or ineffective linkage agreements. usually hinder
these efforts. Another 1ssue ment1oned by theTeams is the difficulty in
dimplementing 11nhages when there are changes in administration. ) “ .

hY

b3
% .

‘Advocacy and/or A‘dufsory Groups . - . T

The - Teams responded with two d1ffer1ng appnoaches to the quest1on about
how advocaCy angd/or advisory groups can best be utilized. Some Teams
“believe the groups' main role is . in deve]op1ng linkages; other Teams

. think the otgan1zat1ons most va]uab]e roles aré in implementing linkage
agreements The Teams agreed that advocacy and advisory groups are an
1mportant element in the-11nkage process. They can contr1bute information
on consggpr needs, act .as a check to insure agreenents are fulfilled,

« e$tablish a good pub11c image for cooperat1on, and lobby for further -

resources.
The Teams did, hpwever caution that advocacy and/or advisory groups’
‘—*—may~ﬁotvbe—fu++y—awarErof—laws—and;%mm#tat*ons—*r—agencmes———?hey—may—need——————————-

education in these areas in order tdimore fully understand the role ,of

each agency in the cooperat1ve 11nkage agreement ».

s Intermal "Political" Isiues *

' P PN
o v N

-

. When. the states responded to the question-of what internal political
_issues are affected by linkage efforts, they'mentioned the following
- concerns most frequently: _ _ ) ' |
o , RS

P a) Turfmanship ~ . . ' .

%

w27 b) Autonomy of agencies ’ ’
gﬂ;. ¢) Mandates (State - Federa])
» - .d) Elitism
e) Contro] of‘program X o _ .

. Other areas which were rafsed include work overloads on existing staff, <
* confused loyalties, competition for funding, attitudes among agencies




M t . . ['/ - .. .
< / '
cooperating, and clarity of job descr1pt1oFs s duplication’.of effort is
reduced through agreements. il ﬁ N \ "
- ' ‘ ’ ' . "1['
r ’ : F o
Role of Legtslatwe Committees }‘ b

!

¢

T . O?era11 the states did not see th;t approval by a legislative comm1ttee
is essenttauftu*tarry1ng out linkages. 3 It would be necessary only if the
linkage agreement required changes in exlst1ng 1eg1s1at1on or if the
agreement called for Jo1nt funding or creat1on of a new pos1t1on If
these matters did arise, the agency heads 1nvo1ved would handle suth
matters through’ appropr1ate.board\or agency channe]s‘

.(_. . s . J.f

N -

- . Advantages to Consumdrs from Linkage Activities
. . . T - . -

" Generally the Teamss1isted thesfo11owing advantages for handi-
capped vocational education students wh1ch\resu1t from 11nkage activities:

i ":ﬂk

Ao . -

a) Inproved de11very of serv1ces R
b) Coord1nat1on of services at the local education agency

level resulting in more approptriate tra1n1ng, counse]1ng,

and, improvement in job_placément i
. oo c) Broader input to students IEPs (" .
'ﬁgé d) Better cooperat1on *among agencies to expand .
*consumer opportunities. .-t -
. / ) ' ) . : B N -
Advantages to Direct Service Staff’ . o ‘
N a - ) R . .

Linkage agreements result in advantages for direct service staff,.
in the opinion ‘of the Teams. These advantages are listed helow:

a) Better trans1t1on of students into othen agencies,

. b) Greater awareness of other agen€1es ro]es, . a ;
commitments, problems and sqlutions SR s
,€) Less duplication of effort : ) '
d) More'specific job responsibilities . ' - -
- e) More efficient use of funds . o
i f) Enhanced staff awareness concern1ng linkages
" g) Improved(re]at1onsh1ps among agencies.

- ’ | — ‘

-
LY *
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WORKSHEET IV

‘ Advantagesfto-Admiﬁistrative Staff
E : . .- : =

Jhe Teams f?equent]y mentioned the following advantages for adm1n1s-
trators resulting frmn-13nkagg act1r1t1es AR -,

, L

Better communication among agencies .
Less need for turf protect1on

Enhanced aWareness of handicapped 1earners

and of the resdurces dvailable

Increased ability to meet State p]an
requirements : -

Greater awareness of policies, guidelines,
and constraints of other agencies.

< [

.
. R e ety

Worksheet IV dealt with several speciﬁic facets of, vocational education
for handicapped persons. Based on the]r genera] exper1ences with Tinkage

P

act1v1t1es in their State, Team members wére asked ta est1mate whether

*————————————ﬁnnkages—hadwr¥haﬁﬂn~fnkavgreater«e#feetpen~these—£aeetsr—Jﬁunx;iask_wasq_~_"___._

to assign a numer1caJ rating between 1 and 5 to each item. A Tow number
*would denote a 1esser degree of change effected by Tinkage act1v1t1es,_
while a 4 or 5 would 1nd1cate a greater degree of change.

The outcomes of all the Team ratings can be seen on Chart B. It is

ainterestiné to note that 57.9% of the responses fell-in rating- -levels 4

and 5, whiTe only 12.7% of all* responses fell 1nto rat1ng 1evg1s 1 and 2.
A test was done to determine whether responses on each item were randomly
distributed. "Chi square ana]yS1s at the a = 01 level was performed,
suggesting that the items were nd!‘marked on a random basis. Together «
these facts seem to indicate that the part1c1pants 'saw 1inkage efforts as
having a_greater effect on these facets of vocatiqna] education for handi-

. capped persons. * -~

Chart B shows the numbers of,.Téams who selected each degree of effect

. for each facet. The number in each -cell of the chart was multiplied by
" the degree of -effect. A weighted score was obtajned by adding the multiples

from each cell. ~ \

f."
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x CHART B -
. re -
\ .o L - SUMMARY OF WORKSHEET 1V ,
‘ STATE TEAMS' JUDGMENTS OM THE DEGREE
.. TO WHICH LINKAGE AGREEMENTS AFFECT
; . VARIOUS FACETS OF VOCATIONAL

EDUCATION OF HANDIGAPPED PERSONS -~

.y

’

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Degree of Effect . v
* Facets of Vocational \ (Lesser Degree) ' (Greatér Degree) Weighted _Rank
Education of Handicappel . ) ;. _Score
Persons ( . I A 2 3 4 5
a. Cost Effectiveness - N
(benefits of cooperatic.. 1 . 2 7/ 14 3 .97 '5.5
outweigh costs of parti- ) . |
cipating) R . B .
— 2 N
b. Domain Consensus 2 3 <% .13 » 6 ' 102 1
. . -
c. Recruitment 6. 4 12, 1 ~77 20
d. admssion ' ’ 10 12 1 60 | 21
e, :‘east Restrictive Envxronment/ 3 9 13 1 ¢ 90 13
lainstreaming
f. Vocational Assessment 4 6 15 -~ 2 | + 96 7
0 " o &
g. Vocational Counseling . 1 3 7 13 3 95 8
h. Vocational Training T 1 1 I 20 1 100 2
i. Job Placement * . ) "2 1 } : .18 .91 12
j. Followup - . 3 ¥ 10 10 1 gt |.18
s - D
k. Program Evaluation . ) 4 I -t 10 1 86 17 *
A — : ¥ -
1. Monitdring . 1. 10 14 N 1 93 9.5
. Pad . . . .
m. Prevocational Pgogramming b 8 14 \ 88 15
n. * Vocational »Programming 1. ) 7. 16 | 2 97 5.5
. . G B
0. Work Sampling 5 1 + 11 7 2 81 19
p! On-the-job Training , 1 . 2" > 10- 12 1 88 15
<! R . R
q. " Curriculum' Modification and , .
Development - . 1 2 . 7 14 27\ . E'Z u
v Y .
v :
r. 'Remedxal and Support 2 <5 16 3 98 4
Ser\vices_ ) » . » , R
i
s. Adapting Equipment and " R _ .
“Providing Special Aids - ! 6 14 37 93 95
r. Facility Accessibility 3 12 9 2 88 15
u. Communication with Community r: 8 12 .5 99 3
A ‘ - 3.
L - RS LI ’ / N ’
’ TOTAL: 14 52 161 ¢ 278 41
¢ ,
A L] ’ (
_ - VA N - )
Per Cent of Total 2.6% 9.5%} - 29.5% 50.9% 7.5%
C 3
. 15 . ~
\ . .
< L8 -
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The facets wereyranked according tq their weighted scores. The list =
“of the Teams' accumulative judgments about the degree to wh1ch each facet
is affected by linkages can be seen below. Facets are ]1sted from most to
least affected: ‘

4 : \
- 1) bomain Concensus '
2) .Vocational Training )
3) Communication with Community
4)-Remedial and Support Services ‘
5.5) Cost Effectiveness L I\
5.5) Vocational Programming ' )
7) Vocational Assessment . . o
8) Vocational Counseling y K ‘
9.5) Monitoring ' '
9.5) Adapt1ng Equ1pment and’ ProV1d1ng Special Aids
11) Curr1cu]um,Mod1f1cat1on and Development '
~ 12) Job Placement
- 13) Least Restrictive Environment/Mainstreaming o
A\ 15) Prevocational Programming' )
Y 5] 0n-the-Jjob Training :
) . 15) Facil¥ty Accessibility , -
17) Program Evaldation S
. _18) Follow-up, o : . e
' 19) work‘Sampling o e -
20) Recru1tment ' o >
21) Adm1331on ’Tf

It is important to keep-in mind that the Team members were asked to -
estimate the overall degree to which each facet was affected. by linkages.
Bach_facet was judged independently, not ranked relative to other facets.
The autbors have emN03en tg prsvide a weighted;score for each, and list the
facets according to these scores to illustrate what seemed to be some , .

.

anomalous results. . o SRR

It seems somewhat surpr1sfng thet foklow-up, recrudtment,uand admission
"were Judged to be affected ]ess by linkage ‘agreements. It might be

ant1c1pated that these facets wou]d e judged to be affected by linkage
act1v1t1es to a greater degree than the results suggest. On the other
hand, the greater degree of change estimated in domain concensus and \\\

oy ’ >

)
’ . IR
. .

Y . B . . I6 w.
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commun1cat1on w1th commun1ty 1s understandab] } 1ight‘0f'their importance

. in estab11sh1ng and maintainihg linkage agreements.

- It cou]d be 1nferred by the comp11ed responses from this worksheet that
the Team members genera]]y held a pos1t1ve attitude toward ligkages. The
consensus of the Teamswas that linkages had a greater rgther than a lesser

effect, overall,, on vocat1pna1 educat1on for hand1capped students. . ' f
. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE INTEREST CHECKLIST ¢ . :5

¢ .

'Those Ieams who were interested in becoming Model States were asked’
to complete a furthep syrvey instrument, the "Teehnica]-Assistance
Interest Checklist". Copies of these checklists, along with other .
materials submitted by the states, were reviewed by the Project Advisory‘ C-
Committee during a two-day meeting. The Adv1sory Comm1ttee members were
asked to analyze the materials submitted by th&-Mode] States. The1r task
was to idgntify strengths and areas of concern regarding each state S 11nkage
process. G1ven the 11h1ts of the information which could be gained from
the analysis., both project staff and adv1sory members rea11zed that the

‘e

» serv1ces the ihdividual is to receive.

comments made after study1ng the materials cou]d only serve, as a starting
point. It is 1nterest1n9 to note the variety of factors which the committee
identified as having a positive effect on cooperation. A list of these
identi%ied strengths serves as an examp]e of the variety of elements which
can enhance linkage efforts. The 11sts of strengths for each Model State

* were combined, and thg factors 1dent1f1ed are listed below. : R

a) Interagency 11nkages are supported at the 1eve1 \
of the Governor's office. - W

b?) Articulation between secondary and post- secondary
vocational education programs is 1mp1emented .

c) Staff at all levels are informed of 1nteragency 11nkage5v
through w“jtten reports and -inservices. . : C

d) The IEP and IWRP are deve]oped with representat1on
g from more than one agency. :

e) The IEP spec1f1es vocational education and support

f) A1l four agencies - vocational education, special
- education, counseling and guidance, and rehabilita-
-~ tion - support the 11nkege concept.
. L . »

-

ey | N




questions ra1sed by the Comm1ttee and summarized them below."

g) A task forqe oh interagency 11nkages meets regu]ar1y
h) Var1ous levels of personne1 are involved in.the 11nkage .

process. )
"j).Linkage goals, objectives; and activities have been :
establ1shed . . ‘ T
i). "An annua] needs assessment is” conducted. /ﬂ '
‘ k) Coordinated inservice is provided. I o )
‘ 3 . . N . s
N 1) Team members are actively working on cooperat1ve
. funding and on overcoming duplication of effort. : 2 .
m) A task force on cUrr1cu1um deve1opment is,in operat1on . -

In add1t1on to 1dent1fy1ng strengths the Adv1sory Cqmm1ttee'raised
specifig quest1ons;about_eaeh Model State. These questions reflected * . - .
factors which might interfere with continuing ]inkage efforts,'and t%us\\

may also be pertinent inAother states. The progect staff comp11ed t

A Y

<

State Linkage Orgamlzéztion .. . ~ - -

: a) Is there a need for a state-level task fotce or e

advisory committee on interagency linkages? s

b) What is the purpose of the task force? _ . o -
. Who is on the committee? :
. How fweguently does it meet? -
Is a formal agreement in operation?:.
. What are its broad goals and specific objectives?

~

c) Hhat is the interaction ‘between the State and Tocal ,,;”’ L.
-Jevels concerning Yocal linkage developments? . S e

°
[} -~ - » ‘ * . 3

d) How are needs asSessment procedures managed?’ - .
e) How are 1inkage agreements monitored?

f) What- is the Department of Labor and Commission of .
Correct1ons conmi tment to the state 11nkage process?

g) Are there effective means to evaluate cost/benef1t ‘ //i :
aspects oﬁ the Wnnkage system?

h) What is be1ng done to 1earn more about funding 1nformat1on,
especially 1ncqmpat1b111ty of cr1ter1a among various BN
-/ agencies? i - : -

) What pergentage of funds are spent in vocat1ona1 edu- ‘ "
. cation for handicapped, other than set-aside moni

- [




i : - k) MWould changes in cert1f1cat1on requ1rements for profes—
| ' * ienals in voca¢1ona4 or special educatior enhance, the -
' training. of’ hand1capped students?

-

.\‘ .ot

State.gnd Local Level L7i_nkages ’

>

s N ~ . N

© a) How are services evaluated to e11m1nate‘dup11cat1on7

" b) Have rehabe11tat;on case closure policies been .
evalyated regarding theirn effect on speeial . -
education and vocational education? T

v

c) How is articulation between secondaYy and post-
secondary levels managed7 S Lo, e

-

. df Are vocationgl evaluation pract1ces rdcedures
and qualifying cr1ter1a coord1nated mong maJor :
agenices? ‘ . - .

e) Have coordinated®intake procedures amonggagenc1es
been developed? Are evaluation procedures coord1nated7

v
. ‘. - <

Local Linkages . .
- B a\
- a) Who is res?ons1b1e for the delivery of servaces to ¥
o students/clients, and how is the service de11very
system eva1uated7 N v ¢

b) Has a student/client tracking system which so1ves s
confidentiality problems and uses ex1st1ng data been
;< developed? o

< »

c) Has a- procedurecfor account1ng for every Qérson who -
leaves vocational special educatiop, been deveToped? .

d) Are criteria for- placing handicapped students- 1n»non-
mainstream vocational programs coordinated? ~.Is the -
process “for moving students.to the least restrictive

. environment coordinated? ' P i

.

e) Are all appropriate agencies 1nvo1ved in deve1op1ng
IEP and IWRP plans?’ o t

i\ .

.Civil Rights ' S -

a) Have vocational eddcation, special educatien, a;d—.'vz‘ .
rehabilitation application guidelines for funds- .
been reviewed to see if they are restr1ct1ve of ¢ *1,

hand1capped persons (T1t1e VI, Title iX Section 504)

b) Do linkage policies and ractices aid in cbmp]1ance o at
with Office of .Civil R1 hts gu1de11nes7 . 4 j .

S
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c) How does each agency carryzput civil r1ghts é—

. .v4gions "of Title VI, Title IX,"and Section 50 &
A . prov1d1pg that1ona] education and support1ve serv1ces7

-

ﬂ&

- , Commmig:atjon and ‘Traim'ng ) ‘
. . . a) ‘If there are cert1f1cat1on requ1rements for profess1ona]s
R working with handicapped students in vocational education,

can insérvice training he]p teachers ‘meet. such require-
ments? . ‘

- N~

" - c b)'Are universities involved in the- linkage process by .
- . , assisting in inservice training? -

- c) How are staff members Jinformed of policies, procedures,
« and services of other agencrés?

v S d) Is a communication network with local practitioners,
) parents, and others ]n p]ace? -

1

P
/ - ' It is be?1eved that the answers to these questions may provide a
' ' usefu] overview of the status of current 11nkages in states throughout

-
- the ‘n¥tion. In addition, they will serve as the basis for planning
technical assistance for the Model States.
-~ ¢ R
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CHAPTER THREE - SyﬂMARY.,OF INDIVIDUAL RT-ISPONSVE WORKSBEETS

b

: )
l The prev1ous chapter summarized the consensus of eacfl Team in

responding to worksheets I1, III, and IV, and to 'the Technical Assistance

Interes} Check11st In contrast this chapter deals with the individual .

team members' reSponses to Worksheets 1 and V.
Ninety- four usable cop1es of each of these worksheets were returned
and analyzed by project staff members.’ Gaven the open -ended nature of

the questions, it was decided that a descr1pt1ve rather ‘than a stat1st1cal ,

approach be used‘to report on the 1nforMat1on submitted. Thus, for Work-
sheet I, sample cop1es are included. Summar1es of the team members'
comments on worksheet ) are presented in the second ha]f of this chapter.

wORKSHEET I

chhateam member was asked to respond to worksheet I by 1dent1fy1ng,
a 11nkage agreement th§t has been established in his or her state,
territory or district.’ Participants were asked to describe® specifics
of the agreements as they re]q}ed to the top1cs¢on the worksheet.

Proaect staff received descr1pt1ons of a broad range of existing
agreements, each des1gned to meet specific needs and obJect1ves Though
. many vai‘ab1e agreements were returned Timited space dictated that only
a few could be -chbsen as examples. Criteria were Jidentified by project
staff for selecting sample agreements The s1x agreements selected for
~ this chapter=were chosen for their organ1zat1ona1 lTevel (1.e: state,

* . regional,cor 1oca1) geograph1c d1str1but1on and the combination of
agenc1es.part1c1pat1ng The sample wprksheets can be seen on pages
24"~ 35. ) Lo

N
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" -Ongoing? yes

-

Vo

Name ' State

. WVSC- e
UW-Madison
-~ ) . 1-1-80

. WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE OVLERVIEW ) v

Agency_State Board of Vocational Education |
- : !

L

Since cooperation can take -many forms, it is necgésafy to obtain an overview of linkage agreements.
+ of Worksheet I is to identify the specific types of linkages that have been established in your State -

This worksheet is to be done by each team member- individually.

you are familiar, and respond to the. questions,
linkage effgrts, = » R

Name of LinkagelActivity Reported:

Position_ Supervisor, Vocational Guidance

~

Please .think of one linkage agreeﬁent with which
If you wish, yéu may use additional worksheets to describe other

-

The objective.

Partjcipating Agencies:

Datgpinitiated? ~September 1979

WHAT SPECIFIC TYPES OF LINKAGE WERE ESTABLISHED IN THIS AGREEKiENT? ‘ ‘ '

Cotthseling Special Needs Students ' o '
Counseling and Spectal Needs B K , .
Level: Regional State Local X . .

If ot, when qomplg}ed?

.AREAS OF LINKAGE ) . EXAMPLES SPECIFICS OF THIS AGREEMENT,
1. Fiscal ’ . Cooperative Budgeting Utilizing counseling set-aside dollars from
’ ' ) Subpart 8 and vocational special needs set-
o - asidé dollars to provide funds for persomnel
. ~ in the program.”
¥ 2. Personnel : Cooperative Inservice : T%?,Personnel in the program recetve techn?cal
: ) Training % assistance from the state supervisor of gutidance W
- . é? . and the state supervisor of special needs. *
) Established Liaison Staff . . ‘
. . . 4 . g
x LS ‘ 2
3. Administrative Interlocking Directives The project is administered Jointly thrgﬁgh the .
o A guidance office and the special needs office. poge
. Formal Cooperative Agreeme?t . Specific objectives have beent establiched for 2 / ’
. . . . A the personnel gn the program. ‘
Uniform Policies ‘ X
. . ’
4 T, r ~ ~
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’ o / . & \ WVSC
WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE OVERVIEW ¢, UW-Madison
\ - £ : 1-1-80
F) - a
.. N |
* . . 8 ? & <
AREAS OF LINKAGE EXAMPLES . sncmﬁs OF THIS AGREEMENT -

Z.JPlanning/Prbgrammatic

LU

J

r ¥

"Coordinated Outreach

V-

Unified Track}ng System

Joint IEP/IWRP Development

| The objectives were “developed by the super-
visors in conjunction with the personnel..

5. Cow-unication '

>

Joint Media Use Policies
Referral Procedures

E
-~

N ) ‘ % .

A

"

g

The spectial needs project which includes the
counselor as -a ‘part of it utilizes the media
and refebrals come from the directors.

-

6. Monitoring

“Evaluation of Linkage

.

The program is monitored by the supefbisor
of guidance and supervisor of special needs.

_Agreements
d s greenen \
* ”
v
N N _ R - 7
7. Evadluation o Evaluation of "Linkage Z%e,program ts evaluated by the supervisor of
. Procedures- speczaZ needs dnd the supervisor' of gutiddnce.
. r
. -~ A e
- . - S N
k3 ® - ¢ X
¥
8. Other . . -
- ‘ ! * b el 4
£
‘3" ¢ 4 -
L4 ‘ * 3
o < A .
O‘. - ,‘ ] ‘
’ - e e+ e e s - -
’ R , Y .
g . f 29\
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.. : ' , ~ , - wvsc :
’ UW-Madison

, 1-1-80
’ -~ . WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE OVERVIEWe ° ‘ . . / -
- ~
Name ) State . f‘~ l .
Agency Department of Rehapilitative Services Position Program Coordination .
- - L

many forms, it is necessary to obtain an overview of linkage agreements. The objeétive.
t&sidenfdfy the specific types of linkages that have been established in your Seate. : ‘

Since cooperation Egg’téke
of Worksheet I is
This worksheet is to be done by each team member individually. Please think of one linkage agreement with which
you are.familiar, and respond to the questions. If you wish, you may use additional worksheets to describe other
linkage efforts.. . s o . ’

-

Name of Linkage Activity Réporééd:

Agreement between Dept(. of Rehabilitation Services & Publie Schools
L] 3 - 1

Participating Agencies: \ .~ ’

2

Date Initiated? 7-1—79@3' ¢ Level: Regional ‘- State * “Local X .
Ongoing?  since 1968 ' If not,”when completed? started in 1968 but modified every year
. N * » - ' b
" WHAT SPECIFIC TYPES OF LINKAGE WERE ESTABLISHED IN THIS AGREEMENT? . ) . ! )
s : ~ : ' ‘ \__°© s
* AREAS OF LINKAGE - EXAMPLES ‘ SPECIFICS QF‘*HIS AGREEMENT
‘ . - - '
17 Fiscal . Cooperative Budgeting Joint staff paid by respective agency. ,
’ School’ donates space, utilities and phone r
: ¢ to vehabilitation at no cost. <

5

2. Personnel .,

Cooperative Inservice
Training -

Established Liaison Staff

.
L

Staff is assigned bg'both agencies to work “as,
a unit to serve handicapped kid in school.

N

L 3

- ’f"/v

Interloecking Directives
* Formal Cooperative Agreement

Uniform-Policies

{
~
Formal agreement. First line supervision
'L by DRS with support and guidanee from Director
of Voeational Education, . ,




WORKSHEET I* > LINKAGE OVERVIEW

<

WVSC
UW-Madison .
.- 1-1-80

AREAS OF LINKAGE . EXAMPLES. - SPECIFICS OF THIS AGREEMENT
b4, PlanningyProgrammatic Coordinated Outreach Joint training with all schools and admini- )
’ . ' . stration and sharing of diagnosife and
. Unified Tracking System edaluation information. Joint deaision on éﬁ%
A ) ’ ' training. ‘ 7
. Joint IEP/IWRP Development : -
5. Communication *Joint Media Use Policies Joint TV and radio shows at time. Client .
: L ” stories in newspaper and agency memo.
! Referral Procedures . \
\ . '
T - ° - °
6. Monitoring Evaluation of iinkage i . A representative.f?om each agency does a )
) +  Agreements mid year evaluation of progress of
. . -~ & aetivities. *
. ' GO N
7. Evaluation : Evaluation of Linkage Yearly evaluation of agreement by objectives
Procedures . listed. o :
) . i © =
N
8. Other . v . .
3 N » . *
e ‘.
. < " - » * o ’
.. - 4 ! Y ‘ - ’;.
- . 33 .

L



WVSC

‘linkage efforts. .

Date Initiated? 19690

Since -cooperation can take many forms, it is neces
- of Worksheet-I is to identify the specific types of linkages that have Reen established in Yyour State,

This-worksheet is to be done'by each team member in
you are familiar, and respgnd to_thé}ﬁues;ioqgg

Name of Linkage Aétivity.&eported:
warticipating Agepciég:,

{

sary to obtain an overview of linkage agreements.

B ' &4 . *  UW-Madison
- : Cac .  1-1-80
& t . . A I o .
R WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE OVERVIEW® . . .
. ‘Name . State ) ) .
; - ;
Agency _ Vocational Rehabilitation Position Director.. . N .

P N - * 3

Y . - .“@ : » ' ©

The objective ‘

-
04

diviHuai}y.i Pleasé think of one linkage agreement with which
Lf you-wish, you may use additional worKsheets to describe other

Ongoing? yes

Iv . . 93 . e.
" . . ‘ ? . . . \l had
School Board - Vecational Rehabilitation Center .o
School Board - Vocational ReRabilitation R i
. Level: Regional State Local X ; T A -~

L

“~ If hot,] when completed?
- . ) i
3 . WHAT-SPECIF{C TYPES OF LINKAGE WERE ESTABLISHED IN THIS AGREEMENT?

~y ~ .
a ™
¢

V  AREAS OF LINKAGE ¥

. -
EXAMPLES

g

SPECIFICS OF THIS AGREEMENT

- 1. Fiscal

L N \fE-

Cooperative Budgétin%

Equipment purchase ~
Supplies
Building and Grounds,

0 v

Individual budgeting costs by each person

Provided by Vocational Rehabiliationy -
Provided by Vocational Rehabilitation
Provided by School Boafd y ' -

. PR > \
- u L

2, "Pefsonnel °

'
{

.
&

Ny ~ -

-

z

-

Cooperative Inservice
Training o

»

L [ 5
Establish%? Liaisog Staff .

.. -

=
Carried out,by Voéationil H@hdbi;itation staff v
ingluding School Board staff as a mandated regular T
activity, -

¢ - . P NS
Agreements prepared cogperativdly by agencies, t.e,

\

4
\/_/\"' \
3. Adé;;}ﬁngﬁixg’///

Interlocking Directives

_Formal Cooperative Agreement
- ” . - » 3
m ot

\

.UnifQrm Policies

- Staff and faculty govermed by same ruleg, beéarding-

ek T R BT REag et o Froopamy peciagisto of

hours, ete: Cooperative agreement- provides fop - -
management by Vocational Rehabilitation Facility’ .
Manager with daily activities planned by Manager.

. . L35

IS -

g r b o

[
.

s _ - -~ -:
* -
.
e 2
. o - ¢ ‘ - :
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WORKSHEET 1 - LINKAGE OVERVIEW

>

. WVSC .
< UW-Madison ’
1-1-80

AREAS OF LINKAGE

EXAMPLES |

SPECIFICS OF THIS AGREEMENT

\

~

cument

ram -

| e

able to

4, Plahning/Programmatic Coordinated Outreach Sehool board refers cZzenteZe, staﬁfzng committee
. accepts with attendance, grading reported by scheol
. Unified Tracking System board staff. Rehabilitation counselor prepares
IWRP eonsidering programs offered, IEP with
. . » Joint IEP/IWRP Development Spectal Education person preparing this Gb
. ¥ - in cooperation with the rehabilitation staff
3. Cozrunication ’ Joint Media Use Policies Uader control of Facility Manager - in cooperatzve
: ) ‘ y fashion.
) Referral Procedures Referrals accepted by counselor from facility,
. ' » . . school, or others, and rehabilitation case work
prepared and follow-ups done by reHabilitation.
) o 1 ' - -
6. Monitoring Evaluation of Linkage ° ‘f‘“_4Mbnitaréd‘by*bath‘agenc%esjﬁn*1mmmx%%rfﬁﬁf&%g
, Agreements ’ * changes made as need arises. Consideration of
, / all portions involved valued in reorganization
. . or changes. '
> o R . «
7. Evaluation ‘ . Evaluatlon of Linkage Review of productg of f&czlztzes i.e.
Procedures pursue other training, ability to get JObS ete.
> -~ -~
/ - . ' . Lt A
i . . -
~’ . \o
: W N T
8. Other: * . ~
'\M*’”i'




WVSC
UW~-Madison
1-1-80 ,

WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE OVERVIEW
v

L4

Name . State
>~ .

Agency Education S Position Coordinator, Student Suﬁporf‘éerqices

R -

]

’

Since cooperation can take many forms, it is neceséary to obtain an overview of linkage agreements, The objective
of Worksheet I is to identify the spegif}c types of linkages that have been established in your State. - ’
This worksheet is to be done by each team member individually, Please think of one linkage égreement with which,

you are familiar, an¢—¥éspond to the questions. If you wish, you may use additional worksheets to describe other
link@ge efforts. .

r 14

Name of Linkage.Activity Reported: Career Counseling Institute for Severely Disabled Students J

Participating Agencies: _Voe, Rehabilitation, Voe. Education, Speeigl Education, Student Support: Services

Date Initiated?’ Janmuary 1976 Level: Regional State_ ¥  Local . e L

Ongoing? yesy/no |’ ' If not, when'completed? _Two swmmers (two institutes/sw) 1976-1977; planned
—— ; - T =L 2 .

WHAT SPECIFIC TYPES OF LINKAGE WERE ESTABLISHED IN THIS AGRERNENT? JOT 1960 (¢ institutes using YETA Funds)

’

AREASEOF LINKAGE - EXAMPLES ' SPECIFICS OF THIS AGREEMENT .
* w7 = . ; ; - ’
1. Fiscal ) Cooperative Budgeting : " Research and development monies of Vocational
\ . .| Behabilitation funded most of the institutes;
\ : vocational edudation, special education, student °
support services; provided monies ‘for ‘gtaff, travel
planning. e

®
'

2. Persongel ° Cooperative Inservicé Shared planning, implementing and evaluation,
Training responsibilities between. vocational rehabilitation,
. student ~services; also established communications
Established Liaison Staff chains for identifying potential-students.

Y '
L] N

L) v’

- ) w -
. . ) ! o ) '
v3. Administrative /R . . i

" . . . . s LN .
Interlocking Directives Major administrative rested with wocational gr—
tlity

. . rehabilitation; program planning was responsi
Formal Cooperative Agreement of student services. -

e ~ , -39
JUniform Policies . )
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. . wsc
WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE OVERVIEW ) UW-Madison
- q . 1-1-80
» o w "3 . N |
a : % i
AREAS OF LINKAGE EXAMPLES ‘o SPECIFICS OF THIS AGREEMENT |
4. Planning/begrémmatic Coordinated Outreach Several planning sessions were held to
. ! cooperatively plan swmmer institution activities,
' Unified Tracking System . destignvstaffing patterns and plan and conduct
e . inservice of staff.
. Joint IEP/IWRP Development
5. Comrdnitation’ " Joint Media Use Policies Used ex%:sting channels of communication but
S -~ ‘ also provided for owm communication of ideas,
Referral Procedures etc. among sponsoring groups coordznated release
) , of information. ~ .
" ‘ e
6. Monitoring ..Evaluation of Linkage Provided by project directors (vocational
% Agreements rehabilitation and student services) through -
: . close contact via memos, telephone, visits
o, .. ‘ to field sites. =~ -
v% oa

~3
.

Evaiuation
{ .

Ev luaLion of Linkage
Protedures

Evaluation was the responsibility of vocatzonag
rehabilitation in cooperation with student

: i services. Extensive reports prepared, by
- ) L’ f institute directors (vocatzonal rehabilitation)
" g .and institute staff. N
J _ i - .
8. Other .~ o . Pregentation by dzrector/staff Dissemination efforts through APGA National 2

AN

from vocational rehabilitation,
student services, counselor

‘.

Conferende (Dallas) - State persomnel*tind
Guidance Association presentation, State
newsletter, and state and local newspapers.

L)

-




. . . . - . WVsC

, : N o UW-Madison
, . . ° , ' 1-1-80
¢ ) . WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE OVERVIEW
o Name ‘ o M“W;T‘r 7.““ _ State' ) ’ . -
Agency Department of Public Instruction Position Special Needs Supervisor -

+ @ -0 b3
Since cooperation can take many forms, it is necessary to obtain an overview of- linkage agreements., The objective
of Worksheet I is to identify the specific types of 1inkages that have been establ%ghed in your State.

This worksheet is to be done by each team member individually. Please think of one linkage agreement with which
you are familiar, and respond to the questions. If wou wish, you may use additional worksheets to describe other

linkage efforts. ’ v .
Name of Linkage Activity Reported: Priorities Committee L.
Participating Agencies: Two divistons within Department of Public Instruction .
Date Initiated? 1966 ’ Level: Regional _ State__ X  Local ' . . :
* Ongoing?. yes If not, when completed?® A <
w . ’ . : . .t . ‘
n WHAT SPECIFIC TYPES OF LINKAGE WERE ESTABLISHED IN'THIS AGREEMENT? = o )
el K < - . - Al . - <
R AREAS OF LINKAGE 'EXAMPLES . . " SPECIFICS-OF THIS AGREEMENT
1. Fiscal ' Cooperative Budgeting All funding soutces hav”zlng an element which
. : s ’ targets handicapped youngsters has a repregen-
‘ Y - tative on this committee. All projects funded
. ) in the state are thern reviewed.by this commyi ttee
\ ’ if they serve handicapped students.
L 3 . e )
2. Perdonnel Coopgrative Inservice ‘ As a result of committee representation the .
i . Training most logical source of funding is directed to
; T meeting whatever goal has been estabZzshed by
\ Established Liaison‘ Staff a loecal educat’bon agency.
\;3'% ° 3. Administrétive . Interlocking Direcﬁi‘\/es . Ph’LZosophy ’LS that the mvtston for Hand’bcapped
' 2 ) " . o . Children ts solely responsible far the promswn
A0 Formal Cooperative Agreement . | of spectal education and supportive se servicss.
v A T ‘ : ’ Other programs, such as vdeational education,
- Toe .. Uniform Policies « . also have simildr goals das a result of funding
[MC - P ' “ targeted o thzs o Jectwe. e

. .
- . e . oo "y'. “, - -~ o
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WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE OVERVIEW

WVSC

. . Uw—Medison .

. 1-1280

<

AREAS OF LINKAGE

- . EXAMPLES

. % .
sP\ECIFlcs OF THIS AGREEMENT

Coordinated Qutreach

j B
Here again, all program proposals having

4, Planning/Programmatic fere agai
implications for serving handicapped youngsters
‘ Unified Tracking System ‘are’ reviewed by this committee. The vocational
.. education representative also reviews them
, ' Joint IEP/IWRP Development regardless of funding seruwice - SETS PRIORITIES
. . FOR ALL SOURCES.. .
5. Cdm:unication' Joint Media Use Policies Monthly meetings N i
i , <
. Referral Procedures . , .
L \ doa
- . . [
6. Monitoring Evaluation of Linkage Periodic self-assessment concerning viability
, ) , Agreements |of activities being considered. ¢
~ M .
7. Evaluation i Evaluation of Linkage No formal or outside evaluation conducted.
' Procedures - Only evaluation wonld be informally initiated
. N . . . ’ by supervisors of those serving on the committee.
» A « ‘ .
. Other ) °

%

*




s s T ; ' ‘ - VA ' x N
LA . . , A ' : . WVSC
(A : . “ - : ‘ UW-Madison
! C = , o : ) . 1-1-80
"N a, : WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE OVERVIEW *
'q ) . ~ N ' ’ _
- Name State _ ) p—— .
. Agency_ Division of Rehabilitation ' Position Administrator .
N " ‘ ) . . .

»

y . 48 .

Since cooperation can take many forms, it is necessary to obtain an overview of linkage agreements., The objective

oLUorksh_eeLiL_isﬁt‘o-ide&t—if—y the specific types-of linkages that 13a\? beén established in your State. ) .
- '

This worksheet is to be done by each team member individually. Please think of one linkage agreement with which

you are familiar, and respond to the questions. If you wish, you may use additional worksheets to describe other

' — linkage 'effort':s. . - _
Name of Linkage Acti;/ity Reported: ‘Cooper'qtiée Agreement Between SpeciaZ'.E‘d‘., Voe. Ed.,. and Rehah. Services
. Participating Agenlies: - LT w s
Date Initiated? Oectober 1979 Level: Regional X State X Local Activitigs mow going on
Ongoing? " . If not, when completed? e v, T . :
w N — L3 S N ° .
Shali WHAT SPECIFIC TYPES OF LINKAGE WERE ESTABL;SHED "IN THIS AGREEMENT? = " L8 e
- * ’ . . ) . 4
P f R & 6' X T, . . N
A . AREAS OF.LINKAGE EXAMPLES. . SBECIFICS OF THIS AGREEMEWE " ]
** 1. Fiscal ‘Cooperative Budgeting Cooper'a;five futding for wo'rkéhops‘ and . R
) * co'oper'ativea funding for individual” etudents. -, . N
e t ° [ * hd ! 7
174 -t . . . . 'a
- ° ) t 'I{ <0 A ; - . . ' A 4,
2." Persomnel - Cooperative Inservice . . : . %1, sthte Office staff develo fent aud training. . -
: ‘ . " Training .- % " 2. Dﬁstrict office personne‘zgrgraining. & ~
' " Established Liaison Staff - ) . . .
- I A <
Bl : . 2 ' N . i ' ° N ‘ -
3. A,dministrafive " Interlocking Di%ective's All inszfézte regions have been en‘cour'aged ta s )
N . 4 /- , iniplement the activities of the agréement., NI
4{) . "“Formal Cooperative Agreement < e ) . ) s
. . LOG , . \
N . F) . '. . - . -
’ Uniform Policies - O ) . , v o 47 "
. =N\ . . . Y
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T WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE -OVERVIEW . : . UW-Madison
R ; : . 1-1-80 a
. f . . 0t %g
S T AREAS OF LINKAGE © » ' ExaMpLes e~ - SPECIFICS.OF THIS AGREEMENT °

o ge

4. Planping/Programmatic 4

N .

. Az
Coordinated Outreach

Unified Tracking System -
1Y

Joint IEP/IWRP Development -

.
”

1. Outreach referrals are a part of the
systen. . -
2. Team approach to services exemplifies -
unified trackzng system.
3. Staff meetings in reference to IEP/IWRP
are continuing.

unlcatlon

~

5. Cox

Joint Media Use Policies

I3

Réferral Procedures

.

Joint comwunzcatzon through the, centralzzed
school news.

Ny -

- . : .

6. Ménitoring ,

-

?

Evaluation of Linkage
Agreements

All team members‘participdte in evaluation
Zinkagqé; >

w
o \ 4 .
L] - / -
. 'y L ‘
> 7. Evaluation . P Evaluation of Linkage = Team members report on contznuous progress .
' of activities.- s ’ .
. . Procedures f o )
a . .
. - - v ’ ’ s
[ 4 -
8. Other . . ‘ .
' . ¢ ~ .
v y A ! ¢ . - ¥
) . w» .
; E
: , N B
—~ K
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| .\ WORKSHEET .V :
A : - . S
On Nprksheet v, indivjdua1 team members were asked to share their
N - ‘¢pinions regarding influencgs on linkages at the féderal and. Tocal
‘ _ ‘Zeve1s They were asked to comment on ‘several specific issues: Tlegisla-
‘.- tion-and regu1at1ons, organ1zat10na1 policy statementss funding; environ-
N ent; interpersonal character1st1cs, and structurad character1st1cs ’ -
Ninety-four copies of Worksheet Vv were rev1ewed and a summary of
the comments made by the team members was abstracted.’ These comments ‘ .
have been grouped by topic areas and then subdivided into those related
_+to federal factors and those re]ated to,l6cal. Within each top1c the
é;mments which summarize fac111tat1ng and inhibiting factors at the o,
federal 1eve1 are reported f1rst, local level factors follow.

~ A - v ’ ‘ ) :W
. ¥ legis lation/Regulations oL ' .

-~

. ‘ Team member§\genera]]y'responded that federal 1egis1atio;dapd
“"regulations assist in establishing policies and procedures, and are
helpful in coord1mat1ng services available to particular target popu]a-
N tions. They also provide a f’amework for 3mp1ement1ng programs, and offer
gu1de11nes which aid in reso1v1ng conflicts., Increased fund1ng sources
'for program deye1opment andwclar1f1cat1on of the population to be served
were also noted as fac1T“?%t1ng factors, Team members\stated that
federal involvement prov1des a means for pub11c1ty concerning efforts c N
- to_serve particular popu]at1ons and creates an impetus to deve1op 11nkages

(%1
[

N
3

at the state and-local Jevel, .
‘ . Participants be]1eved there were some federa1“1eve1 factors which '
inh1b1t -linkages. There was a general fee]1ng that the 1anguage‘used
e 1n the regulations is vague, making it difficult to c1ar1fy and under:’ ’ _—
. stand its Jntent Teamlmembers commented that there are 1engthy delays
in the,phb1ication of guidelines for implementing 1egisTatﬁon'and in ¢ .-
: receiming:funds for program development. The consensus of the respondents )
' * wasthat res1stahce to 1mp1ementnng 11nkages can develop because of a
"perceived lack of staff and monies to effectively build prbgrams. In- . -
consistencies in the regulations pertaining to thg\agencies involyed int

o . * °

n F N - - . . ~ ﬁ&

o
<
s ?

. B . LN ) \
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-

linkage agreements frequently resu]t in confus1on Difterences in‘service
popu]at1on definitions, regulations which create overlapping serv1qes among
the agencies, and: problems 1n accurately report1ng who has been served all
were cited as sources of d1ff1cu1ty ) . ‘
Comments related to-the impact of 1eg1s1at1on and regu]at1ons on_the
local level were similar to‘ﬁﬁose made about the federal level. However,
team- members generally stated that regu]at1ons ang 1eg1s1at1on can some-
times 1nh1b1t 11nkage development on the 1oca1sJeve1 Conf11ct between
" federal laws and local needs, lack of match1ng funds, and turf protection
can result in a lack of commitment to linkage efforts locally.

2
. e
7

Organizational Policy Statements:
-
Federal organizational policy statements facilitate linkages in that

~

they provide a framework which sets odt guidelinés, encourages joint
pl ann1ng, and serves as an ,gxamp]e of how interagency agreements should o
be estab11shed Team members also believed that such statements outline
the roles and respons1b111t1es oﬁ state-level administrators and assist
in deve]op1ng theState Plans. ‘ >

" The 1nh1b1t1ng factors which the team members pointed out centered
around the feeling that federal policy statements were vague and fragmented,
the terminology used was unclear and confus1ng, and that some policies
1ssued conf11cted with other policies in exdistence. Part1c1pants felt
that 1mp1ement1ng the intent of the policy statements somet1mes is un--
realistic, creates more paperwork, and does not always havVe administrative
support. Some comments from the team members reflected a feeling that the
policies create guidelines wniéh are infAexibde, making-cooperative
agreements more difficult to establish. <i::jfki ' T .

. =

. In ‘general, team members responded in a s1m11ar fash1on to. Tocal-as
they did to federal factors. . They 1nd1cated that additional inhibiting
factors at, the local level 1nc1uded the conflict between federal, pohcﬂ.fsr.~

and 1o?a1 practices, .and a lack of funds and personne] to maintain 11nkages
respondents .commented that local input might be helpful in establish-

ts .

Severa
ing federal and state policies.

: >




9

Funding

L]

"

-~y v

Funding fac111tates Tinkage in that it provides incentives for
d ac

pand-
ount-

'“\i/,__ngsserv1ces and acts as a‘ cata]yst for deve]op1ng agreements

i
v’iﬁ%; *

\

P

.

ability among ag’unes The participants bélieved that a lack

f funds

Such *
factors as set-aside monies, categor1ca] funding,.and line-item budgeting
_were seen as facilitating the ]1nkage process. ) :
) 9 Team members reforted that ]1nkages are ‘inhibited by delays in
rece1v1ng funds

enhances the need for ]1nkages and a1ds n their deve]opment

- This can Eesu]t in program difficulties because resources
“are late in being'distributed to the state and the amount allocated 1s
1nsuff1c1ent to cover costs.

-

Other factors ment1oned were the threat of
losing funds once a program is dere]oped° the red tape‘iqyo]ved in receiving
, funds; and a lack of prov1s1ons for cooperat1ve budgeting.

"f % While the maJor1ty of local comments were in agreement with, ;those
made about, federal factors, two local level issuesg related to funding. -
were mentioned. Part1c1pants c1ted as facilitating factors the use of
several sources of monies to provtde match1ng funds, and the use of grants
‘as seed money. Inhibiting factors were confusion and7]ack¢of gu1dance (
regarding cooperative budgeting,'and the conflicts sometimes found between

’

needs for services. . .

Environment (Interngl Resources, Bxternal Resources)

@

mandates and clients'

Participants generally responded thatsuch factors as the close
prox1m;Ey ‘of staff, favailability of personne] for inservice training and
the sharing of staff and office space can greatly enhance the linkage
process. Other fac1]1tat1ng factors mentioned were effective coordination
and cmnnunication among cooberating agencies, technical assistance from
the federal ]eve1 or threugh private organ1zat1ons, and innovative program
pTann1ng- ! .

Team- members commented further on env1ronmenta] resources and how
they affect ]1nkage by‘J1st1ng inhibiting factors Prob]ems w1th main-
tainjng a program due to persbnne] turngwer, lack of federa] support
through funding and mandates and ]1m1ted commun1c§t1on ‘among cooperat1ng
D1ff1cu]t1es among agencies 1n reaching an’

. 0 s

agencies were mentioned.

A o 5o
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¢ . 1

agreement to share resources and the extensive amount of staff‘t1m° needed
'to\jmplement the agreement were also cited. Finally, the téamltéagirs‘
belfeved thatforganizational restructuring the federal level, while it
;may result in an improved environment foEZii:;aoes, raises qUest1ons about
the status of standing agreements. - + o
Team members genera]]y held ‘similar. views of local environmental ﬁ
factors as they did of federa] factors. They emphas1zed that estab11sh1ng
11nkages at the local school level is fac111tated by the pfesence of =
centra]1zed author1ty and close proximity of educational staff. However;

tor be fully effect1ved linkage efforts must include rehab1]1tat]on»personne1

and provide training for all part1cjpant3. - t, ,
Interpers'orzal Characteristics ' ' -

. .
. ’
1 . -~ M

~ Team members outlined several 1nterpersona] factors necessary for
facilitating cooperative. agreement§ These include a strong network of
communication and coordination among agenc1es mutua] respect for each
, agency's role, good working re]at1onsh1ps among staff, and a clear de]1nea-‘
tion of staff respi;§{o111t1es One area frequently mentioned by the team
members wqgg;he role that 1eadersh1p p]ays in facilitating ]tnkﬂ!é;a ree- *
ments It was be]ﬂeved by the group that- top administrators should rovmde
strong leadership and set an example of the 1mportance for c00perat1n
by comm1tt1ng the1r time wnd effort to work1ng on ;he ]1nkage agreeme
. It'was also ment1oned that the 1eaders 1nvo]ved in the agreement sh d ..
possess good negot1at1ng skills and should beknow]edgab]e of_the agenc1es "
_needs. ‘ - ' T -
Interpersona] factors 1nh1bft1ng 11nkages were Cited by L€ team members
Federal agéncy representatives who appear unaware of issueg or who, are

El

“unfamiliar with the needs of local level personnel are less nnstrumenta] -
in encouraging linkage development. Personality conf]1cts, ]ack qf 2
interest and commitment, or lack of f]ex1b1]rty can also 1nterfenp§g1th ¥

' establishing cooperative agreements In addition, a federal repré%entaf1ve

whose job priofities do not focus on linkages, whose respons1b111t1es are.”
unclear, and who must function within a large bureaucracy mpay ‘not be as )
effect1ve as he or she would like. F1na]]y participants noted that frequent
'federa] staff tunnover has a negat1ve/1mpact 0n estab11shed informal re]atvon-

-

ships. R . . R
L J— . - ‘ £
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setting than oh'the\{zdéral Orjstatejlize1. . I A
. ‘ 2 N N\

‘ he ’ »
Part1c1pants stated that theanecessary ‘interpersonal characte51st1cs
for effect1ve ]1nkages on the.lgcal level are similar tq those on the :
federhﬂ -They noted that persona] acqua1ntance, communi ty and -consumer

1nPUt,_and'informa%n§e1ationsh%pq:p1ay a.stronger role within®a community\

-

.

Structural Chargcteristics . S %y

Such’faétorS‘aé ph}éica] proximity and similar administrative structure .
are 1mportant in fac111tat1ng linkages. Team members also noted that the
presence of a s1ng1e administrative body responsible for coord1nat1ng
activities. enhahces cooperation. Several partjcipants ment1ohéﬂ that the
newly formed Department of Educat1on which houses. both Rehabilitation
and*Edueat1on will further ﬁ1nkage agreements.

Team members be]aeved\that the lack of funds, d1fferences in opera-

‘tional policies and pr10r1t1es, and differences in adm1n1strat1ve structures

can 1nh1b1t cooperat1ve agﬁbements Other issues ra1sed were lack of
1eadersh1p anG protect1on of- turf ' % ~
Commenting on the local level,. resbondents reiterated their‘vjews
concerning structura] -characteristics of ﬁhe federal level. In addition, .
they noted that the smaller size of local organ1zat1ons renders linkage .
efforts more Yespons1ye—to/;]1ent concerns.

:
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? T WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE OVERVIEW
¢ & . e .o
. ’ . . ' ! . ? "
Name N - State f
\ 3 . . " - ' - . * "’ ow ’
Agency o Position )
K A ; - ) ER— 0 s AL \
LY . Z . " ~ > " v ) \ ' -)
i Since cooperation can take many forms,,k it is fhecessary to obtain’ an overview of dinkage agreements...,The objective
- of Worksheet I is to 'identify the specifi¢ types of linkages:that have been“established in your State.
This worksheet is to be done by =ach team member ‘indivfdually. Please think of one ‘linkage -agreeément with which
"YyOu are familiar, and respond to the questions. If\you wish, you may use additional worksheefs to describe other
linkage efforts: = . i ’ . . "
) ‘\Name“of 'Linka"g'fe Activit§ Reported: . N ] . \ . —
Participatifg Agencies: _ \ - 1 o ' .
. Date Initiated? . . Level: Regional State Local "
‘X Ongoinhg? : R » If not, when completed? L. ® - - .
WHAT, SPECIFIC TYPES, OF LINKAGE WERE ESTABLISHED IN THIS AGREEMENT? 2
. . L4 . kY A v . . Fal
AREAS OF LINKAGE | * . EXAMPLES ) SPECIFIES OF THIS AGREEMENT = . .« Vo
)‘ - ‘ - . — :- - * = - ‘ . ' ) * . 4 7
-'1. Fiscal Cooperatl)ve Budgeting ‘ Lo .
IR s . A A . Y
s s pJ . N ) et . . . ) .
° - “ it - N . ) ¥ j ' '\
' '\\ < . N a g :\ <+ d "’ et
B 2. Pérs.‘onne‘l‘ ) " Gooperative In‘servi'é‘:e ' ' Lo o , - -
e PR 2oL "] - Training - .. ’ to
: N ,. 7" oy . : : . ~ v N ' v
‘\ 3 ot +  Established L¥aison Staff & o
A— - ,-. .: . ® R e
L N . ) c - -
i 3? Adr.giriistrativé' T Intj;rl'ocking Directives - - . ¢ ( R i
. . v * . 7 o = . e 3
. o T oo ‘ ' 5?7 5
‘ ‘ . Rormal Cooperative ‘Agreement v. . teie Y
) ' ) . 1T/ ¥ ) ’ o ' . ) T
S T *. *-Uniform Policies " , . . " . \ S
— "x - - . AP I . - > ',:“ wone ' A?
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WORKSHEET I - LINKAGE OVERVIEW .o : ' * . UW-Madison
: - o : ' , . , -\ 1-1-80
- ) . ! Lo \
AREAS OF LINKAGE EXAMPLES. 3 ' SPECIFICS OF=THIS AGREEMENT
4. Planning/Programmatic Coordinated Outreach . / - ) ,
LR oL Y ~ ; .
+ Unified Tracking System ' / - (_\ \\ ..
- . . -~ & . N . / - * * L]
to- 4  Joint IEP/IWRP Development . . o -\
- 3 * ~ ' ] . . '* . , \ \
5. Communication > Joint Media Use Policies ° ‘ - v -
M *» N N n
- . [y - : *
: - Referralegrocedures ( * " ~ . ST :
T . '. . l - I(e, L) <‘ - o 13 .
. - . Loty . .
\7 . + 7 .
‘6. Monitoring * ' ' Evaluation of Linkage . -~ ’ ]
. Agxeements ’ .- Yo
» , ! v e . ’ N N @J " ‘
. \ . . ’ : . v » |
. . . . |
. , . . oL L R Y
7. Evalmation -Evalu:ation of Linkagé $u; .
. o ™ + Procedures ‘ S . . ’
] - A . * ‘ T c "
’ w - i« . ' - ' .
- . , .
) ‘ . - . :
8. Othe ‘ A
. Other :
N 0’5 ) b d - . //L . .
‘ ’ .é-’ - b t . i
* > \ - e
[] N -
, ' . — =
t 58 . . ' ’
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i WORKSHEET II - LINKAGE DEVELOPMENT FACTORS °
- ¢ ; » . ' R :
Name ’ : State
Agency . Ct * Position a ‘.
D N g . ’ ' .
' . ) N e
This is a two-part activify. First, Iilease complete this exercise o
individually. Based on your general experience with linkages, consider 3
- the following factors and rank those that provide impetus for successful ' )
linkage development. Consider only those variables which are applilable ,,
-
‘tH your State. In ranking, use the number 1 for the factor you fee]7 is 2T
most influential. * .
. . L . ) » . ' B %
Second, discuss your individual results and come to a group consensus ~
" using the same ranking conditions. An additional sheet has been 1ncluded v
in the Chairpersdn’'s packet to record the team consensus. ,* , L= . .
, . 7
. \ .
Complenientary Resources . / L e
. ) ) Fiscal Conservation - .
[ - o~ “ g . - “5e s - . PETRC oL . £L - ree -e"‘
[ . . N ‘ S
4 Locality s " Lt . ) . .
. \ [ R s < \ Lt . L Y.
. & Mandates - . . ‘
. Mutual Needs / )
& : » . ;
’ ’ Service Accountability . e
. Service Populations < T
% . — ] . ) - .
. "« Similar Goals ) . N P
. : ) §
. Other (specify) ! ' -
+ ~ * *
14 :‘e. ‘
] ° - . .
. . ‘ .
- . e . ~ Y &
. R ) %
N — - r
L L o0
I by ) -
S Q o ’ 4 =
Pl . ., -
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WORKSHEET III - ISSUES AFFECTING LINKAGE , ' .
Name ~ * " State y ‘ ’
Agency. ' L . ,. Position }

-
- N N . B R
~ - . 00T

"The first two activities identified linkage’ and factors that 1nfluence

their 1n1tlat10n. The intent of Worksheet III is to obtain a mote complete .

picture of the effect that the following issues have on ongoing llnkage )

efforts. - . . oo o

" Pledse discuss these’ "questions ‘as a team and determlne a general .

consensus of your State. "An additional sheet has been included in the ..

Chalrperson s packet to record the team consensus. - ’ ’
. _ ‘ L . - R |

1. What type of .administrative Structure best facilitates‘linkage?

s " -
‘ N . £

a o o ..

’ * * ‘ v
{

l2,\DoE§f£he tyﬁ!%of effective administration vary dépendlng dn who #s
ng:

. collaborati

How? <. . )
N RN - . .o

3. What staff positions in epch agency are most cr1t1cal for successful
llnkages° A . ) o O
- - . . s

< . .

(24
‘v

-t Py

4 What are the relative merits of formhl and informal llnkages° Under
what circumstances?’ - .
4 AN . *

[ 3 A

. o - .
« -

s - ¢ ~ s -

5. Are there any prior coordination attempts between programs that might _
enhance or interfere with current linkage efforts?

~ - e —
N

o

. < e

- ‘ .
o

6. Explain how advocacy and/or advisory groups need to be taken into

" * account while pursuing linkage.

® .
. \
»
.

’ . ]

9 n . . P

°
3,
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WORKSHEET III - ISSUES AFFECTING LINKAGE

.

7. What internal organization
. efforts?

v

-
¢

8. Are there legislative committees whose approval is necess
-out’ linkages?. What is’ the best way to deal with them and who is best

to do it? '
/ ' . -
- \,’ ’

9. wﬁat advantages. have resulted for handicapped individuals from

‘activifies in your State?

4) vocational education.

v

-
. - ‘

G
* - - ~ . -
~. .

<
-

.

-

N

AN

£

~Wvsc

. UW-Madison

1-1-80
. a

?

.

"political" issues are affected by linkage”

\ -

ary to carry-

/ ‘F

3

linkage

Please consider the areas'of: 1) vocational
rehabilitation, 2) special education, 3) counselirtg and guidarice, and |-

\

-

10. What advantages have resulted for direct service staf

ffrom ‘linkage

~

» activities in your State? Please consider the areas of: 1) vocational
rehabilitation, 2) special education, 3) counseling and guidance, and
4) vocational education. ‘ o

R 3

\

3 - - . ’
N -

.

11. What -advantages have resulted qu administrative staff from linkage
activities in your State? Please consider the areas of~ 1) vocational ”
‘rehabilitation, 2) speciaIieducationg(S) counseling and’'guidancé, and

4) vocational education. !
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. * WORKSHEET IV - LINKAGE RESULTSS.RATING FORM

Name

.

“

LS

Agency

Pleése complete the foL;ow1ng seqtlon as a3, tEam.

,review linkage efforts in your State’ and 1nd1cate to what degree cooperative

N -

3

]

WVdL

UW-Madison '

1-1-80

Bgsed on ygur group experlence

qagreements have generally resulted in the following:

-
-

[

. . » N

(LeSSer Degree)

4

(Greater® Degree)

5 >

a. Cost Effectiveness
. (benefits of Eooperation A
outweigh costs of parti- '

cipating)

A ,.;-". .

consensus * | .
- (each 4gency accepts that the
goals and activities of the
. other part1c1pat1ng agenc1es
are apprOpqlatq|for cooper-

ation)

b. Domain

4 N .

8

c. Recruitment - . N
A

- s
N +

4. Admission = f

-
- r

‘ e. Least Restrictive Envinqnmeqt/

Mainstreaming

”

f. Vocatjonal Assessment

.

?. Vocational Counseling , '°»

/JLZ Vocational Training

L2 ~ ¥

i. Job'Placement.

j. Followup .

“r

k. Program Evaluetion

m. Prevocational Programming

-

-¥
n. Vocational Programming

Y

o. Work Sambling 4

p. On-the-job Training

. ¢ -
q. Curriculum ModificationMand
Development

47

63
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WORKSHEET IV - LINKAGE RESULTS RATING FORM

ey

(Lesser Degree)
s 1 2

1

3

-

»

(Greater
4

WNSC oy,
- UW-Madisomy
1-d-80

”~

.

Deéree)' .

5

/

Remedial and Support Services

Adaptihg Equipment and Providiné
Special Aids ‘

Facility Accessibility

Communication with Community

.Other -
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WORKSHEET V - FEDERAL AND LOCAL FACTORS AFFECTING LINKAGE

am

- ’

Name . <State

Agency - ‘ ’ Position : ) \
. ) - -
In the previous worksheets you have focused on linkaggi at the State level. The goal of MWorksheet V is to explore

" your perceptions of the factors affecting linkage at the Federal and local levels.

Please complete thiﬁlform individually, using experiences in your agency as a reference point.. ~
3 .

" 3

1. . FEDERALzLEVEL FACILITATING FAbTORS INHIBITING FACTORS _ N

a. LEE&slation/Reéulatibns . ‘ : , ; o

- ‘e .
" . »
~ N . } .
i -
, - o ¢
L . . -
b. Organizational Policy . .
Statements . ' . ~
- : P - . -,
i '
> . N {
. v °

§ S

c. Funding B ‘ .

oy
an
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, FEDERAL‘LEVEL - * FACILITATING FACTORS_ ! *~ INHIBITING FACTORS . °
3 Ny “ L 4 L ] . . N v)
~d. Env1ronment (Internal Resources . .. D
External Resources) ’
> ° ¥ ., . . ~1 N . - -~
s . ' - \/ ° |
N . . ) . - _‘.4 | :
i \) b ) “ \, * ° ' .
* 7 e. Interpersonal Characteristics' . 2
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WORKSHEET V - FEDERAL AND LOCAL FACTORS AFFECTING LINKAGE . L \
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:'{" 2« . . LOCAL LE}/EL ¢ FACILITATING FACTORS : INHIBITI&G FACTORS
. a. Legislation/Regulation . - . .
~ h - - N El o ’ ) ° \“;
. 14 . a ’ * : o !
s . . ,
‘ 3 p{ Organizational Policy: * = . ) ‘ ; oo : oo
Y .- Statements ’ ) . . ’ w .
’. - , ‘U . * Vg .. . . . . , *
- 'X - /
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e
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“ - w ‘ N
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) Vocational Education Models for
Linking Agencies Serving the Handicapped

e
L4

TECy}WCAL ASSTSTANCE INTEREST CHECKLIST

Survey of Linkage Activities - .

] .. <

State

Team Chairperson

Date ; ' . <k\

»

4

s\

Please ‘complete this form only if yobr téam would like to part1c1pate )
as a Model State. The three Stated will be selected to develop or enhance
11n age mod‘ls*tv—meet~the vocational education needs of handicapped students
’ Technical asslstance provided to the Model States durlng a nine month
period will emphaslze programming and accessibility to programs in vocational
education. Technical asslstance will include onsite support from project

staff'and funding for a part- tfme onsite linkage coordinator.

This coordi- ‘

nator will assist in the areas of: 1) communication links, 2) program

[N
.

cooperation,*and 3) process evaluatlon, .

2.

B

lel

v

*The Model States.will be selected based on the following criteria:

-
r

Commitment
- expressed willingness to participate
- actlve involvement of high level decision makers
. 7 - ~,
B. Organizational Structure of State's Service Delivery Agencies
- planning -

- community needs assessment : \

- funding 3 .
- implementation - R ' &

- monitoring ’ ®

- personnel development ' -

- review of quality and effectiveness
— evaluation of entire-system
2

.9

’ -

Ssatus and Effectiveness of Current Inter:%ency Linkages

- States demonstrating extensive involvement in linkages and those
initiating linkage efforts will be included .

D. Demographlc Characteristlcs

- geography, size, transportation, ‘communication, region'

o - . 4 .
-
. P - . -
P
M [

.

i




technical assistance phase of the USOE project,” "Vocational
Education Models for Llnking Agenc1es Serv1ng the ®andi- N
~ "capped°" K _ .
2" Will each of the 4 agency directors send.a written state-
+ -ment of support for participating in a linkage model? 4
’ * Vocat10na1 Educatign
. ’ Vocatidnal Rehabilitation .
— Special Education * .
. . . ‘ Counseling antd Guidance ’
. e
', 3. How many of your State's four Team members attended the
b State Interagency Lidkage meeting? Lt
4. Was your State Team able to bring the maJorlt‘of linkage
) ‘documents requested° ° i ‘.
. ~ N . ' < P ~ . . .
. PLANNING . . .
1. Does your State have existing 11nkages among human. service
. . agencies? - - - . .
] . . . —————
2. Are these linkgges formal . or informal ?
« —_— . \\
*3. If the answer to #1 is yes, are the linkages sequential
between secondary and post-seécohdary programs?
° ' . ~ ¢
4.. Do secondary and post—secondery?vocational education ' —
Kprograms coordinate curricula they teach?.. . - .t .
0 - . . . hid ". 0 * ..
" 3 Does your State have a. Task Force or Adv1sory Comm1ttee
o on Interagency Linkage? P , . .
@, ‘e * . N )
6. When was it established? ° : '
N s S - . . ¥ ve | . e 7 v >
. « v, < y g . ’ N . *
°J<T ' 7. What agencies arj represented? ﬂ&?
i . - A
N . - - - 4 R . . 7 [
- < - - P ]
8. Are élfferent levels of ﬁbrsonnel represented on the task .,
force?r - ot - - ——
- ® : . N . e —
. - .. »
< * 9., Does the task’ force meet regularly° - L Ge T
' How often° .. . Co o
. 10.- To whom are task force reports;dlstn{buted° ) .
e 3 ’
. ° . ' .‘ ,: “ - - . hd
~‘ . .~. ’ . .. . ..\ . d ® -
. I, < - —a —— - < ~o
. d ’ ) , . . - 54 '.' . . ryoa .
Q ‘ i . . . e ° . P . /[_i . .
RIC . - ~ . (. . - -

<E

' . . . - gv ;
Please mark an x in the yes ox'no column on the right margin. .*=,
. 144 PYOTE .. o 'i ' . YES"
COMMITMENT | N j . e
LML LN d .

.
. . . v .

1. Would your State Team be interested’ in participating in «the

Y .
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

- 4 2 ) X Z.

o .
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pe e 8
pu

.
11. Does one spec1f1c agency have primafy responsibility for
~fﬁ1t1at10n and maintenance of linkage effort§7

~

12. If yes, which agency?

13. If no, does each agency appoint a representatlvs to serve

on a Goordlnatmon commlttee"

- t

NEEDS ASSESSMENT

1. Has your State participated i\ a ngeds assessment to
identify ex1strng gaps or needs in serv1ces9

2. If yes, when?

3. What changes, if any, resuled?

NO

L

4. Is there a services comblaint process in existence?
3

5. If yes, who is respons1ble for monitoring this complalnt

process?
!

@ A
IMPLEMENTATION OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SERVICES

a

1. Does vocational education instruction use a competéncy-
based approach9

@ .

2. Is the spectrum of vocationd ercation'services for .
handicapped students provided in a sequential fashion,
with formal linkages between secondary and post-secondary

* agencies?

3. Are relevant job performance- tasks analyzed before voca-
&r'tional-technlcal instruction beg1ns9

4. Are post-secondary 'schools in your State fléxible in® *

granting incqming studentsyadvanced standing and school

credlts for past 1earn1ng experiences?
- - R

5. Is, there & task force on curriculum development w1tQj

,representatlves From both secondary and posL-secondary

leyels? . _ : .

Is there any unnecessary duplication of effort in the

1 provision of vocational education services?
“ - ' . o
- ) M . ) R '
’ ' ! ' % -~ .
£ . - . ., . .
- ? -
TN -~ . . .
: * . . o
O T : . 55 » ac‘
ERICT. ™ : ‘o
4, W . : . < g —_—

¢ \

3
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+

-

7. If the answer to #6 is ves, please explain.

8. Do vocational instructors deal‘alrectlz with agency repre-
sentatives (such as Vocational Rehabllltatlon counselors)}

{

9. Is thergy formal career exploration provided for handlcapped

students?

.

.“

—

I3
:,,

)

P

lO Is such Career exploration prOV1qeg/f%r a broad range of

occupations?
g
FUNDING -~ P

4

’

1. Do fundlng procedures create dlfflcultles for cooperative

program development activities?

°

| 'EMC‘

QM A .70 providod by ERIC
5 e .

s

O

.

" Vocational Education

YES

‘NO

- Vocational” ?ehabllltat_u)n
Special Educatlon . - .
Counseling and Guidance

b

2. Is your agency funded categoritally?

.

¢ .

t T

[

PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT

Vocational Educatfon
Vocatfonal Rehabilitation .
Special Education
Counseling and Guidance,

Yy

1. Is there separate tralning in the handlcapped services area

required of all new employees?

-

2. Do staff members receive ongoing
area of handicapped services?

Al

Vocational Education
Vocational Rehabilitation
Specialr Edggation ..
Counseling ‘ahd Guidance

inservice training in the

Vocatjonal Educatioen
Vocational Rehabilitation
Special Education s ¢

. Counseling and Guidance

i

=




YES NO
3. Do staff members receive inservice training concerning the '
’ services, p011c1es, and procedures of other agencies?
. - . Vocational Education
. ., Vocational Rehabilitation
: Special Education
Counseling and Guidance
4. Who is responsible for 1nserv1ce prov151on in the follow1ng
agencies? ° \
Vocagidnal Education N L.
Vocational Rehabilitation . ‘
Special Education R .~
Counsellng and Gu1dan6e ' o
5. Who facilitates the inservice- presentatlons in: )
Vocational Education? <
Vocational*Rehabilitation? . '
» Special Education? . ' -
Counseling and Gujdance? , ' _
- 6. Are there certificatiqn requirements for staff serving '
dlsabled 1nd1V1duals7 . + . —
) ' Vocational Education e
N ) Vocational ‘Rehabilitation :
) Special Education
' Counseling and'Guidance =
+ \\ ]
7. Are staff at all levels informed of interagency linkages .
"through written reports? >
Inservices? . = -
4 . . P
MONITORING SERVICE DELIVERY ’ P -
L] ‘ . - ~
1. Is there a coo;dlnated intake procedure, for human service
delivery agepcies in your State? o
n . . v . — s
2. ﬁb'intake forms function systemwide for referral purposes?
3. Who 48 responsible for intake coordinat10n9 ’ '
Vocational Education . )
Vocational ‘R litation ~ ’
Special Educa . - .
Counseling" an dance .
4. Are client services reviewed on a f%gular basis?
Vocational Education -
- : . Vocational Rehgpilitation
T e B Special Education .
N . Lt : Counseling apd Guidance -, —
. ﬁ‘}\ . = . & ﬁ__‘
4 ! ) ‘/ o
. - R
' a8
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’ 3
\
» . ,
' ' ’ . YES NO
A .

5. If yes, how often?. ! P - . -
Vocational Educatien - . ¢ . .
Vocational Rehabllltatlon - : ‘ N
Speq;dﬂ Edyration . i}

Counseling and Guidance > . -
. s i M . N -~ . C e
6. Are client plans (IEP IWRP) developed by’?epresentativeg of .
more than one agency? . )
4 - 1 /N b ’ > -
- o 1 . ‘ L
¢ REVIEW OF QUALITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICE DELIVERY
r - ‘- - Y. )
1. Does yOgr;State have a cliéntgFracklng system? e
2. If yes, please explain )
- - - \ “ J'& ‘ . / bl
3. How long has _your State used this system?
— - T -

4, Is it compbterlzed? Co e’ - a

5. Are there épecific procedures to review quality and effect- - . "
{veness of service delivery in your .State? ' ‘ %%g

. 6. Does your agency have more potent1al clients 'than you are )
able to serve? . ,
‘ v ® Vocational Education '
\ . Vocational Réhabilitation .
Vo ’ * Special Education . L
e ' Counseling and Guidance 3 ,

7. Does your State have a formal procedure to avoid or eliminate )
unnecessary duplication of servicesg; [ ) z

8. If yes, please explain <. ' ~. -

t o T >y . » < M .
y 2 T -
o > s o s
9. If no, .is such a procedure needed? N ] i T
) . s : 1) . [ ] M N

CURRENT LINKAGE EFFORTS

1. Are there written joint ITnkage agreements ‘among human service
agencies.in your State? o '
iy
2. Do communities have local linkage agreements?
- - ' -
"If the answers to #1 and #2 are yes, please answer the
following, checking both the state and local columns.

O |58 : ; 78~
J




' STATE LOCAL
e , V"\ ' . ’ : YES NO . YES NO

4

.
-

3.» Are the agreements enforced? . .

— - _—— ey o)
\ R . 3
. - -~ v - C -
. e 4. Are the agreements monitored? ®
. 5. Do these agreements define expettations of .the benefits : o N gt
for each agency7 : ' P * ‘ .
. . - Iy
6. Are fe?pon31billt1es clearly a831gned and delineated?
L.' ’
7. Do agency personnel involved with 1mplement1ng the Ed
agreement perceive it as benef1c1al° - )
¢
8. Do personnel perceive it as effective? ‘
- N ;
¢ . - ! V-~
4
. 9. Has there been a cost/benefit analysis of the linkage- . ’

~4 _ agreement? . . e .

- 10. .Has there been an evaluatlon of the effectiveness of .
‘u the agreement? ‘ -

°

liu 1f yes, how was the effectiveness evaluated? . .

)

pa g T
. ..

12. Do yoe\;kréeive a need for increased linkage efforts?

. R v L
’ . DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS | ) ~ .
‘ 1. Please list any service delivery problems that are.Unique to your State
(geographical cultural, f;aﬂnc1al Y ) .
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ST - —
. j,
? : » ) - )‘ * /' *
[ ’. r . . o o’
SR .
) . s N 5
A S .
A - m ‘ ~ * T
. : < . . R
- ' , e‘ _ . -~ N
I e . Ty V4 R
> - . ’-;;3\ -
; : U N

IA‘ o -

[ lC ' ' ' . -
|..._. . L 4 L. [ . .
P . . i La— : : - .

{‘.—»,

S Y . . s
N K




AL

’ ) - . Ty ‘(—" . . ..
: : ¢ Members.of the Projert Advisory Coggittee . * T
. . hd . Mot ] . . . .
. ’ E 'Y h 2 e .
. . (] A ? Lot
‘e . LIRS » -
‘ \’ . ° ry /:“' 2 R - - .
' . ' L me ., T .
w/ . ‘ . Y Lt - . , N L4 N
4 - - . i ? ) . . '\ M ‘
i . N - 4 . X . Lo ] ’
) , . ' - r , ¢ L
. . . . g ; o '
N , ’ . - T Tt
: ) L
. ":‘ S ¥ \ d";’“; @ - N o
. , - SR _ .
K ] v . 8 . K - - ’-
. . ?
« * LIPS N <
& ., . . J (9
. 4 \ » ”‘ . . h‘ N . L. \‘\ e
’ : . . , = ' . r - . ’ ' ¢ 1 e
Wt ™~ . . ] .ﬂ ) 'h. . . . -n 3
. 1 - -
R . . - .. v‘(/; . v - ..
. % . s T XY ’ N » 2. .
. . r o ) , -
‘ .
= B a " ’ - - e
L s ’ ) L s S : L4
. " d * . .
- p . . ) . .J o - » . .
) . * » i . ' '/ - . .
’ ' = e . 5 A .
L . ~ 4 N A * N & i ‘.
’ ! * ) ' \ ) ’& .
1 o v ¥ <3< . ’ .o 3
L o , ‘% \ ® 1 ~ . vl . o L8
: Q N . T s o * " ! . . .
o . v - 4. 8 ~ =~ . . .
: B o S
> u . ” Y . .
- 5 " . . . & - 2 | L B
[ T b y ¥ —— .




mmittee

the !
Studies Center

R USOE' Project on

Vocatlonal Educatlon Models for Linking Agencies’

‘;' ‘Serving the Hanalcapped

. B ~. o
° ¢ 0 - o .
. N .
. . -

& e *

FEDERAL BbREAU REPRESENTATIVES (ex—off1c1o) .

.~

x

Wisconsin Vocatlona

-

v Lt °
.

Qr..DfEk Carlson
© * NIE Assoc1atef
;. National Instltute of Educatlgn
U.S.” Department of Edudation
1200 19th Street, Room 7420
Washingt n, DC, 20208 ) .
gge-zsaa 70 or 7548 A

1 .

* Cherlotte “Conaway ' - . T /
Office of Vocational and Adult Education
. +U.S." Department of Educatlon ROB #3 ) °
7th and D Streets, S.W. )
Washington, DC 20202 S ) I .
® 2025245-0636 '

° -

..
>3 -

&

!"
'

e

.

.- -

t , " . ¢

..+ Ellen Lyles - TR N .
* Education Program Spec1allst T T . ~ '
Office of Elementary ‘and Seconﬁary Educatloh T ' ‘
- Guidance and Counsellgg Branch T T
Dividion of Frate Educatlonal Assistance ’
B.S." Department: of Educatloq
400 Maryland Avenue, S.W. .o A
-ROB. #3 ‘ . o g Lo, e

% Rool 3010 ° : : I
Washlngton *DC, 20202 ..
202 472~-13537 , T R A

. ~ . . s .

Mighael Ward' ) o -
Office of Special Education and Rehabllltatlve Serv1ces

‘ *Divi§ion of "Assistance, to the States )
* UnS., Departmént of.EduGation or
Room ‘4030 Donohpe 2 '
400 - Maryland Avenue, S. W s
Washlngton, De Y20202
20g1472 3740

~
.

«"
. ) .
y ' {
- .

-

"'DU‘U Il?& ut:"
Rehabilitamion Program Sgpcialist .
Office of %pecial ﬁducatiOn and Rehahiligptive Services ,
Rehabilitatiof~Services @dministtation

“U‘S. ‘Department /of Education

* Room 3024 Switzer Building

'3;8 akd. D ‘Streets, S.W. -

. thhingtbn, bC LD e -
2Q;#245—0925‘or 3024

‘e
~

)
v e 2



» “ . . xr :
. e W
> ) L PN !
. ° . . s
.

7 L s . 3 e v W l@ \ -
\ . . ’ *
T . O R ,
‘ ORGANIZATIONAL REPRESENTATIVES '
— ; .
o " ‘-, . v ) ) Py ) . .
«Council of State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation . .
s Bruce A. Archambault . Ry : ’ R ' ’ .
. Chief State Department of Education ) T .
. Division of Rehabllitatlon 3
105 +tonden Read- ” - - _ "‘ I - i o
" : Building #3\ ¢ Lt CL o NP R .7 -
’ “Concord, NH'0330k ~~ —  ~-v T e T T T — +
I . 603-271-3¥21 < . ' . “ M . RN
* . & r._'! ¥ - . s ) ‘s , ‘% “ : ' &
. Kl A ‘ . .
s \Jatlonal Aésouatlon of State Directors of Special Educatlon- ﬁ S e
* AL ) e ., . .t ;
Ty « Dr. Vlctbr J. Codtrucci T N . . . T
',\Y- . Assistant State Superiptendenf ° & o ' C, . ' ;0 ;
. Wisconsin- Departmem: of Publlc Instructlon ' ) - g
Wisconsin Hall .:.*- 3 e s . e .
126 LangdonsStreet L . N v
" Madison, WI 53702 . . . < - e "7
P 608-266- 16;{49 . R : . . g’:“ ~N L
[ ’ . '. ~ N a . M - C ;..
W s Tt . ) - - b/ oLy
: American.Personnel apd Guidance “Association .. . ( .
% » 2 BE \ ’ . ° ' . -
. : Dr. Don Llnkowskl . .o » o - o
President Association’ of Rehabilitation Counselars’ ) Vo,
George Washington Unlversn.ty -, : ' ’
L Washington, DC . » ! Ca . .
SR 202-676-7204 . ~ . ! : SN
ot \\ V. O ' - o, . l
A e . .\'\. . . "\ . . - *
. ) - ‘Na\tionall Association of State Directors of Vocdtional Education : N e
- e . v ] L T -7 C ”e .7
" Dr. Robert Be Sorensen ™ sl R , L . .4
- State erector Cu ) ' . . -
: 'Wisconsin Board of Vocational, Technical and Adult Educatlon .
v " 4802 Sheboygan’ Avenue, 7th Floor S e =y ) >, .
- Madisoh, WI 53702 . - . * - I - :
o ot '. 608—266—1770 v P : b
. e, ; . . : Y,
. Y t“ , . . . . Rt
: ' & . ) ; ‘ o




o

ADVISORY MEMBERS FROM VOCATIONAL AND SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATION S

- . A ]
° -
S .
. ER
-
L}
N N
- v -
. e -
-

- BACKGROUNDS - . s

. . .
BN ./-1 . . . o
R _ Basil Antenucci , te ’

. _ State of Michigan )

-

- o7 s Department of Rehabilitation Servmes
: - P.0. Box 30010 - .
\ ; .- Lansing, MI 48909 . oo N

? 517= ’%73_3390 i, R

. -
. 'y -

—.% * *'Dr. James Barge Rd 2

Division of Vocétional Education

State Department of*Education -,

Kitott Bujlding ° L |
Tallahassee, FL . 32301 S

"William éddy e .
Equal Opportunity Spec1allst N
L, ! : Confpliance and Enforcement D1v1s,10n L e
] - Office for Civil nghts ; - -
~ . I_)epartmentéof AEW Aoom 4412 T .

D1recto'r, S'%ec1a1, Needs Programs. .. “¢& .. )

' 2, . .
A 3 Washlngton pe. 20201 , ¢ Y
202-245-7641

. ‘ ) [ s

. . 4 . . - ‘
Mlchael Falconer RV
. Execut:tve Director TN >
/ . Governgr's Commlttée on People' .

; * with D'.Lsabllltles . . -
. : One South Park L. .t ,
o, é5th Floor , ‘ -Z ' LoTe
ST Madison’,
2 _/698—2.66;53“78 oot

& N -

’ . t e
>

1

WI 53715 - R

.” James  Folsom

)

.+ ~, Director, I.C.D. RehabllltatlQ(L& ReSearch ‘Center P ) ) ""- k\ *

. 340 E’ast ‘24th Street (g .
T+, * New York,vNY. 1001@ ?f el
212 679-0100 ~ . TIPS It

. o - ~ .

< @
Paul Hlppoletus

. .on Employment of the’ andlc;apped o

“;—’; N

“The Presigdents Com'nutte : '-i, e »K‘ -

_'" . Washington; BC  2Qz10 Ty N
goz 653—5056 e e A

¢ " . CE

- ATY

' ;- Dﬁ"riymﬂoruchi ' - S
- . Special Education Unit Le %t :

. Colorado Department ‘of, Edu('.ation Lo
.. _ State Office Building. - . -l

: - \ y ‘ b . ;
i ) 4 s « Ve
© w201 E: Colfdx” ° SR R P RN

L es Denver,  CQ ~ ~80203;‘\ STy St <, . <, . .
' Y ¢~303-839-2727 . - ' I A . e, . 3 . {/ o e S -~ 1
’ [ T ' N . .y V. e S - r. r\/( A . e K} ¢ e |

! . . . « N N R q e PN AL N -

L . . b4 64 N 8‘)' . . . . R o o
; A - M e : TRt e
< w0 T T IO L




}

h

I

\-- T . » M L. , - - sty
Dr.~Ma1\'c l—[u]_]_
Vermont State Department of Education ) . -
Montpelier, VT 05602 . o -
802-828-3L¢1~ ‘ \\-. AT . Y

‘2 .
S e

Eugene Lehrman# A ¢
President .American Vocational Assoc1at10n (198
W1sconsin ‘Vocational Studles Center
anverSIty‘uf*WIStonsrn—Madtson*ﬁﬁ~4ff
i 964 Educational Sciences Building
1023 West Johnson Strest” " 7T
Madison, WI, 53706 - -

§Q8 263 6979 T i

= —— e e e e - -

br. Gary~Meers,X
" ‘Special Vocatlonal Education dl
105 Bancroft Hall . o R

Unlver81ty of Nebraska . ' ) - . ‘e

L;ncoln, NE 68588 . . . : . .

+402-472-2365 ¢ S :

Dr. Linda garrlsh N | : - . .
. Vocational' Special Needs Teacher )

Coordirator ! N R

Texas A & M Unlver81ty P S .
College ‘Station, IX, 77843 - ‘ -

- ., . [N \
. - N

* University of Illinpis at UrHﬁna—Champalgn ;.

713-845 6816- R . - 4

P4&X Perencevic * o .o

Spec1al Education Teacher , = ¥73. ’
~‘Vista Del War-School 20 . v, S
.3200 Motor Avenue o o
Los Angeles, CA 90034 ° t. J.

213~ 836,1223 ext. 376 .o -
. ; J/?

¢

.
< ~

Dr. Allen Phelps™ ° . >
Departmentxéf Vocatlonal -and Technlcal Educatlon 3\3
Office of Vocatlonal ‘Educatg Research ..

345 Educatlon Building

Urbana, IL 64801 R oo : <L e
217+333-0185 ., - A oo

Jane Razeghi o C . .
: Education Coordinator 'y ]

- American Cgalition of Citizens w1th Disabilitles, Inc.
Room*816, 1346 Connecticut ANenUe N W. v
Washingcon, DC 20036 ’ . \
202-785- @gSS B A =, .*”’f“ﬂﬁ .

.o & <o ‘. .o
.
. .

RO




. ] - \ o~
. o _ \ . 3 . . ) » -
s + - ) ,' ‘ . ‘.
M . \ . .' .- N 4 . B
20 . . \
. °  Ed@ard V..Roberts : o, e -
Director ' L ' . . ' '
- Department of Rehabilitation . . <. -7
. 830 K. Street Malle Room 322 ° |
Sacraménto, CA 95814 . | C » ol \ :
) \916-445-3971 \ : SN ) >
N < . Faand 9
- . N R I ' R . 1 -
- S, Glee ;S.aundervs:. ey : /
rement-—315A e Loyl :
-+ 251 West DeKalk Pike . o0 N o, e
—f=~ o - King-of~Prussia, -PA -19406 - - - . ‘. 1 -
215-337-2065 . . T . . s
. . : ‘ T, BN P ‘
- s
' Li}lian Seymour ) . :
Callfornla Association for Neurologlcally - 4 ‘ e
Handlcapged Children ) .
. Vocational Committee - . \ . "
11291 McNab Street |, ' ‘
Garden Grove, CA 92641 - o, .
) . 714-539-2711 - . s . ST )
[8 - 2 ’ ’ R . »
. [ 4 - . ( ’: = ~ * . ¥
” » 1 \( . - i o ‘ ‘ X
B . Ti ‘0 O . " e v ! -\ v
- .. 4 . - .-
Al . o Q\_ﬁ . N .
LY l N . .. s / - +
Y . ’ . hd * (\~ - , . .\
‘e ) ] - ‘ b ¢ ‘ s . [y /\.-
. s, . . * ' » T
. . 4 < © v N » " -
. : / “ )
- - * . . .t A g
. . v S ! v,
-‘; % . "-. - . . o. ’ . N ‘ , . .., '
i /1 ¢ ‘ ’ - )
. . e ..- ° N . . ) . b. t
. . i - . , .
. . . " \ .
. - Co . . s i ,
;p' ., . . L. .
: h-: “ ~ . ‘ i N 4.
. . - . N L' . A .
. ‘ \ “ s
, * K v 4 '\ v - 4 ‘ - < * N k ‘
A - ; : T Co T =
;\ s ) N . . 4 N B
‘ ’ 'S . ) v, ! « e
i ’ e . . . 2 ' -
i . ./ . , - ‘:" -
~ I : '
. . N ; >
. R “ . . .‘ « S .,
, . 66 O~ \ . o A ‘o -
A . . OO . * MM
Y \ 0 . . ‘: p . AN ) : _ L ) : . e K




. . ) e b
. M . . .
T ' ' - s ) N
& . s
’ .) i - - 1 ' ) "
PO N .0 b . N '
© .\ . » . . .
) 3’ * - Py .
- . ‘ ’ * \ >
i ! ) ¥
* \\ i . . ‘.’ ' ¢ .
o, ' . b APPENDIX C o '
s . K 4,'. . . i s
i C - * N - * - ~ C . . A - -
“. ‘ ¢ : Summary of P}nect Advisory. -
Co , Comm1ttee s Porments.x ™
e X e - from-Meetd ng_Held_ApNLZLZS 1980 R
E ; ” /’ . . . )
e ‘ . 7 B r .,
. 2%\‘ S ’ oL z X \
,,B‘é;,.‘".‘d - o .
.b ¢ - N 3‘ cf )
. . . . ! . "' .« - ~ " .
. o . ¢ < , .
@~ -, “e . ’ q . '
' oo . . 1 - .
a] ¢ 7 . N - , \\ A
. ' ¢ : = s . C s <
.. 3 R ‘ - . e, o
. i b . :Sg& R
’ ? e N - . f L
. . . b e é L
~ R _ - .

e hal . . § S .
— 4 3
. . . " f 1 l“ -, . 7 o
R - . L ) sg . ) . .
' 4 ’ 5 [SERY
. - .
T . ¢ ( g E ) N .
R . B B I < + T . o
PO . . . > . £ . N
. - e ’ - 1l %
s « . * ’ R, £ . =
' 2 . v 2N e

yie N L .
¢ ‘ L ~
. . LY % \‘, L ;‘ §
B * - . o,
. R . 67 + %
A = L — -~ g T oA we e -
T " Y
., . e, . N , S
r * 3~ - - ) . i
. . - . O
N Y - e - ~ VLt = N = .



AL

-

SUMMARY OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE COMMENTS ABOUT
DEVELOPING "STATE -AND LOCAL LINKAGE MODELS TO MEET,
THE VOCATLQNAL EDUCATION NEEDS OF HANDICAPPED PERSONS

Introduction-

~,

. o < . . ‘ =
Members of the Adwgsory Committee to the project, "Vocational

“‘if§Edncatfon—ﬁode+$—forit+nk%ng«AgEneies Serving the Hahd{capped" met

in Madison,

Hisconsin on_Ahri] 24-25,

1980.

“During this two-day meeting}-

\committee members were asked:to sharge their thoughts, experiences, and

opinions regarding every phaséto¥ local End"state linkages.
were analyzed, and broad content categor1es were 1dent1f1ed

Jheir femarks
This ~

R L

‘ and monitoring gneﬁils\>be1ng prepared.

section of the report sufimarizes the grpup's thoughts on developing 11nkage‘
systems at both the state and 1oca] Tevel. Summaries of the group S
comments on 1mp1ement1ng 11nkages, technical dssistance, and eva]uat1on '

,', - “ﬁ.

' B. State- Level L1nkage -

fhre

e ma1n toplc_aneasAsurfaced 1n~the«analy513 of the Advi.

Cohm1ttee s dlscuss1on of state-Tevel 11nkage development . These‘
pere: ' ’ -~
. .1) various. patterns of leadership of the system; ;,
‘égﬁkyfz-Q)dgembersh1p or. part1c1pation in thé system; and "

. 3) objectives or activities which could be performed by °
‘the linkage organ1zat1on Charts One,” Two, and Three. L i

. . detail the Committee members' thoughts on these tepics. Y
Genera],comments~made by the committee concern1ng state 2

: “

1eve1 11nkage systems follow-the chargs.

:,- ) \*\ . L - . ..' ‘.. f
oo o . . - . . . . I oo .
N ,“9} Local}Linkage Concerns . x\ N ;’ : oo
AR . Commentsﬁnade byaAdv1sory Commlttee members on local 11nkage efforts '.
i f.s‘\ ,3 can.best be summarized as they relate to the ‘cake.management process . / . . |
o throﬁgh which an 1n6‘v1dha1 TS serweds These thoughts are outlin&d on . -
Lo Chart.Four. Some genera] commehts made by the committee regarding 1oca1. . lf .
et L (IR W
; TMnkage Systems fQHovrChaYt‘Four. P : _‘,_7 T, e
LI ! * ' ) . - : N . ' . .' ) ' - * ’ :’ ' ’& .
- ) : . : . . / I L,
2 \. - » T * ﬁ ‘ ‘
: . . ) C ‘ . . v . . . N )
I: l - ’ ' ' -!'7" . ‘ e " { N * ' [
. , A o _ . !‘“ ) . ) &
‘o . o . S P ' ,
Yo K - ' LooTo8s 87 . Z (‘
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' 7Equalieef,gencyepartic ipation. _ _

problems

& N 5
N / N [ - M A ro. .. -o
) - » \ / A
¢ . - * _( '
. - . * Chart One ) . LT,
. .
\
® Possible Sources of Leadershlp Irfut into the A ’
' . State Lmkage Organizatlon ‘ .
- v . * . , AN v . . '
» ‘4 n'
. ¢ Se” L
i NActivities and Leadership Opportunities: Comments: *© * ‘
[ B - ' . v ‘ - : B .
°Part1c1pat°1ng in the ex1st1ng 11nkage .. -
systems. — -~ - e o T T
- ¥ s 7 ¢ - .
* ‘ . e . - . . l
i Develob a task force, counc11 or Consumers, parents, advdcacy group
! * committee o instltute and implement members, teachers, administrators' v
- . linkages ~ v « | and others“could be included, along ’
& ;e ™ with state agency representatives 5
) ’ N ) . . ‘
» Consider ygur agencies in a.lead Possibly State Directors of voca-
agency role . "tional education or vocational -
. - ) rehabilitation .
. 7L . A . ] /\l .
-~ . 01 - ‘
. - Rox:at-ingA ‘chair could avoid tuff e al

.: ‘ ‘. o ‘v o é‘é‘}éa ) ’ ”\ », * ! . a ;
v N Ap(?omt a full-time 1inkage . To serve as a liaison hetween ‘the
i ~ coordin‘ator . tate linkage team and locgl per- ]
o - R * . . | Sons, and to °coordinate linkage
> Yo PR activities - : g
3 y . . :
S Appoint a Secretary or- Assistant: . . Oversees state agencies and their
B Secretary from Chief. State School . linkage efforts, with fiscal =
Ofﬁicer s or GCovernor's office -control vover each ) - R
. - ‘ - , . ‘ o . . N _ R
‘ / vt i C . o
- ° .N . . d ~ ;
v » L el T : oy “1
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: ~+ 'Suggested Participants in the ¢ .
.ougg 1 _Fra P
X N f . 4 .
T s o . Y  state L;Lnkage Effort . “
T -, K. : ) 0 v -
’ Core Maa)ership: ‘ g 0. Additional G'roups to ’Gbg's_ider: v
. < j * . < <«
R, v AN
- :/- - &
e These agencies should be v The representatives from thede
- . R . .« e
\/Vvinclude‘d on the linkage’team: } . — | various-groups could be included
T : on the linkage ‘team or could serve
. @
. 1 - Vocational Education in an advisory capacity: e
Special Education J . - )
] s Vocational Rehabilitatipn . CETA - . .
~ Counseling and Guidante Adult Education ’ .
) / . Advocate Groups © ¢ t Vot
o ! L gk .} . ‘¢ Consumefs/Parents ', .
R - . . : . $ LEA involvement . L . )
. ' - Broker ‘service agencies (e.g. -
\ . ; - vr ’ v Easter Seals Societ¥)
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o - Chart Three ' '
aal R . : . ' : -
- . 'Suggesitons ‘for State’Linkage Activities . P
. ‘Activities: . Comment:s:
a ot : : ' . B W Y A1 .
' Select structure of linkage system - Part:icipant: idexﬂtificat:ion
. T2 . o . . 1" - How dften to meBt
YT s “\ e [ |* = Broad goals, specific -
N A objectives, and tasks
¥ ] o - Determine utilization of
) i .- .- , resources -
> N R R .. ~
Commuhicate linkage efforts ) Could publish newsletter or
; : T - disseminate meeting ‘minutes
‘ . X ’ . ) beyond state level
. . , . N . . L . v ‘"
. : b \“‘ 4
£ - ) » . ' - -
[y N s ” ~, © ] !
' JIdentify.gaps and barriers in _r Idefitify areas of dupllcation
llnkage Lfforts S 6f¥services
‘ - ' ~ ’ ) '
N ’ / . : . ’
o Jx-:st:ablish joint plannmg . ] T~ — —
o agreemei‘s for linkag,e ‘ ' . " : o -
¥ 4 " . ! )
M . v ® ; \ ' L
. - . 1. . C ' s
€oordinate sStatevwplans of -« - . State needs {o'involv lbcal
vocational education, special. ] pract:it:ioners for ef ectlve
education, and vocational - coordination.
. rehabilitation * . - < ,’ <
‘i‘/ LI '.f ) -~ A YO ‘ M *
© L “’ ) ‘ N .~ t - ‘“
- Revléy policies, set or suggest
new pol:.cies, carry out policies - ‘
! p .-" N 4 ‘ ' ‘ * ’ . '
{ °, ", t . ] " * . . ' .
e T = . A . ' -
4, . \" - . - . o
Artange fdr outside. consultant to- Written provision for review
W gssist in developirtg objectives or of Iinkage process . Lt
; T e e e -
— - - | ‘evaluate linkage objectives - ° '/ . e wm T
e - — .t . ! ' 4 g ‘ o
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’ . Suggestions for State Linkage Activites (continued)
L) - - N [
Amivities: , N Comment s i
.- — )
| Public education . K . , Concerning laws, regulations, 7 .
¢ a i . funding constraints and-
n S P . possibilities, importance
. . - "t of communication, etc
T - Y e _,,@ ‘ * R . N .
’ Enhance .linkages at: the‘consumer p vt el ¢ ar .
. . |+level : : -
\' 0! ‘ot N . * . & -
‘b(? ¥ - - ‘»\f . ; . i . , - . .
3 - . - ! . '
It ‘~ .o s N . A
' I . . . : s ‘.
Encourage co-location for effective Vocational rehabilitation could .
e o T’i’ﬁkage at the.local and state level share facilities with education .
I - 2 A . _ b . B . o —
‘ . ' ’ ) - ‘ -t l‘.- ' .
. .
Help LEAs use IEPS effectively to . ‘ i
ey, . plan revocatlonal and, vocational ’ “ .
R * programs for handlcapped students v ) L .
e ; . . ’ i ’ [y . - .. ’
o Conduct needs assessment to : : e -,
. pr‘iorltlze. sState and local o ' )
i obJectlves . k_ T e . L. . .
- id ) ¢ Y
R ' LI ) ' .
a 1 N . <
P Study effective uses of resources Disseminate éxemplary.local- ‘
et : ¢ . linkage efforts -
. -t v : A N ):!-T T .
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General'%omments ' . ____,///, . L.

: Comm1ttee mqnbers also noted that state 1eve1 11nkage efforts are
1mproved if the leadership of the system and/or the participants’ have
dec1s1on mak1ng author1ty within the1r respective agenc1es Communica-
tagn*of incentives for 11nk1ng, such as increased effectiveness of funds

- - 4

| usage, was also mentioned as an important fac111tator of the 11nkage , <:////

process ® ‘ : Cy . ; S —
. » ~ ¢ !

‘*fvfﬂ>fﬂ*”*a"’ “The' Comm1ttee4fa1sed three— 1ssues're1ated ‘to state-leve] linkage " .

> teams'¥fforts to enhance local 11nkages F1rst, it was’ emphas1zed that

‘

. .local personnel may need more 1nformat1on about P.L. 94—142 “the A1 L.
T dHand1capped Children's Act, and Sections 503 and 504 of the” Rehab111tat1on ~

Act of.1973. It {s important when conveying this information not«to give
. them tne\kense tha comp11ance 75 SoTely a matter of force. Seco“ﬂ"fhe
Committee felt it was necessary for the state‘to offer technigal assis-
tance to“local personnel in establishing, ﬁvnd1ng, and eva]uatlng the1r .
———11nkag€;ef£ontsw_AIhe_thng__§§ue raised was ‘ofie. of improwving the usexbf

A

state p1ans for proactive program development: 4nvo1v1ng Joca] indivi--
Wals in theprocess and coordinating plans of. Vocat1ona1 educat1on,
special educat1on, “and rehabiTitation were rétommended “techniques to meet

‘ , this goal. : . ' .

Ly




. Chart Four—
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Suggestions for Local Linkage Activities i

Case Management ,
[ 4
Process° o

\ ;
suggested Agencies/
Persons Involved,

-
4

Comments . -~

‘1 L

Identify handicapped :

persorns’

_ "Casg Manager"

'

™
|
§ A system| of case management for eac
student could help prevent him or her
ufalling[through the cracks" after

. voe

high school. ’
v So

Afccai education
agency

Rehapilitation'

Given mandatory attendance iawsfjﬁi?
school system has the major rdle in \
identifying handicapped persons ages
33-18.°

'
.
4

Rehabilitation counselors need to work
closely with special education and-voca-
tional education to provide services to

. students before and gt graduation.

+ Reorganization and/or co-location may
facildtate closer working relatiaenships

4 between education and rehabilitation. , .

Rehabilitation assumes major burdem of

!

"Parents/self

-ty

entificatIUn—and*tase—managemenﬁ—fer—;—‘——
persons who are out of school. o
‘ ¥

it

A major effort toward educating parehts
and handicapped individuals concerning 4
the laws and regulations regarding —
handicapped persons, and the services
.which are available d4n the local area
needs to be made. Parents can both \
identify persons needing services and

* advocate for the deldvery of these

" services. ‘ "

¢

- : —
. 3. Prescribe~peeded ) ‘:Hr Special Education a) Communicatibn and codrdination among
i services | .Vocational Education those involued is of prime importancew
) . Counsel;ng and Mutual understanding of definitions, e
) .g o ‘Guidance A - terms, services available, and ser-
v T : \ s Rehabilitationv " vice ‘constraints should be achieved.
. " ! " ﬂ%ﬁ Parents IEP and IWRP forms should be coordi~
: N . . Consumer . ‘. nated. ¢ - ' RS f
’ bl A full range of:career development 3
. . activities should be available to 3
e . » ! . y ¥ handicapped students.” A
. < - /'”"unselershshould-help—ﬁhe—student__c____
; 3 ] e . - consider the full range of trainingéy
‘ . . C / , _options, from college, to workshop '
: I .. : 4 placements. " R R -
i ' . I® C, .
. ! 2 §. . ’ .
g - W TN ’ [ . ’ \ <
e . N \ ¢ - ?g\.' g %g
N ' ‘ ' | 4 . ') Y v
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services >

Vocational Education
Counseling and

.‘ \‘~ ] .“‘” ’ \'.00 » S
. K .-\_ o w\'. ‘\_/\_.\ ‘-‘-J!!) . - Py )
-» > R . ' . by u': * . Va
" * s " i Lo - .
\ N ) ' . X " ':. \ < &b‘ P
¢ Case Management Suggested Agencies/ i . G e ¥ S
Process -Persons Involved * \{VCoéments ‘ Agiﬂ\\tf—“‘\\ -
. R . . - s e A B s, N
2.. {(continued) * . ! Vocat¥onal édudators should be'involted
Prescribe needed , | in preparing the .
sérvices ares to be involved I
y < i Specific goalsﬂshould be )
. interests, ‘aptitudes,’ ang N
) ‘ results. ’ aE
) R B 7 . The IEP should include specific pre- Lo
- ) I e e ,T --vocational-and .v8cational objectives. N
‘ . . Special education and' vocational educa .
’ , plans to coopgratively provide traininﬁ
' ' should be detailed.
. 2 5 A *
E » ° . T . N =
3. Provide identified < Special Education. ice training should be provided - e

°Inser¥

to insure that vocational‘educators -
and special educators can mugually

<f . : Guidance . develop cooperative lesson plans. ,
" CETA Can prov1de Yraining, for handlcapped
“ . . . | “>tudents.who drop out, those who /
- o - ¥ leave school with f\edequate vqcational
N—
sRilis, and aOULLb. > =
_ e - : " Vocatﬂonal ,f(_ Becomes cas€ manager for students ‘who,” o
) Rehabilitation , .| leave high school without employadble - :
v ’ "o - skills, ‘as ‘'well as supplementing train- § '
o ing Jf students in high school when
. 7 - AY
s special tools/?r equipment ate neede ..
| N ‘<
7. R S - 0 €

4,

N ; s
Provide placement
and‘followup

Special Educat ion
Vocational .Education

Linkage system should provide means_
to follow students %?rogress during‘hnd ot

. . . Counseling and after high school. , \\ ;e
o . Guidanke .
- iy Common terms and deﬁinitiOns should be
' ' ? Vocat ional developed and utilized in followu
: “ . Rehabilitation pec P ..
. : : 7% efforts. v - ol, .
. . .
. . . s CETA | .May provide followup trajgdng after g
. . \ ' . -student completes h;gh 5ol program. ,
- r) : g . ‘
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General “Comments I - :

e

. The Adv1sory Committee's comments about developing local linkage

‘;

., systems ‘are summarized in the following statements:

1) Linkage agreements seem to have the most success
) when each agency has a clear identlty, but each .
f ) shares joint responsibility for the client.

. ikl

A written local agreement should detail:. - ' .

N
b

each agency's respon31b111ties under present
. ’ legislation

’ how each group interfaces with the others
‘ 2

. . - what services can be expected from each e
‘o - .
- how resources can most effectively.be utilized, and
K . . f
- - the responsibilities each agency accepts.
. . 3) Local linkage sysfems should take evaluation and,

. monitoring’ into account; responsibilities for
: checking the system's effectiveness should be
planned and clearly delineated.

)

sd @ 4) Local systems should 1nclude adVocate groups and
N ‘ consumers.
. . 5) Parents, should be briefed ‘about the need for 11nkages, as"

well as “the - goals and objeatives of the System.

? K g

~

Three’ cautidﬁs were added éegardlng the preparatlon of IEPs.V First ’

that a health screening okght to be provided. in each student's plan.

<
Second,\effice oﬁ$01vil Rights regulatiions must be obeyed in preparing

IEPs. A th1rd

\~ the' maJorlty of vocational teachers are completely unfamlliar with the

" 1EP process’ most 'have never been included &m such progrdm plarnirng.

and Very major concern was that studles have shown that_
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! SUMMARY OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE. SUGGESTIONS FOR PUBLICIZING LINKAGE,
EFFORTS TO PREPARE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SERVICES FOR HANDICAPPED. PERSONS

-

+

.

Medium . L . Content ¢ ( Audience : .
Brochures developed by state- Vocational education services Spe¢ial educators, parentg, students, .
, level vocational education : .| available for handicapped advocacy groups, other agencies.
personnel ) ‘ students . : - .
, . S 1 A \ T .
TV, radié public service . 7 | Toll-free telephone number and “Public. ’ L .
announcements ) purpose of service ) 'L _ .
Toll—ﬁree telephone Vocational assessment, voca- . _Calfers )
. tional rehabilitation, and 'l - ,
- ) vocational education services . .
' , available for hand¥capped . -
' ’ ) individuals in' the state ~ r s i -
-0 - . T~ - ]
1 page information‘sheets, headed Services available to and for Special and vocational education 2
"Did you know...?", distributed handicapped students, and teachers, counselors, rdebilitati
monthly, designed to be posted information about special needs cdounselors, others
~ on bulletin boards .| vocational education issues e 4 .
Information sessions , ‘Services available at community Parents, persons from referring
. s o colleges or postsecondary vooa- agencies, consumers N v -
. tional schools . . - (- //
Educational TP, cable TV seminars L_Righte of and services available Public . N 3 ”// )
to handicapped dndividuals ) // A .
. ~ ‘ ‘ : 1 ; -
TV, radio-public setfvice announce- -~ Advertise services avallable to .| Public - ’
_ merits o handicapped persons: -~ . . L, e
. . -~ Advertise that 1981 is the . \ oo
- : , International Year of the Dis- .
(» r - abled Individual ©
. ¢ : 3 ~ gl
‘ . . ’ R N . \ ‘
- ) . ' C::"\ T

\




. \ . . N .
[§ . ~ . -
' Medium . Content . =~ Audience '
b < N , . .
: Tra1n1ng sessions’ led by consumer * +Needs, rights and aspirations Parents, public
’ ) advocate groups of handicapped persons P . =
. . . . h ’
’ ' AY
: Booklet developed by State Edu- Handicapped students' rights Parents, other interested individuals
cation Agency . . \ : _
-~ : ‘ - £ » . ]
. Legislative hearings Views of consumer groups, ad- Legislators, public )
. : . visory committees, advocacy N .
. ‘ groups, and others regarding - i
. ' - vocational education’ services . ) : :
ST R : for handicapped individuals®- .
. L3 - . . L}
- ‘ N
- . N L g O 3
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Wiseonsin Voeational Studies Center ’

gf()a .

1 \’\ - £ N .
° \ . ) : Univedsity of Wisconsin - Yadison - .
' @ ADVISORY COMMITTEE: MEMBERS' THOUGHTS ON .
A e ., VARIOUS ELEMENTS¢OF THE .
. - - IMPLEMENTATION PHASE OF INTERAGENCY N o '
i - ’ LINKAGE ORGANIZATIONS ’\’
STATE STATE-LOCAL ' . .LOCAL
Resources available to “+ | The state ceuld facilitate The local edugation
improve interagency linkages the developnient of a local agency could provide -
could be identified. ‘case management system for space in a school
. . 4 .handicap ed persons, <y building for vocational
, " Work with the legi'slature possibly based on the age rehabilitation personnel
7| to improve consistency . _ | of the individual. \ in exchange for voca- .
> . \| among ekigibility criteria ’ , tional- assessment or
4 of yatrious agencies could The state .could publish other services, . :
1 be undertaken. fteld bulletins or policy P .
%] IS ) s Statements to encoutage v . .
g A computerlzed llstlng ‘of - the development.of local :
N = ~ 13 s H ~
¢ 5} agency personne°J. and linkage agreements. N
= programs could be developed. }. . . .
. g < A manual on how to establish [° i ~ ‘
. , | Ome o/ffrce could be - Sl interagency linkages could .
o 1dent:a.f1ed as a- clearlng- be developed and disseminated| ~ , - . Ty
. house ' for 1nformation re- to local personnel. : ‘
. ‘ g rding vocdational education . ) ’ '
. ‘ /servu:es foxr handlcapped * Improyed data collection . -
¢ persons.’ : and reportmg processes . .
A . could be developed.to “®s
o . . : enhance linkage efforts. _ - ) et
Admmlstratlve leade~rsh1p }Morhes should be s * | Administrative -leadership
s .and comitment to linkages available for cro -a ency/ and- commitment to linkages
° | should be recognized ds cross—dlscipl:me traiping. . {should be.recognized as
#| critical to their success.™ = ) critical to their success., 1
Hl Publicity regardin‘g "the . | State monéy *¢ould help:
E idea that sharing re- . initiate programs at-a Sharing resources thrOugh
3 @l soutces through linkage - regional .or local level. linkage. agreements can .,
, 2r. agreements can minimize .- minimize difficulties -
7| difficulties caused by ° P, caused by funding cut-
, funding%;;b)cks shoul'a‘ A I R ‘j“‘f’"‘“‘“ e Les et hatksscos A e e €y ol A
" -be; increa 3 PN - - Y R . . N ~ S )
. R Consultanf:s could be r The state should identify ) Mechanisms to insure . ., |
SN utilized in solving | and d-isseminate infonngtion' that input on-training
specific linkage problems. about”innovative uses of needed and funding - ""'S‘w-_)‘_\
R ) - C . fynds and program elements . | priofities should be * . :,
? oo ' . which improve ‘services ‘to esta ished. & - .
28 I P ! Do, T clients. Coe . / ]
u- 4 - . N "t - . \ zr ¢ .
T ‘ - . Stipends could be provided A - ’ . .
‘ ‘to enable "peq.'sons to attend . -
- = ' linkage meex:in ) \ ‘




e

TRAINING

w
b

ADVOCACY GROUPS

¥

STATE-LOCAL

-

fe

Conferences on vocatignal

at the IEP -meeting.

*

80

L4

-

‘teacher must be present’

g - education services for
= , handicapped. individuals’ ¢ s
f . could be offered on a- . ..
. /regional or[l'o‘cal level. ’* )
The state should identify for | The state could provide - Combined cross- -
dissemination exemplary iocai ‘training for local voca— training sessions for
linkage,efﬁorts. "| tiomal teachers in special | } mutual understanding
i . ’ : . education and legal issués; of roles, rules; and
State linkage participants these trainees could then .| responsibilities of
| . .
could provide workshops for return home and trdin local vocational edutation,
state-level spec14ﬁ educat1on s % peers. special education,.-
vocational education, rehabil— counseling, and voca-
itation, and’ general) education| The State,s shoﬁld share tional rehabilitation
personnel regardihg the rights 1nformation on what funding personnel should be
of handicapped persons, the is available, how categorical | organized. -
regulations affecting each | funds can be used, and ‘ )
agency, and curypent. state innovative uses of mqney and Monéy and staff time
linkage' efforts. . program elements with-local should be set aside
) s L administrators. for inservice training.
Money .and staff time should, ) : s «
"be provided for inselvice : Parents should be in-
.training. . cluded with-all others - -
~ i_ +who work with handi-
L2 T capped persons in
- ' -~ traininfg sessions on
. - |the T.E.P., the rights
. . ‘of handicapped
a ) , individuals and programs
. - : available to them.
Groups can perform a State personnel should: Advocacy group memberg
strong lobbying role bé active in communica- may be helpful in
with the state legis-~ ting to groups and the establishing or monitoring
lature.1 public through such & Individualized Educatign
> ’ - - activities as public Plans. p
The lobbying mechanism hearings, public service .
_cﬁrrently used by pro- announcements, and 1 Increased communication S
fessional organizations ° sgminars. v among members of various
can be-used to help boards and advisory
1inkages. he - groups should be a goal
, ‘ - ¢ | of linkages
State vocational educa- ¢ b . )
|- tion advisory board Local linkage agreements
%1 should have a person should include representa- :
ﬂf“‘%ﬁﬁ?ﬁ%@ﬁtiﬁg‘ﬂanﬂi&appéd‘““‘“““°<“<°‘°‘°‘<“~*<ﬂ4~<<< <q<tton—from such groups as .
5 persons' concerns. <. ~ women, minorities, and ©
® ‘ ' - - . 1 disabled persons:
’//7ﬁ\ v A directive could be issued- fﬁaividpalized Educatior
X . ) « ¥ | stating that when a voca- Plan meétings should be
. tion program is being con- - attended by a representa-
=] .. 5 sidered for'a handicapped tive of special education,
B I % T ’ .student,/a ‘vocational vocational education,

-t rehabilitation, counseling,

s

regukar educatfbn, and
parents.

" <.
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g ADVISORY ‘COMMITTEE SUGGESTIONS FOR METHODS AND TOOLS ) .
' ' FOR EVALUATION AND MONITORING OF \’RHE ..
.. ' STATE-LEVEL
, . . LI§KAGE ORGANIZATION
e a ' |-
Methods and Too%p ' . .
for Evaluation Possible Content Areas - Comments : -
‘Agency self—evaluation Analyze degree of attainment'\ Could help identify barriers o
. ' of agency gpals related to - to llnkages
, ) b f interagency cooperation
. ’ , . A
o} .
Survey conducted before Determine whether llnkage An aspect of the pre- / d
’ and six-nine months ‘| agreements exist and to what post—-surveys could be to
after initiation of extent the goals of thése . determine if there is 7~ ’
linkage projeéct , _agreements were achieved duplication of services 3
S ‘ ’ ] L, and whether agreements
: v B o0 - assisted in alleviating
. ' . ’ ’ : -, such duplication °
S ) “ ) . C . o
. e | .
Review of annual Identify areas of common- Goals, objectives and ° ’
~ ° reports *ality‘in the annual, plans . .| plans of action can be ’
submitted by, participating coordinated among partic-
-7 . agencies in the llnkage < ipating agencies® S
> ‘ v organlzatlon . Y

’
¥ . o' . -
' *

. . . ) . ) .

Checklist b .| Compile information about To assisf in analyzing
%!%‘ ) ! frequency of 1nteragency . phrticipants commitment
- . meetings and individual ' and effectiveness of the
- partic1pants attendance | -linkage prganization ° s .
% - - . R Y , 5 ﬁi ﬂ. * ,. .

~y . - . . 1

-

Informal evaluation | Determine effectiveness.of ™| Cieck on an informal basis : .
. . 1 |- agreement - . ' to determine whether _ ) >
* ot ) information.is. ‘being

) ! . : . - -ghared ) i

x 2
. . - '
- . . . .

Linkage committee Develop a report on linkage [ Could be a report ®o gov-
selgfevaluation : organization activities - ernor. or legislature with

B - ' " | possible bénefits awarded
" by legislature for success—

ful linkages ;5{ /
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IO A v ext Provided by ERIC

RIC
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Methods and Tools

for Evaluation ~

Possible Content Areas\ ,

Comments

. -

Third party

~ .

-
0

) ) ..
Evaluation of programs

through civil rights,

Evaluate development of
linkage‘system and its -
activities

N—

e

State agency resource
peaple, tonsumer/parents/

Could be usefil to linkage
committee in planning of
annual goals and objectives

’
.
.

Monitoring through 504 and
#itle IX mandates

mandates C e - advocacy groups .
. A - . ' .
1 oS -
Monitor due process . Agencies Evaluate categories of
cases ] “~ unmet rieeds of students
. i ]
. - AN -
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T ' ADVISORY COMMITTEE SUGGESTIONS FOR

ﬁethods

2

EVALUATION AND MONITORING OF
"LOCAL-LEVEL
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SERVICES
FOR HANDICAPPED PERSONS. -

3
- L 4

.4 . N '

[§
Participants

=)
O
o]
o

Wisconszn Vocational Studies)(Center o ' ;
Unzverszty of WzsconSzn - Mudzson

« B

Evaluate inservice efforts

Periddic review of
Individualized Education
Program = Individualized
“Written Rehab 11itat1cQ

Program '

[y

Individualized Education

Program - Individualized
Writteh Rehabilitation
Program interface,

=~

L]

' ﬁvaluate the number Jf

people seryed ’

Evaluate vocational
followup data and voca-
tional rehabilitation
arinual reports

Local educatlon agency

.
W

§ i | | )‘\

Parents/consumers/agensies

Parents/consumers /advis-
ory councils/agencies

s

’ ~Agenc:ies ~ -

Vocitional education/,
. vocational rehabilitation
\

?

- handicabped

. _ Comments

' Compare pre- and post-

2

test results measuring
educators' knowledge of
the IEP process and of
the content of P.L. 94-
142 and of . other pertinent
1egis1atio\\jl

Evaluate number of serv1ces L
provided which are prescribed
through the TEP-IWRP- .

P °

\ *

Check effectiveness of sysE%m
by looking at the number of
cross referrals )

¥

letermine population of ° °
handicapped persons and
determine what percentage

Were serVed \
&

1. . :
Compare local employment . @&
statistics of handicapped
vocational graduateg with
emplo?ment statistids of
gefiera gbopulation non-
iduates,
icapped

untrained\\

persons \
. AN

4
L8 AN
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Methods

Participants

- ' Comments’ L.

. Cost effectfveness of
programs

@

E ]

Survey of-program satis-

. faction

~

~

Agencies

==

Coﬂguﬁer§/parents/
employers - °

.

< X

o Evaluate the amourit of .

money ,spent to prepare

students for employment and

number of handicapped

s'tudents ‘employed in their

area of training '
7 - 0"

» ~ -

Receive input on satisfaction
with training both at consumer
level and employ; léyel

_*',.
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POSSIBLE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES | ¢
. . - N ; - / " o i
- Con ' B e
The follow1ng chart contains suggestlons made by the advisory committee ) .
concerning ‘potential technlcal ass1stance act1v1t1es. These 1deas sh0u1d . ,~ h

. &
not be considéred a comprehens16e 11st but should be used for+1nit1al plannlng

regarding the, needs of your state in utillzlng technical assistance. On- '

., site visits, conference calls, andgwrltten reports could be used asg means
. for communicating among model states,.prOJect staff and consultants, Your
input concerning your spec1frc needs will determine the method or methods in
which the technical assistance will be designed for your state. ) A, -
4 . ‘. ‘ ° ’ . .
- e - ’ | . 7 . “l .
. . C s N ’ - . . \_ . " N
- ~ Process Possible Technical Assistance Activities RN
~ . 1. Develop Model T \ Project staff could:, -0 .
. . : . ’ —_research published models .
e, f 3 * - provide examples of state, 'local, .
‘ . . and cliented-oriented’ linkages
. 3 : . ” . - S
C . - L / - identify and facilitate scommunicas . - ;
| . . . ) . tjon with consultdnts . ° T T
. - . . :z-;u» s , Q--'- Othgr . . - .X - - v .
A \ . . y . - . : .
FI. Perform needs_assessment ProJect staff could: o ,
T A <., . ) x - - help develop‘needs .assessment 1nstru— ’
. : ’ S -ments or techniques . IR -
‘ . . --help utilize 1nformation alreé?y .
T S : available (e.g. VEDS) ’ ot -
o - =, * - identify and facilitatef;ommunication Lo
<) - ol | - . ‘with consultants from other states - -
4 v . . ~ v h -
- K . " = other . <) ~
e s o tr an '-"""‘"‘III""' 'I‘dent'rfy"g*oa}:s”ﬁﬂd p'!"ﬂ'lelt__s_taff Could ! . '- —_
A _obgectlves ~ provide examples of goals and ,
’ Ll " objectives developed in other R4
4 I / . »  states, and through research
- T - . : efforts Z . :
> f . : , -
¢ ) ¢ \ ¥ IS .
' \ - . : : .
. - . ﬁ — s ’
o PO . / g 106 o T
. ERIC : N L W - R . : -
T . - . v -
Belot ot L. . 4 M Xq . S ’ “ .




' Process Possible Technical‘AssistaﬁEe Activities

III. Identify goals and - help analyze gaps, barriers, and
objectives (cont.) . © . . duplicatidns of services in present
.. ) linkage systems

; - . ' ' ' - facilitate coordination efforts and:
o . " : delineation of respdnsibilities

P

. ' o . : - T identify and facilitate communica-
‘ ’ - : ‘ - tion with consultants from states
with exemplary linkage systems

4

other .

T
|

.
&

-+ IV.  Implement plans e A1 Project staff could: . }' ¢

v

3

.
¥

.
f;f}‘w

V / - -
- assist in planning to provide infor-
. ' - . - mation to parént, advisory, profes-
sional, and other groups regarding
. . N State linkage project

>

) . - facilitate the identification of
. . services or materials which
; could be used in the linkage effort

o S . . - assist in planning inservice educa-
. . . tion program

identify and facilitate communication
X . with consultants in the specific
’ . linkage area(s) of concern’
. L

‘. W -~ other .

<~

- CT V. . Evaluate linkage efforts " Project staff could: S;

©

- assist in identifying process or
product measures to be used in

- ‘ evaluation-
ot N - provide examples of linkage evaluation
P '{ *  techaiques .o
* ¢ 2 T . '
g@ -~ assist in designing the state's
specific evaluation plgp
¢ - ’ . -~ : .
U T, ¢ : ~ facilitate communicatlgn with
. - | consultants _: , . .
: : s - ~
« : < - other « 5
- : . : . L .
- v ~ - ; ’
Y] . ’ ~~ ' ¥ ¢ ' '
. . § - .
a ’ 4
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W1SCONSIN V.OCATIONAL STUDIES CENTER

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

[y -

The Wisconsin Vocational Studies Center at.the Univer-

< sity of Wisconsin-Madison was reorganized with the support of
“the Wisconsin Board of Vocational, Technital, and Adult

Education within the School of Education i 1971. The func-

. tion of the center is to serve the State of Wisconsin in a unique—~
way by bringing the resources of the Untversity to bear on iden-
tifted - problems -in the delivery of vocRtional and manpower
programs—uvocational education, technical education, adult
education, career education an%’ mangower training—to®

: + citizens of all ages in abl communities of the state. . The center
focuses upon the delivery of services including analyses of need,
target groups served, institytional organization, instryctional
. and curriculum methodology and content, labor market needs,
manpower policy, and other appropriate factors. To the ex-
- tent that these goals are enchanced and the foci of problems
widened to ercompass regional "and ‘national concerns, the,
center engages in studies beyond the boundaries of the state.
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