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An. Examination of the Relative Eff1c1ency
and Usefu]ness of Computer-Assisted
_ Individualized Education Programs

. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Study Overview

The purpose of this study was to identify, analyze, and assess all major
computer systems used to assist in the writing of the Individualized Education
Program (IEP) in order to report the extent and pract1ca11ty of computer use in
Ca]1forn1a The study included thase five phases: _ .

-

- Phase One"~

. The first phase of this study investigated procedures and reactions to the
handwritten IZP in a sample of four Spec1a1 Education Local Planning Agencies
(SELPAs) within California. The agencies in this sample did not use computers
to complete the IEP and are termgd the "manual" sample. Within these four agen-
cies, a total of fifty-five peop]e were interviewed. These people included
d1rectors, program specialists, teachers and parents. Findings from these
manual samp]e interviews were des1gned to be compared with later intervie.s in
agencies using computers to assist in writing IEPs.

)Phase Two

A statewide survey was used to ascertain the use of computers in produc1ng
IEPs in California. Twelve SELPAs were identified which used computers to print
all or part of an IEP. Two of these SELPAs used m1crocomputers, and the
remainder used mainframe computers. The SELPAs differed in the amount of-infor-
mation they included in the printed IEP and in whether the printed IEP was a
copy of the current IEP or was a proposed IEP. _

Because the survey of Ca11forn1a special education agencies revealed so few
computer applications ‘to produce IEPs, a search was conducted te find othér IEP\
systems cutside of-California. -

-

Phase Three | ‘ . _ . °

Five SELPAs which used the computer to assist in construct1ng the [EP were
selected for the study. These agencies were Hesperia School District, Marin
County, Simi Valley Unified, Placentia Unified, and Napa County. Because Napa

-County—1s~nowA1nsta111ng‘ﬂts~system 1nterv1ews~w1th staff-and- parents«were -GonR~—
ducted only in the first four SELPAs. In addition to the people included in the
“manual" interviews, computer programmers were included in the computer samp]e

Fifty- e1ght people were 1nterv1ewed regard1ng computer-assisted IEPs.
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Phase FQEﬁ

The findings from the interviews held with the manual sample were compared
with those of the computer sampie. Of interest were comparisons regarding the
usefulness of the IEP produced by either method as viewed by parents, teachers
and managers and comparisons of attitudes of these groups toward the use of com-

- puters in constructing the IEP. Cost comparisons were made between the LEP pro-
cess time used by computer-users and non-users.

An analysis of the computer programs available throughout the United States
was made. This analysis included information on the IEP sections produced by
each system, the reports available and the type of equipment used. '

Phase Five -

Study findings and recommendations were reviewed with four consultants in
computer use and special education. The SELPA director's guide to computerized
[EPs was produced as an outcome of the consultant review. Conclusions were
reached about the recommendations to be made to special education directors in
California. Policy implications .were given for the Office of Special Education,
California State Department of Education.

Major Findings from the Manual Interviews ‘

«The cost of writfnd an IEP depends largely on the number of professionals
involved. An IEP can cost from $35 to $720. The most expensive placement
is within another agency. o ‘ .

" «Parents, teachers and administrators or managers consider the IEP documen-
tation useful in planning the child's education. The team meeting is also
valued by parents and teachers. : -

«The IEP paperwork itself is considered useful by parents, teachers and
administrators. Parents use the IEP document as a reference immediately
following the meeting, 'during the year, and to review prior to the the next
meeting. Teachers find the IEP objectives useful for planning daily instruc-
tion, and may use other IEP information for reference. Teachers and
administrators find that the IEP documentation helps ‘to structure the IEP
meeting process and to focus attention on program planning.

-Pdrents, teachers and administrators or managers are quite open to the use of -
the computer to assist in the completion of the IEP. Those groups see many
advantages to computer-assisted construction of the IEP.

~ < Even though teachers see the IEP documentation—as—a paperwork—burden; they————
have a more positive attitude toward the IEP than was found in the 1980 s tudy
“Paperwork in Special Education" (Enell and Barrick, 1980). This more

° positive reaction could be attributed to a growing familiarity with the IEP

. process and to a year-to-year consistency in,the IEP forms used in each
agency.
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- Special Education Computer SyéteL IEP Findings
. i : :

*Twelve SELPAs or districts within SELPAs use computers in the [EP process.
Eight of these are using computers to preprint current information on the
first part or page of the IEP as well as for Management Information System

(MIS) purposes. One of these SELPAs has developed its own programs for
~microcomputer use; the others use mainframe computers. '

Four SELPAs/districts are usihg computers to write IEPs, ihc]uding printing
specific goals and objectives. : ' ‘

*Thirty systems were identified from throughout the United States which can
produce all.or part of an IEP. A

*Systems were identified which used mainframe computers and microéomputers (or
both). . - _ _ N

Major Findings from the ComputeriAssisted TEP Interviews

*The computerized IEP process-has all the elements of.the manual [EP .process

. plus data entry and printout of the IEP. To facilitate the data entry a

Student Data Sheet .is used to summarize data for entry.  The "proposed" IEP
is rgviewed and revised by the IEP team. :

:'Parents are quité positive about the IEP assessment aﬁd team meeting.

“Parents feel enough assessment information is collected for decisions. The
assessment information and the IEP meeting are helpful in making educational
_degisions. The IEP is used as a reference by parents.

N, : ‘ .
*The computer has aided in making the paperwork process more useful for daily
instruction. v :
'Parents'and teachers respond favorably to the computer-assisted IEP. The IEP
is legible and easier to understand. Parents feel involved in the IEP pro-
cess even though the objectives are preselected. ' T

*Teachers report no major changé to adapt to the use of the computer to - _
construct the IEP. Teachers do not object to using the computer. Computer-
assisted construction of the IEP has many advantages and few disadvantages.

*Administrators and managers think that the computerized IEP saves teachers
time, is more legible, and contains goals and objectives which are better
written. Managers sense that parents and teachers are very positive about
the computerized IEP. : . :

Major Findings from the Comparison of Manual and Computer-Assisted Groups

-Positive attitudes toward using computers to assist in preparing IEPs were
found in parents and teachers from both groups.

*The teacher perception of time-savings was supported by this study.
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-Teachers W1th computer -assisted IEPs ‘save nearly 30 minutes at each annual
review meeting, with varying time saV1ngs for other initial p]acement
mee+1ngs

-Do]]ar savings for personnel used in annual review meet1ngs with computer-
assisted IEPs amount to up to 18 percent of the total cost.

« Sample IEPs from both groups included all of the federally- mandated IEP
items and a majority of the items cons1dered des1rab1e .

» IEP programs produced by thirty agencies can pr1nt part of all of an IEP.
Those programs including objectives differ in how the objectives may be
chosen--by teacher or by testing 1nformat1on Some programs provide admin- -
istrative reports in addition te pre pr1nt1ng the proposed TEP.

» Computer programs for IEPs are ava11ab1e.at costs of $99 to $9,995.

..Lonclusions

-

°Computer-assisted [EPs are a definite help in reducing paperwork.
« Computer-assisted IEPs prOV1de substantial t1me—saV1ngs 1n the annual review |
process and for most initial p]acements

- Computer-assisted: [EPs are easier to read, usually contain more instructional
objectives, and comply with legal mandates.

-Computer-ass1sted IEPs are used more instructionally by both teachers and
parents. X

* Agencies using computer-assisted IEPs can monitor due process dates more
eas11y -

-Computer équipment costs are usually shared with schools and districts for -
instructional and administrative uses rather than being solely for special
education IEPs.

- Special attention must be paid to the "proposed" nature of a pre-printed IEP
so that there is full involvement by all of the IEP team, including parents.

* Existing staff usually handle data entry tasks w1thout added personnel.

- Costs for programs and support materials are considered worthwh11e because of
the benefits for teachers, parents and administrators.




Recommendations? to Special Education Local Planning Agency Administrators
~Review current IEP forms to ensure compliancé& with State and Federal

regulations and documentat1on of due process and for necessary report infor-
mation.

* Consider ways to. s1mp11fy current IEP forms through add1t1ona1 head1ngs

* descriptive information with boxes to check, or other ways to m1n1m1ze
teacher writing t1me :

- Investigate alternate procedures for minimizing the extra expéense of person-
nel and time when students are placed outside of their home district.

»Consider the possible benefits of having guides to IEP,objectives for
-teachers to use in pre-selecting possib]ehobjectives'to inc]ude_in the IEP.

+Monitor the amount of assessment used in annual review meetings that are not ~
three-year reviews to minimize staff time used in routine assessments.

. Use computerized management 1nformat1on systems to pre-pr1nt the 1n1t1a1 page
or "face sheet" of the IEP. : ;.

-Gather information on possible uses for computers in spec1a1 education
1nstruct1on management and IEP deve]opment..

* Gradually introduce changes that may lead to computer-assisted IEPs in the
future. ,

* Undertake 1oca1 surveys to determine current parent and teacher perceptions
regarding the use of computers to assist in IEP deve]opment _

-Cons1der the benefits and d1sadvantages;to us1ng computers in the IEP pro-
.cess, and determine the computer equ1pment that is a1ready available in your
agency. R . :

Recommendations to the Department gf_ﬁducation )

-Develop guidelines related to computer-assisted IEPs. These guidelines might
include use of qualifying words for pre-printed IEPs (proposed or pre-IEP),
/notification of parents to ensure full involvement, and other staff con-
siderations to ensure proper due process. o

- Encourage the use of computers to assist in IEP preparation because of the
benefits such as time savings, better written IEPs, pos1t1ve acceptance

— greater— 1nstruct1ona1~use~—ab111ty-to mon1toc due rocess

vi
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-Estab1;sh a strategically p]aced reference center W1th1n Ca11forn1a for use
by special education administrators who-wish to v1ew and +ry out some of the
programs for computer-assisted IEPs.' .

-Provide suggestions for management of the IEP process when more than one
“agency level is involved. Placements outside of a single district continue
to be a major IEP problem, increasing the time and cost reqU1rements for -

‘placements by several hundred do]]ars per student

'-Recogn1ze the chang1ng climate for use of computers, and dromote the
development and use of various types of computer-assisted -IEPs to reduce the
paperwork. burden st111 carr1ed by most - spec1a1 educat1on teachers. .

v I'd
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to 1dent1fy, analyze, and assess a]] major
computer systems used to assist in the writing of the Individualized Education
Program (IEP) in order to report the extent and practicality of computer use
in California. The study included these five phases

1. Se]ect1on of representative Spec1a1 Educat1on Local Planning Agencies
- (SELPAs) and 1nterv1ews on the manual construction of IEPs. .

2. Search for add1t1ona1 SELPAs wh1ch use computers to assist in wr1L1ng
’ IEPs. . , 4

3. 'Interviews in selected SELPAs us1ng computers in IEP deve]opment

4. Ana]ys1s of current practices in manual and computer- -assisted IEP
systems within California and nationally. :

5. Review of findings from the study and recommendat1ons to streamline
the IEP process. :

Description of Individualized'Eddoatfoh“Prggram

__The major goa1 of wr1t1ng an Ind1V1dua]1zed Educat1on Program (IEP) is to

provide the proper instruction~in-the-appropriate-educational setting with all
the needed services. The major elements in the IEP process are (1) the assess-
ment, (2) the team meeting where the assessment i$ reported, and (3):the goals
and.objectives written for the IEP. The in-depth assessment is used to identify

‘the educational needs of the child. A team meeting of professionals is called

to discuss the assessment findings with the parent. In this meeting, the edu-
cational setting and appropriate instruction are selected. The IEP documents

this assessment/team meeting process. Major items usually discussed 1n the
team meeting and documented on the IEP are as follows:

‘" Report of assessment f1nd1ngs.

Identification of educational needs,

Determination of eligibility for special education.
Determination of proper special educat1on placement services.
Selection. of long term goals. ,

- Selection of short term objectives.

.* Parental consent to placement of the student.



The IEP is mainly a management tool to assure an appropriate education for
the handicapped child by providing a data trail of the assessment/team meeting
process. (The federal and state legal references to the IEP are.presented in
Appendix A). _

Overview of Study Phases

Phase One

The f1rst phase of this study investigated procedures and react1ons to the
handwritten IEP in a sample of four Spec1a1 Education Local Planning Agencies
(SELPAs) within California. The agencies in this sample did not use computers,
to complete the IEP and are termed the "manual" sample. Within these four agen-
cies, a total of fifty-five people were interviewed. These people included
directors, program specialists, teachers and parents. Findings from these
manual sample interviews were designed to -be compared with later interviews in
agencies using computers to assist in writing IEPs.

Phase Two

A statewide survey was used to ascertain the use of computers in producing
IEPs in California. - Twelve SELPAs were identified which used computers to print
all or part of an IEP. Two of these SELPAs used microcomputers, and the
remainder used mainframe computers. - The SELPAs differed in the amount ¢ - for-
mation they included in the printed IEP and in whether the printed IEP was. a
copy of the current IEP or: was a proposed IEP.

Because the survey of California special education agencies reveaied so few
“computer applications to produce IEPs, a search was conducted to f1nd other IEP -
systems out51de of California. .

Phase Three

Five SELPAS Which Used the ~“computer—-to-assist—in-constructing_the IEP were
selected for the study. These agencies were Hesperia School District, -Marin
County, Simi Valley Unified, Placentia Unified, and Napa County. Because Napa
County is-now installing its system, interviews with staff and parents were con-
ducted only in the first four SELPAs. In addition to the people included in the
"manual" interviews, computer programmers were included in the computer sample.
Fifty-eight people were interviewed regarding computer-assisted IEPs. °

Phase Four

The f1nd1ngs from the interviews he1d with the manual samp1e were compared
with those of the computer sample. Of interest were comparisons regarding the
usefulness of the IEP produced by either method as viewed by parents, teachers
and managers and comparisons of attitudes of these groups toward the use of com-
puters in constructing the IEP. Cost comparisons were made between the IEP pro-
cess time used by computer-users and non-users. :

2
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An analysis of the computer programs available throughout the United
States was made. This analysis included information on the IEP sections
produced by each system, the reports available and the type of equipment used.

Phase Five
Study findings and recommendations were reviewed-with four consultants
in computer use and special education. The SELPA director's guide to
computerized 1EPs was produced as an outcome of the consultant review.
Conclusions were reached about the recommendations to be made to special
education .directors in California. Policy implications were given for the
Office of Specidl Education, California State Department of Education.



PHASE 1 - MANUAL IEP INTERVIEWS
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PHASE ONE: MANUAL IEP INTERVIENS

The first phase of this study 1nvest1gated “the wr1t1ng of the IEP in a
-sample of four Spec1a1 Education Local Planning’ Agencies (SELPAs) in Cali-

fornia. The’'agencies in this sample did not use computers to comp]ete the

IEP and are called” the “Manual Sample". ’

Interviews were actually conducted in f1ve agencies. ‘One agency .was used
to p11ot an interview: questionnaire (see Appendix B for quest1onna1re) ~The
four pr1mary study agencies were selected from the following areas: (1) rural,
(2) semi-rural, (3) suburban, and (4) urban. Three of the agencies were in
Northern California. One agency was in the lLos Angeles Basin.

Interv1ews were requested with the special education director, two pro-
gram specialists, six special education teachers-and six parents of special
education students. The director was asked to schedule 1nterv1ews with- "
‘teachers and parents whc represented different special edu¢ation programs or
services. - Due to absences, two program spec1a11sts, one teacher and two
parents, were not interviewed. Interviews in the four ‘districts nnc]ude
parents (¥=22), teachers (N=23), and managers (N=10) for a total oﬁ fifty-
five people. - ‘ _

The purposes of the interviews were to give (1) a description of differ-
ent.-steps involved in the development of the IEP, (2) a timeline description
of the assessment/team meeting process, (3) an accounting of the personnel
involved, (4) the approximate cost of, developing an IEP, (5) the usefulness
of the IEP, and (6) a response to possible computerization of the IEP. »
Findings from the manua1 samp]e are presented in the following six sect1ons %

(1) Steps.Invo]ved in Develgping“an'IEP

) "The major steps involved in deve1op1ng an IEP are a1ways 1nc1uded The
order that these steps are taken varies from agency to agency; and- the number
of meetings needed to complete an IEP varies. This order is d1scussed in a
later paragraph. The steps which are always taken include: .

1. Referral - The student is referred in a variety of ways to spec1a1
education. Parents, teachers, special education teachers and 1oca1
school child study committees are the usual sources of a referral.

A referral is documented by a referra] form. -

2. Not1ce of Assessment - The respons1b1e special education teacher
meets with the parents and explains the assessment instruments., -
procedures, and parent rights.. A parental consent to asSes the
student is obtained at this point. :

3. Assessment - Appropr1ate educators assess the student. These edu-.
cators screen the child in various areas such as speech usage, -
academic skills, emotional skills, and physical skills. - A summary

" report is.written by each profess1ona1 to be reported at the IEP.
meet1ng

o
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4. Notice of Meeting - A notice of team meeting is sent to all persons
who assess the child, referring persons and parents..

. 5. IEP Team Meet1ng - A'team meeting is held to include the 1tems as
- follows:

“"a. Reporting assessment findings - Var1ous profess1ona1s report
their findings. These ftindings are open for discussion to the
‘team.” Findings are amended and summarized on the IEP

b. Determination of e]_gjb111ty - Educational needs of the student
are determined based on the assessment findings. Child's
eligibiTity for spec1a1 education is: determ1ned from 1dent1f1ed
needs.

c. Selection of goa]s - Broad 1nstruct1ona1 goals are selected
based on the educational needs of the-child. Goals are sometimes
prewritten by the professional and presented as- suggested goals.

d. Selection of objectives - Often the short. tenn obJect1ves are :
selected in a separate team meeting, especially if the student
_placement is an another agency . If the student placement is in
another agency, the receiving teacher reviews the assessment
data, conducts further assessment, and then writes the objectives

in a separate team meet1ng :

e. Determination of p]acement - Based on the identified needs and
written goals the child is placed in an appropriate program.

f. Consent to placement - The final item of an IEP ‘team meeting is
consent to placement-and approval of IEP by the parent.

6. Annual Review = The deve1opment of the IEP at the annual review
‘meeting is simpler than the development of the initial IEP. The
usual elements of the annual review IEP are the same as those of
the 1n1t1a1 IEP. These elements are as follows: :

Assessment ---Since the. teacher. has observed the ch11d over t1me,
“W_Vmw»[” _this assessment is_ narrower and more deta11ed

- b. Team meet1_g ~ The annual review team meet1ng 1nc1udes ‘the .
fol Towing: :

1. Reporting of assessment - This report is briefer yet more
specific. -Less time is used  for th1s report than in the
initial report.

2. Determination of p]acement -. The placement is cons1dered at -
the annual.review. This is' a minor part of. the meeting.

* 3. Long temm goals -~ "The long term goa1s are easier to construct
' than the long term goals for the initial IEP. These goals .
are . a continuation of the goals -already in place.

‘4. Short term objectives - Most of the effort for the annual

: review LtP goes 1nto this phase. The teachers report that
“they prepare these obJect1ves pr1or to. the meeting as a basis
for d1SCUSS10n

19




The order of items covered within the 1n1t1a1 IEP team meet1ng varies
for pragmatic reasons. The single district or agency SELPA order is different
from the order used in a multiple-agency SELPA. -The order of each is as

follows: '
Single-Agency SELPA - Multiple-Agency SELPA

1. .Reporting assessment findings 1. Reporting assessment findings"
2. Determination of eligibility 2. Determination of eligibility
: for special education : for special education
3. Se]ect1on of goals ' 3. Determination of placement in
4. Selection of objectives . program '
5. Determination of placement ’ 4. “Selection of goals
6. Consent . 5. Selection of objectives .

. 6. Consent

In the mu1t1p1e -agency SELPA, the selection of objectives and consent is
usua]]y done in a separate team meeting because the receiving teacher may not
be in attendance at the initial p]acement meeting or may have little or no
acqua1ntance w1th the student prior to the placement.

: An IEP usua]]y conta1ns three major sections: (1) the student data
section which-includes_such items ‘as student name, _address, phone number,
~_school, school address; (2) assessment data which.includes test scores and

Judgnents regarding performance, and (3) goal and ‘objectives. A sample IEP

is included dn Append1x C.

\l* 7

(gjx\Time Line Descriétion for the IEP -

e

\\\

After referral ard consent- to assessment, it-takes one to two weeks to
complete the assessment. It also takes another one to two-weeks _to hold the

IEP meet1ng _ Teachers report that the IEP is usua]]y comp]eted W1th1n\f0ur ________
uling the various profess1ona1s to assess, and (2) schedu11ng a time for all
the participants to attend the team meeting. When a child is placed in a
—program-of-another-agency, -it-is-sometimes_difficult_to_meet_the mandated
timeline of fifty days.

e

(3)__Personnel Involved

The number of personnel involved in writing an IEP depends on two factors.
The first is whether it is an dinitial placement or an annual review. The
second factor is.the’ type of. initial placement considered for the student.
Initial p]acement is the situation in which the most personnel are involved.
. Th1s situation is descr1bed on the fo]]oW1ng page. o .

.Initial Placement -~ The p]acement that uses the least number ofspersonnel
is the placement in a Designated Instruction Service. (DIS). This p]acement
usually involves the DIS spec1a11st and the parent (see Figure 1). .




INITIAL PLACEMENT

oS

Referral

»

_Assessment

IEP Meeting

Personnel

R -DIS Specialist

R Parent

*Principal or Designate
*Teacher

¢ ANNUAL REVIEW

.| —Assessment--

————

IEP Meeting

5o

o Personnel -
- *DIS Specialist

v ‘Parent
*Principal or Designate

‘Always attends ]
L *Sometimes attends

Figure 1. P1acement.g£'01str1ct'Leve1 Designated Instruction Service Only

. o

The m1n1ma] case involves only one educator, the.one who assesses the
qtudent anQ\?onducts the IEP team meeting as the administrative de51gnee

' The next\t\pe of placement involves more personne1. This placement is

such as Resource or Special Day Class (SDC) placement.
__ Placement involves

L\ the receiving teacher, (2) district principal or: .
designate, such as a program specialist, (3) district psychologist, and
(4) parent. The meeting™could include (5) resource specialist, (6) speech

therapist, (7) district nurse, and (8) other DIS spec1a]1sts such as the
adaptive physical education teacher. : ;




In-district placement in Resource or SDC class uses from ‘three to seven
educators to assess and to attend the IEP team meet1ng

, I'f the district can prov1de a spec1a1 school placement for severely handi-
capped (SH) or other county level placements, the IEP meeting includ2s a pro-
gram specialist and often a district level administrator. SH placement can
take four to efght educators to assess the student-and attend the IEP meeting.
""""" Placement between two agencies involves the most personnel. (See Fig.?2).
An initial IEP meeting is convened to discuss the assessment findings, :
determine e11g1b111ty and placement, and to construct the educational goals
of the child. IEP meetings may, involve (1) parent, (2) district adminis-
trator,. (3) district principal, (4) district psychologist, (5) district nurse,
(6) receiving teacher, (7) county administrator, (38) county principal, and
(9) county nurse. Multi-agency IEP meetings could include (10) a program
specialist, (11) a language, speech and hearing specialist, (12) another DIS .
specialist, and (13) the social worker. .The IEP meeting could 1nc1ude seven
‘to ten educators as well as parent and social worker.

After the initial IEP meet1ng, the child is adm1n1strat1ve1y p]aced in
the specified class. A receiving teacher assesses the child ir more detail.
Then he calls another IEP meeting to review the findings of the initial IEP
meeting, to discuss the findings. of new assessment, and to write the objec-
" tives: This IEP meeting includes (1) the receiving teacher, and (2) the
parent. The IEP meeting could include (3) the county psycho]ogfst, (4) .
speech therapist, ard (5) other-DIS spec1a11st. This second meeting could
1nc1ude two to four educators. S

Annual Review - The annual review cons1sts of fewer people than the
initial placement. The number of' personnel included in the annual review
- is consistent regardless of p1acement The IEP meeting for the annual
‘review includes (1) the teacher, (2) parent, and (3) the principal. - This "~
meeting could include (4) the psychologist, (5) speech therapist, or (6)
other DIS specialist. v - '

(4) Costs of‘Develqpiqg anvIE%'

\ ) Lo

"Based upon the personnel involved in each phase of the IEP development,
and the time estimates which they prov1ded it was poss1b1e to derive the
average minutes of time spent by various professionals in different types of
IEP team meet1ngs Cost estimates were based upon the mean salaries paid to
various staff in the Far West geographic region of the United States 1981-82,
and reported by the Educational Commission of the States (1982). Minimum
costs were taken from the meetings with the smallest number of team partici-
pants, . and the maximum costs ihc]udéd all possible participants. Lo

Est1mated costs for each meet1ng type are reported in Tab]es 1 through 6.
' These meet1ng types include five types of initial placement meetings and the
annual review meeting. The costs for-school personnel to develop IEPs, in-
cluding assessments, for initial p]acements 1n a DIS Trange from about $35 to,
$65 (see Table 1) ;
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1EP Meeting ’

(=3

*Teacher

‘Parent

*District Principal
*District Psychologist
" *Speech Therapist
*Qther DIS

"Figure 2.

|
[
I
-
I
|
I
|
|
I

Agency 1 (District Level) Agency 2-(County Level) }
|
INITIAL Re ferral |
PLACEMENT
|
| _
’ Additional |-
Assessment | Assessment
I /
EP Team Assessiment .
Meeting EligibiNa |
. Placement IEP Team . 3 _
Usually | ) Meeting Assessment Findings A
" Together (goals/ ' ETigibility
’ [EP Meeting objectives) Placement -
) Personnel -
(joi nt meeting) . . | (goals &
| *Referring *Receiving [EP Meeting | objectives) -
Personnei Teacher Teacher
*Referring jeacher Diséricf County
.Receiving Teacher Administrator| = Administrator
*District Principal ‘District ‘County Personnel .
or Designate Principal |' Principal -Teacher
(Prog. Specialist) -District ‘County . _ -Parent °
*District Administrator Psychologist | Psychologisx_-.___ __*Psychologist
*District Psychologist *District . -County *Count?““*“~'-w‘-\‘»_‘_‘_
*Resource Specialist Nurse | Nurse . Principal
*District Nurse *Program *Speech -
‘Parent Specialist - Therapist
*Other DIS *0ther DIS
*Speech Therapist
*Parent
*Other DIS Specialist -
Placement *Social Worker Placement
ANNUAL REVIEW
Asséssment Assessment

1EP Meeting

*Teacher
*Parent

*Other DIS

*District Principal
*District Psychologist
*Speech Theraplst

In1t1a1 Placement and Annual Review.of a Child at the District and

.Consortium Levels

a
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For initial placement in RSP, the costs for school personne] approximate $100 .
to $150. (Table 2.) In1t1a1 placements in SDC within a s1ng]e district run
from $250 to almost $500. (Table 3.) Initial SDC placements in an agency
other than a single district can range from about $430 to $720, depending
upon whether one or two meetings are schéduled. .(Tables 4 and 5. g Annual
review m?et1ngs, for any program placement, cost between $75 and $155.

Table 6

Cost estimates are based upon professional time spent in assessment and/ -
or IEP meetings, and do not include any clerical support which might have been
used to write assessment re| reports or prepare part of the IEP itself. In prac-
tice, the professionals in the interview sample reported prepar1ng their own
IEP paperwork without clerical assistance.

-
°

: Table 1
Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in IEP Development
. for Designated Instruction Service ‘

Average Minutes a ]
Spent Total Dollars ™| Dollar |Dollar
Position Assessment — TEP Meeting | Minutes | Per Minute | Minimum | Maximum
DIS Service 120 ' - 20 - 140 0.2600 36,400 36.40
(Teacher)® 70¢ 20 90 0.2600 - 23.40
4
{Principal) 3 - 20 20 0.3851 --- 7.70
. Parent ——— 20 . 20 Y mam ——— ——
T ' Total $36.40| $67.50
T e L ) . Cost .
Total Staff Time = 2.3 - 4.16 hours : . Teacher 8 hour day @ $180/day

Principal 8 hour day @ $200/day

Table 2 :
Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in IEP Development ,
for Resource Specialist Program

;

~ Average Minutes /a
Spent To tal Dollars ™ | Dollar |Dollar
Position . Assessment  IEP Meeting | Minutes | Per Minlte | Minimum | Maximum
‘Resource T ) S ‘
Specialist - 150 89 239 0.2600 62.14 62.14
_Principal or i P .
Designee e 89 -89 _}-70.3851 34.27 34.27
« | (DIs Service)b 120 89 209 0.2600 - - -54.34
. Parent -—- 89 89 ——— - -
Total $96.41| $150.75
! T Cost

Total Staff Time = 4.0 - 9.0 hours

* . @ 1981- 82 mnan salaries reported by Educational. COmmssion of the States.
staff listed in { ) sometimes attend.
€ estimated from 1980 Barrick and Enell study on paperwork.

h ”
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Table 3~
Estimate$ of Staff Time and Cost in IEP Development
for Special Day Class Placement in District

Average Minutes . .
Spen Total pollars?| Dollar | Do%isr

Posi tion ‘Assessment  [EP Meeting | Minutes| Per Minute | Minimum | Maximum
Receiving Teacher 180 70 . 250 0.2600 65.00 65.00

|~ Principal or J : i

Designee -—- 70 : 70 0.3851 26.96 26.96
Togram .

Specialist 195 70 265 0.3034 | 80.40 80.40
Psychologi st 155 70 265 | °0.303 | 80.40| 80.40
(Referring b : ;

Teacher) 70¢ -70 140 --0.2600 --- 36.40
Resource -

special fst) 150 70 220 0.2600 - 57.20
(Speech ] .

Therap1 st) 120 70 190 0.2600 -—- 49.40
Parent === 70 70 ~=- -== ——
(Nurse) 120¢ 70 190 0.2523 - | 47.94
{Gther BIS | ‘ . ,

Special ist) 120 . 70 190 0.2600 - 49.40

s ‘ . Total = [ s252.76 $493.10
: Cost

Total Staff Time = 14.2 - 29.7 hours

a 1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Commssmn ‘of the States
b gtaff listed in ( ) sometimes attend.
C estimated from 1980 Barrick and Enell study on paperwork v
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IEP Team Meeting

Table 4

. Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in IEP Development
for Special Day Class Placement Within Another Agency
N ‘. .

’

Av era.§e Minutes

Spent Total Dollars? [ Dollar | Oollar
Persons ~ Assessment . TEP Meeting | Minutes; ber Minute | Minimum | Maximum
Receiving E <
Teacher 180 70 250 0.2600' 65.00 65.00
District - - i
Administrator -— 70 70 0.3972 27.80 27.80
County
Administrator --- 70 70 0.3972 27.801 .27.80
District § ] .
Principal --- 70 70 0.3851 26.96 26.96
County . )
Princip:’ ~-- 70 70 0.3351 26.96 26.96
[ Distric® :
" Psyc' ogist 195 70 265 0.3034 80.40 80.40
County
" Psyv 0gist 195 70 +265 0.3034 80.40 50.40
Oist - c
Nu: . 120 - 70 190 0.2523° 47.94 47.94
County c
Nurseo 120 70 190 0.2523 47.94 A7.94
(Referring c
Teacher) ° 70 70 140 0.2600 —a- 36.40
{(Program
) Specialist) 195 70 265 0.3034 --- 80.40
{Speech j
- Therapist) 120 70 190 0.2600 - 49.40
(DIS Specialist) 120 70 190 0.2600 -= 49.40
- Parent -— 70 70 Yo --- ~--
(Social Worker) ~-= 70 70 ——- --- —--
Total Staff Time 2 24 - 37.0 hours Total $431.20| $646.80
Cost

14

a4 1981-82 mean salaries ’reported by Educational Commission of the States.
2 staff listed in ( ) sometimes attend.

estimated from 1980 Barrick and Enell study on paperwork.

3
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~ - for Special Day Class Within Another Agency
-, © With an Additional 1EP Team Meeting
-

IEP Team Meeting Average Minutes a

R Spent . Total Dollars®;| Dollar (Dollar

Persons Assessment — TEP Meeting | Minutes | Per Minute | Minimum | Maximum

Receiving feacher 180 20 {200 0.2600 52.00] 52.00

(Pslcho'log'ust) i 20 / 20 0.3034 ——— 6.07

{County Principal) -- 20 ) 0.3851 - 7.70
" (Speech Therapist) - 20 20 - 0.2 600 - 5.20

{D1s S_pec‘la'list) === 20 20 - 0.2600 --- 1 .5.20

Parent - 20 | 2 — .- ——
Total staff Time =-27.3 - 41.8 hours . Total  |s483.20) §722.97

: ’ - : ~ Cost

Table 6 ‘

A

5 ffable §-

¢ Estimates of Staff .Time afd Cost in IEP Ueve1 opment

Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in IEP Deve1opment

'
3

for an Annual Review =

A'erage Minutes al R
C - Spent Total Dollars® { Do1lar | Bsllar
Positien . Assessment” rEP'M'eetmg Minutes | Per Minute | Minimur : Maximum
Teacher 151_. = 57 208 0.2600 54.08 54.08
Principal” . : “
or Designee e 57 57 - 0.3851 21,95 21.95
{psychologist)® 30 57 87 ~| 0.3034 2| 26.40°
{Speech Therapist) 4s 57 102 | 0.2600 --- | 26.52
{0ther UIS ” ' K * . <
Specialfst) 45 57 102 0.2600 ~-- 26.52
. . 5
Parent - 57 N 57 - ~—- -=-
' . Total $76.03 | $155.47
Cost - -

w -

Total Staff Time =

3.4 ~ 5.2 hours

a 1981 82 mean salaries reported by Educational Comission of the States
b'staff listed in { ) sometimes attend.

c 1nc1udes two IEP team meetings; total costs from Table 4 plus costs from Table' 5.

O
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(S),-Usefu]ness of the IEP

The parents, teachers and administrators or managers were asked to provide
information regarding the usefulness of the IEP, the assessment process, the
construct1on of the initial IEP and the annual review. Some of the Questions
asked aref the same questions asked of teachers and administrators in a prior
statewide study (Barrick and Enell, 1980). Of the three groups quer1ed
responses-ﬁrom the parents are summar1zed f1rst

’...‘?\7# , ) Jt
The parenta] reponsa to the quest1ons is quite positive. Four_questions
were. asked on: usefu]ness A compilation of the responses from twenty-two
parents is presented below.

3 e N : T /
' /

Parent Question: It‘taE”s approx1mate1y 3212 ‘hours to test and
place a student with a.minor prqb1em such as speech therapy, and:
can range from 12-24 hours" for a.severely handicapped student.

Do you think the amount of th1s time expenditure to test and place
the student.has helped’ assure the most appronr1ate educat1on for
your cﬁ11d? (N=22) - :

Yes - 95% "No - 5%
i \

. - - , . :
. Parent Comments: The maJor1ty\group indicates that the careful, appro-
priate assessment is both desirable ,and beneficial.. The time should be taken
to do the assessment right. Parents are interested in seeing how the testing
compares their child-with other children. Assessment is helpful in con-
vincing parents that their child needs the proposed. special education service. .
The testing is a. basic starting place for the discussion in the team meeting,
and results-are used for constructing goa]s and objectives and for proper
placement. , After the child is placed in a program, the annual,testing is an
important too1 to ensure accountab1]1ty and to mark the .child's progress
toward negot1ated goa1s : .

- * Team meetings, in which the IEP is deve1oped, are an important part of
the process. The collecting. of assessment reports and reporting by different
professionals is valuable. Team decisions.are beneficial. The opportun1ty
to "talk to and question the appropriate profess1ona1 in the team meeting is -
a va1uab1e resource.

\Eemenq Question: Do you fee] that the present process of a team .
meeting is helpful in assur1ng the most appropriate education for
your child? _

Yes - 8% - No-5 . 'NoOpinion - 13%
23




Parent Comments: The team meeting is an important vehicle to "meld"
together all of the opinions regarding the proper placement for the child.
There are more people sharing ideas. There is an opbortunity to share views
and common concerns. A team is support1ve of the parent. The team does
things that a written report cannot do. . -

A small m1nor1ty are negative toward the team which constructed the IEP.
Parents are overwhelmed by the number of people present at the initial -place- -
ment meeting. Parents can be swayed by the numerous opinions on one side,
One parent reported having no choice in placement. Another reported that the
persons who assesses the child did not attend the team meeting.

L

Parent Question: What parts of the meeting were useful for you
in qnderstand1ng the needs of your child and. then deciding what I
your child's educational progrm should be? i

et S|

‘Parents cite as useful the following:

Percent

Test scores ' - - 45%

Academic report : 36%

IEP goals ' .5 18%
Psychological' report 18%

Speech and language report 14%

Attitude of team participants ' 14%

. , Nurse_s report - 9%
- ‘Doctor's report - 9%
- Candor of part1c1pants : . 9%
Nothing ' - 9%
"Principal's report ' : 5%

Teacher communication , ' 5%

IEP objectives ‘ . 5%

Parent Question: The meeting was documented by paperwork called
the Individualized Education Program (IEP). Have these documents
been - useful for your reference? How? g o '

Yes - 68% . No - 32%

Parent Corments: The majority of the parents’use the JIEP simply as a
reference for future meetings to assure that their ch11d/has ogressed
toward the goals selected by the team. The IEP obJect1veS and goals are
read carefuT]y to refresh the memory of the parent The FEP 1s often taken
to annual reviews and used as a'reference. . . T DT
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About a quarter of the parents’ indicate that copies of the IEP are very
useful at home. The parent works -on objectives with the child at home.
Parents reinforce the behaviors that the school teaches. IEPs give specific
areas to practice and are considered essential to the satisfactory progress
of the_child toward the goals. IEP team meet1ngs give parents a sense of
cooperation with the school. :

Another quarter of the parents do not‘uSe IEPs at home. IEPs are too
brief or are of no use to the parent. Some parents have no copy of the IEP,

Teacher Views on Usefulness 6f IEPS

" The views of the special education teachers and parents are very similar,
Teachers are quite positive about the IEP and its construction. Different,
but similar, questions were asked of the teachers. The responses from
twenty-three teachers to two quest1ons on ‘the usefu]ness of IEPs are re-
\Eported be]ow

S

¢
i

Teacher Question: Do you fee] that the present documentat1on in
special education is useful in planning the most apprOpr1ate :
educat1on for each chi1d? (N =23)

Yes - 704 No - 13% . Not in all cases - 17%.

Teacher Comments: The maJorqty of teachers report many useful functions
of. the IEP. IEPs are an organ1zat1ona1 tool, a means for an exhaustive
assessment, a means of account1ng, and a way to bring an expert team together..

IEPs are an organ1zat1ona] tool to conduct the team meeting. IEP items
are seen-as a checklist which assure that the [EP is properly .constructed.
IEPs are a plan to dispense resources. When a child receives several ser-
vices, IEPs assure that there are no areas overlooked or repeated, IEPs are
a tool for planning and report1ng IEPs are a way of planning the behaV1ors
to be taught and report1ng the outcomes. _

 1IEPs are a way to provide exhaustive assessment. Multiple- expert
Judgments are documented and used to pinpoint the areaa in which goals and
obgect1ves are wr1tten

© IEPs are 3 means: for accountab11 ty in two ways IEPs document the
major events and record the completion time of events. Another way to pro-
vide accountability is to'document the measurable goals and objectives. Goals
and objective outcomes are documented at the annual review. .

A final view is that the IEP s1mp1y documents the team meeting. Team
meetings are the important aspect of the process. An important function of
the team meeting is problem solving. Teams chus on the needs of the child.



AN

‘Needs are documented by the exhaustive assessment. Various team miembers focus
on matching the available resources with the student's needs.

Shared decision-making is considered to be a major asset. A single
person does not make decisions. Consequently, more appropriate decisions
are made. '

[ ]

Team Mmeetings:are vital commun1cae1on tools between var1ous groups ~-
narents, teachers, spec1a1 education teachers and parsons who assess the
student. Due to the sharing of information at a team meet1ng, a more in-
te111gent dec1s1on is made.

A m1nor1ty of teachers see the construction of the IEP‘as a needless
t1me-consum1ng task-with Tittle relevance to the education of the child.
The IEP is comp]eted mere1y to fulfill a Tegal requirement.  ~

- "’“*’TeacherVQaéefiaﬁ’““What parfE'BT”“HE’EEBEFWEFEAEFEEess are useful
for daily instruction?

Parts Used ' . - .Percent Response
e Student data - 4%
Assessment 22%
Placement - 4%
[EP Goals 49%
IEP Objectives ” 87%

‘No parts : ‘ 49

Teacher Comments: The goals and objectives-aré the most useful of all _
[EP parts. Goals are a way to give direction for planning of instruction,
They are a gu1de11ne for the 1nstruct1on. T

_ Objectives are more'usefu] than goals for daily instruction. Objectives
keep track of the da11y program. The objectives can be reviewed weekly for
lesson planning.” o : )

Student data and the current performance Tevels ara two parts of the IEP
that are used frequently.- Student address and phone data are used often for
parent contact. Assessment data is the basis of good decisions, especially
for new students. A variety of assessments is crucial for a proper perspec-
tive on the handicap.

Adm1n1strat1Ve Views of I[EP. Usefu]ness

The views of adm1n1strators or managers regard1ng IEP usefu]ness are
similar to those of parents and teachers. Program managers are convinced
.that the process of IEP construction is beneficial and necessary to the

17
31




education of the student. Be]ow are repor.ed the views of ten managers to
~two questions on IEP usefulness.

Manager Question: Do you feel that the present documentat1on and
process in special .education are useful in planning the most
appropriate educat1on for each child? (N=0)

.“

Yes - 60% ﬂg - 10% Not in all cases - 30%

-

Manager Comments: 1EP construction has a lot of checks and balances.
The process requ1res extensive validation of decisions. Validation requires
proper assessment in appropriate educational areas. A variety of assessments
add to the picture of student ability. Assessment reporting informs both
teacher and parents. Assessment accurately describes students' needs and
——provides~an—-educational-framework=for-planning-student-programs<~

The IEP provides a format which guides the IEP team thinking. .IEPs
assist communication by focusing a team on major goals and student progress
The IEP format can encourage obJect1ve decisions. R
’ ’ . . . ’ 13' ‘ 4'1', L

L

Manager Question: What parts of the- paperwork process are useful ::}J: .
for da11y 1nstruct1on? L

,-’ N
S/ b

-Parts ‘ .Percent Response
Assessment . | 40% -
PTacement 20%
_ 1EP Goals 80%
N IEP Objectives 80%

No Parts . 20%

Manqger Comments 1EPs prov1de a framework for daily instruction. IEPs
are used to plan daily instruction, but not in daily instruction itself. IEPs
are a way of focu51ng the instruction on the demonstrated ‘student need.

Although the goals and the obJect1ves are the most useful parts of the
IEP, the other parts are used for historical reasons. These parts accurately
describe' educational background of the student and update current performance
Tevels using per1od1c assessment:

." .. f\ ~.P R .
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(6) Response to Computerization of the. IEP

Several questions regarding IEP computerization were included in the
manual sample questionnaires. These questions assess attitudes of staff and
parents toward computerization of various portions of the IEP. For each

question the percent response in each category is given with a compilation
of comments.. ‘

Parent Response to Computerization of the IEP..

Twenty-four parents were questiohed about the use of compufers related
to the construction of IEPs. The related events include notice of IEP meet-
. ing, the IEP itself, and receiving the final copy of the IEP. ’

;kLéJ#AW,;Barent~Questionf*@How:were;you:notified:thétfthéxlEé:meetingﬁwasﬁh‘m~~¢_f
to .take place? (N=22)

Parent  Letter - 91% ~ Phone - 18% _ )
ResPQGSeS: Note ~ 9% - Computerized letter - 0%

' Parent Comments: Parents are notified of the IEP team meeting by letter
or phone. The letter is a form letter. The phone call or lettsr is from the
-case coordinator. In some cases both forms of communicaticn are used.

Parent Question: Often we receive letters which have been printed
by computer. Would you object to receiving such a letter?

Parent Responses: = No objection ~ 95% Objection - 5%

-

N Parent Comments: Often parents receive form 1etters. Receiving a com-
. Puterized Tatter does not matter. Parents state that if it saves the teacher
.. time, then use form letters. One parent indicates the letter loses its
* individualization. : ‘

Parent ‘Question: The computer can be used. to preprint much of the
data on the IEP. It can also be used in a meeting to record
decisions or help in selecting objectives. Would you object to
.these uses of the computer? '

No objection - 82% Some reservations ~ 9% Object - 9%
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Parent Comments:

No Objection: Parents encourage the computerization of the IEP. Parents
feel a computer-printed IEP is much easier to read. Paperwork would be
reduced allowing the teacher more time to teach: IEPs could still be indi-
vidualized. IEP would be more personalized. Both the teacher and the parent
should be allowed to elaborate on the obJect1ves Any computer-produced IEP
shou]d be viewed. as tentat1ve

Some ObJect1on - Parents fee1 use of the computer could be confusing.
If the parent is properly prepared, and is able to see and understand a11
references, the use of the computer is warranted. : :

Objection - Parents think that IEP computer1zat1on is 1mpersona1 Com-
- puters forma.1ze the piocess too much.

: Parent Question: what parts of the IEP do yon feel should net be
e e computer1zed? - -

Every part should be computer1zeq - 344 B

Some parts should not be computerized - 36%

No parts should be computerized - 0%

Parent Comments

Every part should be computer1zed - Parents feel 1t is appropriate to
computerize IEPs. Some parents thought the computerization of the IEP could
be of some benefit. Parents indicate this process might exped1te the infor-

- mat1on, mak1ng information available prior to IEP meet1ngs

Some parts shou]d not be comptiterized - Parents feel that some comments
should not be computerized. Psychological reports and counselor notes are
such areas which could be abused. - If reports were computerized, access should
be Timited to qualified personnel. Parents consistently state-that comput-
erized information should be subject to change by the parent.

. Pavent Question: If‘some objectives were preselected for discus-
-, sion prior to the IEP meeting, would you feel as’ involved in the
| dec1s1on-mak1ng process? ; o .
Yes - 81% “No -"9% ~ No_opinion - 9%

-

. . y,,'.
Parent Comments: i

e o o
. Involvement - Parents would feel as involved if the objectives were pre-
selected. Parents indicate that many times now the objectives are preselected.
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Parents wish preselected objectives to be viewed as tentative. Parents desire
to retain the right to add or delete objectives. Parents wish to read pre=.
'selected objectives prior to the IEP meeting so that they can fully consider. ..
the proposed objectives. Preselection of objectives helps teachers to be “
prepared- for the meeting. - A parent thinks the computer would help the teacher
to select objectives that he may not have considered. ‘

Lack involvement - Parents feel objectives are best when worked on to- -
gether. Construction at the meeting is more acceptable than preselected lists.
Writing objectives at the meeting is more personalized, since explanations are
given about the appropriateness of objectives.

Parent Question: When did'you receive your copy of the iEP?

At end of meeting -~ 77% " At a later date - 14%
No copy received - 5% Unknown - 5%

Parent Comments: Most parents receive a copy of the IEP at.the end of
the meeting. A few receive their IEPs one to four weeks later:. Fifty-seven-
percent of parents do not object to receiving their IEP one to two days
later--they do not mind waiting a few days for a readable copy.

TéacheF'Regponse td IEP Computerization

The questionna‘ire used in teacher.interviews was different from the _
questionnaire used in parent interviews. 'Staff questions were more detailed
about assessment practices and IEP team meetings. Responses were probed to
specify. Responses from twenty-three teachers are presented to answer three

g

-:questions on IEP computerization.

Teacher Question: ,The computer can be uséa to preprint much of
| the data on the IEP. It also can be used in a meeting to record
decisions or as a help in selecting objectives.— Would you object
to these uses of the computer? (The interviewer probes these
uses-of the computer: (1) preprinting the student data on IEP;
(2) using the computer to summarize assessment data-prior.to_the
team meeting; and (3) using the computer to list proposed goals
-and objectives.)(N=23) - : ' o '

Percent Resgohse

" No Objection _' Objection
. . . . . '
Preprinting Student Data on IEP 100% 0% ,
Summarizing Assessment Data ' 83% - 17%

Listing Goals and Objectives ; 83%_ - 17%




Teacher Comments: ©

Student Data - Teachers are looking for shorter ways to complete the IEP.
A1l teachers think it would be a help to preprint student data. Student data
includes student name, phone number, address, birthdate, parent name, parent
phone number, etc. Student information should be computer-printed on the
annual review IEP. The computer printout could cue the teacher to conduct
the annual review. , _ o ' ' C ’

Assessment Data - Teachers (83%) are positive about using the computer to
summarize the assessment data. This summary should be tentative and subject
to change by the IEP team. . If the summary is received prior to.the team meet- -
ing, teachers think it would be helpful to the parent. Otfier teachers think
summarizing the assessment data-would not be helpful. Thought shoild be given
as to what assessment data is appropriate to summarize.

Goals and Objectives - Computerization of the selection of the goals and
objectives polarized teachers in the same propdrtions as‘:opinions regarding
computerization-of-assessment~datas==The-majority (87%) are receptive'to using
“the computer in writing IEP goals andobjectives. ,

Teachers are thinking about using objective continuums. - One agency uses
an objective continuum for: vocational education. Computers can reduce the
time it takes to select goals and objectives. Computers are the ideal tool
to recall objectives. Teaching materials and strategies could also be recalled
with each .objective. ' . ' i , - ~

Some teachers (17%) object to computerizing objectives. Teachérs believe
that goal/objective areas are too vast to be managed even with a computer.
Teachers fear a-less personalized selection of goals and objectives. They v
fear that goals and objectives will become "canned" and the selection "machine-
Tike". ' : : ’ ‘

ra

Teacher Question: What parts should not be computerized?

n' A11 parts should be computerized - 56%
. Some parts should not be computerized - 22%
No opinion - 22%

Teacher Comments: Teachers think a1;\Barts of IEPs that could practically
be computerized should be. Teachers stress that IEP teams should be able to
amend any computerized statement. Computeérs can\help draft sections of the
IEP, but computer drafts should always be subject to either change or additions.
Few teachers object to computerizing the goals and bgjectives. Some teachers
object to computerizing sensitive assessment data such<as psychological reports,

-social-emotional assessment, or medical history. These teachers fear computeri-
zation will compromise confidentiality. : ) ,




_n

Teacher_Quesfion}} What advantdges would a canputer-assiéted.
construction of the IEP have? Disadvantages?
g e @

P

- Teaqcher Comments: -

Advantages - The major advantage is time savings. Paperwork time could
be reduced. Teachers could spend more time with the students and less on
‘paperwork. : L o ’

Another advantage is organizirg goals and objectives into a hierarchy.

- Frequently-used objectivesféoiid be included in the hierarchy. Standardizing
objectives would be beneficial.  Choosing objectives would be easier from
sequential lists. A ‘greater variety of goals and objectives would be ‘available
and greater variety would be selected.

. _,,wAnother_advantageﬂis.IEPs would;be better written and easier to-use. IEPs .
could be stored glectronically for easy retrieval. Since computers could be
programmed to provide a quality control of the data, consistency of data col-
Jdection on the IEP would be greater*"Qua11ty data would be more usefu] as a -

management tool. o’

. Computers could produce clear and readable IEP copies. IEPs coU]d be
shortened to relevant 1nformat1on Condensation would simplify finding and
reading information. : '

D1sadvantages - A disadvantage is lack of teacher knowledge about com-
puters. There is lack of money to buy needed equipment and to prOV1de proper
training programs .

Another disadvantage is the tendency toward impersona]izing the IEP
processes and not completing the thought processes required to construct good
IEPs. " Goals and objectives would be Tess descriptive'and'more "cut and dried".

' Resg_nse of Adm1n1strators to IEP Comgfter1zat1on

Ten adm1n1strators or managers responded to the three s+aff questions on
IEP computerization. Their responses are presented below.

Manager Question: The computer can be used to preprint much of
the data on the IEP. It also can be used in a meeting v record
decisions, or.as a help in“selecting objectives. Would you object
to these ‘uses of the computer?(N=10) ' '

Percent Reéponse

No Objection Objection -
Preprinting Student Data on IEP . -100% : 0%
Summarizing Assessment, Data . 80% - 20%

Listing Goals and Objectives o 90% : - 10%
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Manager' Comments:

Student Data - Managers desire prepr1mted student data. Managers are
concerned about the availability of computers and proper programs to accom-
p11sh the_preprinting.

Assessment Data -~ Assessment data summary is good. Much of the summari-
zing is done in the team meeting. Managers desire to keep parts of the
assessment confidential. o _

Goals and 0b39c»1 /es - Computer preselection of goals and obJect1ves prior
to the team meeting is beneficial as long as these goals and objectives can be
changed as necessary. Managers suggest putting the objectives in order of
difficulty. Major areas in which this ordering could be done are: (1) affec-
tive areas, (2) time on task, (3) study skills, (4) behavior modification,

(5) basic skills in reading, writing, and mathematics. .

If individual input is there, no one objects to organizing the objectives
_into a hierarchy. One manager. warns.against the depersonalization of the

rocess.
P Q@

Manager Questibn: What parts should not be computerized?

M&nager Comments: The items listed were (1) assessment plan, (2)- parent
rights, (3) eligibility, (4) sign off for consent, (5) meeting notes,
(6) meeting procedures, (7) personal life h1story, (8) extended year,
(9) comment section, (10) objectives.

2

Manager Question: MWhat advahtéges would computer-assisted con-
struction of the IEP have? Disadvantages?

Manager Comments:

Advantages - Managers see computerization of IEPs as a way to decrease
paperwork, and to make the IEP more concise and legible. Computerization of
IEPs could save time and speed IEP processes. There would be a uniformity of
goals and objectives. Uniformity could help produce a continuity of education
with respect to curriculum strands. Management could: improve because time-

“Tines and dates could be tracked. IEP information could be tied into MIS
systems for monitoring objectives. Parents could receive assessment information
prior to team meetings. : ;

Disadvantages - Fifty percent of managers cite no disadvantages. The other
half indicate there may be.problems with starting up a system for computerizing
IEPs. Problems organ121ng goals and objectives and constructing the list: of

" objectives may arise. QObjective 11sts may never be comp]ete

N
B
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Summary of Manual IEP Findings

The major steps involved in writing an IEP are: (1) referral, (2) notice
of assessment, (3) assessment, (4) notice of meeting, (5) IEP team meeting.
The IEP team meeting includes: (1) reporting assessment findings, (2) deter-
mination of eligibility, (3) selection of goals, (4) determination of place-
‘ment, (5) selection of objectives, and (6) consent to placement. The annual
review usually includes all of the.above jtems with a narrower range of
assessment. : '

The timeline is usually completed within the mandated timeline of fifty
days. Parents and teachers do not see meeting deadlines as a problem.

The personnel involved in developing IEPs vary with the handicaps served
and the type of placement. The placement of a student in another agency
requires more professionals.

~ The cost of writing an IEP depends largely on the number of professionals .
involved. An IEP can cost from $35.to $720. The most expensive placement is
within another agency. ‘ . HR

~ [Parents, teachers and administrators or managers consider the IEP documen-
tatipn useful 'in planning the child's education. The team meeting is also

valued by parents and teachers.
9

The IEP -paperwork itself is considered useful by parents, teachers and
administrators. Parents use the IEP document as a reference immediately
folflowing the meeting, during the year, and to review prior to the the next’
megting. Teachers find the IEP objectives useful for planning daily instruc-
tign, and may use other IEP information for reference. Teachers and administra-
tors find that the IEP documentation helps to structure the IEP meeting process
and to focus attention on program planning. ' : o

. Parents, teachers and administratbrs or ménagers are quite open to the use
the computer to assist in the completion of the IEP. Those groups see many
advantages to computer-assisted construction of the IEP. ‘

Even though teachers see the IEP documentation as a paperwork burden, they
have a more positive attitude toward the IEP than was found in the 1980 study
"Paperwork in Special Education" (Enell and Barrick, 1980). This more positive
reaction could be attributed to a growing familiarity with the IEP process and
to a year-to-year consistency in the IEP forms used in éach agency. :

3. .
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PHASE TWO: IDENTIFYING IEP COMPUTER SYSTEMS -
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.. 'Systems Within California SELPAs | = |

[P U UVPFNPEE ST CIVIEDERE TN eSS M T R SO e

Several SELPAs were ‘identified prior .to the study as using computers in
the 'IEP process. To verify this list and to identify additional SELPAs or
districts using: computers for IEPs, a statewide survey was conducted. Letters_
of inquiry-with postcard questionnaires were sent to 105- ‘SELPA-directors.

A follow-up letter was sent three weeks later to all nonrespondents A total
of ninety SELPAs (86 percent) responded. (The letter of inquiry and a sample
of the postcard survey questions are 1n Appendix: D.) _

-
o

Fo]]ow up “interviews in person or by telephone were he]d with a11/SELPA
directors who reported using computers t¢ assist in completing tpe/IEP These
.interviews revealed that some agencies were still in the planning or anticipa-
tion stage rather than a current-operational stage. On ‘the other_ hand, some
of the- SELPA directors who reported no use of computers were actua]]y piloting
’computer1zed IEP systems this year. We were referred to.some of these SELPAs~
‘through our..interviews with other directors. - There are twelve SELPAs or d1s~
tricts w1th1n SELPAs using computers in the IEP process. :

-0f these twelve’ SELPA/d1str1cts eight are using computers to preprint
current information on the first part or page of the IEP as well as for
.Management Information System (MIS) purposes. .One of these has developed its
own programs for microcomputer use. This SELPA was selected for vigitation
‘because it could represent both those SELPAsS printing current IEP 1nformat1on

and because of its use of a microcomputer.-

“TFour SEEPAs/a1str1cts are using computérs t to write IEPs, 1’“1uding B
printing specific goals and objectives. -These four were all-included in the
SELPAs/districts which were visited. One of these four agencies is’still in.
the installation phase, so.the study information is limited to planned use.
The agencies using computers to print proposed or current IEPs are listed in
Table 7. Further 1nformat1on from the interviews is summar1zed in the next
section. . ,

-

. Telephone/Interview Responses N

Four questions were asked in the SELPA directors' survey. "Each of these
questions is given below with a summary of the responses.- '

<&
Question 1: Do you have a computerized management information
system?

o




TABLE 7

Summiary of Infofmation from 90 California Special Education
Local Planning ‘Agencies (SELPAs) to Computer-Use Survey

PPy

A
b

“W§E£FA§Wﬁ$ing Computers SELPAs

o . e v Not
R 7 T [ Ny Using
Print-Proposed IEP Information Print Current 1gp Information . MIS Computers
- "(Before TEP Meeting) (FolTowing TEP Meeting) .- ST . '
4 SELPAs 8 SELPAs 49 SELPAs _ 29 SELPAs -
icrocomputer Microcomputer - Some of these

Hesperia~--Desert/Mountain SESR,
San Bernardino County
(First year pilot)

ainframe
Simi-Ventura Consort ium '
(Fifth year of operation)® -

Placentia--Northeast Orange Co.
(Now_being piloted)

Napa County SELPA.
(Now being installed)

* Marin County SELPA

Mainframe

Irvine. :

Merced |
Monterey

Sacramento
'Solanol

__Elk Grove (Sacramento Co. SELPA).

{ —_Tulare S -

SELPAs indicated
that they--or a

_district .within

THE SELPA--used
computers in a
way related to -
IEPs, -such as -
listing students
for annual or
3-year reviews
or preparing an’

'IEP agenda.

They did not

indicate that
. they print either -

a proposed or a

__ current IEP.

e Table 8 for brief descriptions of these systems,

——

e ——— e




Sixty-one of the SELPAs 1nd1cated that they had computer1zed managEHEnt
information systems (MIS). There were only twenty-nine SELPAs indicating no.
use of computers. All of these SELPAs with management information systems

—use-information-from the IEPs as input into their computer systems. They

" then may use this information to 1ist students requiring annual or three-year
reviews prior to the time of the IEP mesting. Fortv-nine do not, however,
use the information which is stored in the computer to print any part of
the IEP.

guestidn 2: Does the computer print all or parts of the final IEP?

. Twelve SELPAs or d1str1cts W1th1n SELPAs use computers to pr1nt a copy
of all or part of the final IEP following the meeting. - This, IEP copy in-
cludes basic student information, programs and services given to the: student,
including school and teacher a351gnments, and may identify the goal and
objective areas. The final or current IEP printed by the computer is used
at the next IEP team meeting and is ‘then up-dated to show any information
changes, program/service changes or additions, and the goal/objective areas
to be continued, discontinued, or added. B A
, E1ght of these twelve SELPAs/districts do not 1nc1ude specific obJect1Ve‘=;
statements in the computer- printed IEP document -

Four of the twelve SELPAs/districts use computers to print a "proposed
IEP wh1ch includes comp]ete ObJect1VES statements.

Question.3: Do you have a_computer,data base for gOaﬁs and .ob~ -
jectives?” ) . 3 B

Ten SELPAs report using different types of 1istings of goals and objec-
tives which may or may not be computerized. These lists differ in the amount
of detail includéd with each objective, and in whether the teacher can access
the objectives bank directly. In most cases, the list is used as a guide
when the teacher i3 writing objectives. :

Question 4: Does anyone in your agency/d1str1ct use a computer to
assist 1n comp1et1ng the IEP? _

Responses to this question 1nc1uded agenc1es/d1str1cts which were them-
selves using computers in the IEP process, and those who knew of districts or
persons who were interested in using computers. Five of the agencies/districts
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using computers in the IEP process will be reported in more depth in the next
section, Phase Three, of this study. - .

Seventeen agency/district special education directors were interviewed
“in person or by telephone about their use of computers. The information '

gained from these interviews.is.sufmarized in Table 8. "The SELPAs or distiicts’”
from within.a SELPA are organized in this table according to the type of
computer use: . group 1 prints a proposed IEP; group 2 prints previous:1EP
information with objective areas (not complete objectives statements); and
group 3 uses MIS information to notify about IEP due dates. The table spec-
ifies the types of information included in each computer system, which parts
of the IEP, if any, are computer-praoduced, and the type of computer equipment
used. This information is further explained below: ‘

* Administrative/student data Includes student and parent infor-
' mation, ethnic and handicap classi-
fications, programs/services, school
placement, etc. '

« IEP: face sheet : ~ Pre-printed information about the
~ - -student and present programs/services,
updated at.an IEP meeting. :

« IEP: goa]_and objective areas Brief statements of the general areas
: in which objectives are written.. .

« 1EP: specific objectives Complete objecti&e statements inc Tuding
' o anticipated performance, method of
measurement and time estimate.
« Test scores Specific assessment test score
' ' " information. ,
* Reports:-class—lists - ~ Class lists, annual review reminders,
‘ . e‘t\CA D
* Reports: child count Counts of students by handicap, pro-

gram, age, ethnic, etc., as needed
for state and federal reports.

* Equipment: mainframe or . Mainframe computers and minicomputers
minicomputer are capable of handling relatively
: ~ Tlarge sets of data at very high speeds,
and usually have high-~speed printing
eguipment.

* Equipment: microcomputer . - - A self-contained system for data entry
- ' and storage, slower in operation and
Mmore limited in amount of information
which can be stored internally without
peripheral storage (such as a hard disk
drive). Requires a printer in order to
produce written documents.

» Program Author n ~ District or county-developed; name of
» outside company, if used. 1
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Table 8

California SELPAs/Districts Using Comguters in the IEP Proces

Regorts . g'u- ment
SELPA/D1 st_rict,,.__;,,.v.:. SR . - - Vlesf"\ﬂ___v Tlass. J:ﬁi]a - Tﬂ'a n/ L WiCrom .Progpam:wu.». o
_ | Sheet | areas [0bj. |'scores | Lists|Count |Mini | computer | Author
Group 1:° Proposed 1EPs, including pre-selected, complete objectives
o T Micro- [
Hesperia (Desert/Mountain SESR) X X X X L X Systems |
Simi (Ventufa Consortium) X X X X X X District.’ |
Placentia (Northeast Orange County SESR) X X X X X X District
Napa County SELPA X X X X X X Ex-Ed
Group I11: Print previous IEP information, inciuding prior objective areas (to be Updated at IEP Team Meeting).
) - ‘ . — -
Elk Grove (Sacramento County) - X - X X [ , X X X Self -
—_— s e e e - [ Service
Irvine o X X X X, X Bureau
RASAL _ ‘ S
Marin County SELPA X. 1 X X . ) X X X Self
Merced Coun X X : 1ox ' Self~
Merce Cou tyn X ? X » X e fa y
Monterey County X X ‘T X X X X ERC
"Sacramento ity Schools X Tx X X X . X Self
'Solano County X x | X X ERC2
)
Tulare County | X X X i X X X | ERc?
Group IlI: MIS records based upon IEP information (used to send Hsts of students requiring review '~ A
© meetings, etc. ).b- .
Cajon Valley (East San Diego SELPA) X X X X e
: o . I a_.
Hayward Unified (Mid County SELPA). X X | | X I X 1 ox. | Ere ]
0s AR County (serving many SELPAs) | . R X X | x | count
Los Angeles ounty (, er'v\ng many SELPAs) X R - ounty
Mt. Diablo X 1 — X X p X | i 1District.
San Juan - X X X | _X X X ‘, District

2 pducational Research Consultants

b-Others among the 49 SELPAs with computerized MIS may belong in this section.

o

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



" Other TEP Computer Systems : ' I

Because the survey ¢f California special education agencies revealed so /
.Tew applications of computers in producing IEPs, especially applications i
~including-objectives; a search was-made-to-find-other-.computer.IEP. applications;. ..
outs1de of California. The search included an Education Resources Information
. Center (ERIC) review, a review of IEP applications in a federal dissemination }
guide and a search through the Specjal Education Network. Other computer IEP-
applications were discovered by word of mouth and from attendees at the_Council
for Exceptional Children Conference held in Boston in 1983. Letters/réquest1ng
information were sent to thirty-eight agencie$ thought to have a system which
could generate an IEP. A total of thirty agencies responded. The
information received from ‘these yarious sources was tabu]ated/éccord1ng to the
1nformat1on conta1ned Ln the system and ‘the computer requ1rements
/
h' Tab]e 9 presents an overview of the twenty—e1ght systems The—table
specifies the types of information included in each computer system; -which
parts of the IEP are computer~produced and the- type of computer equipment
used. Each of the table- head1ngs is further explained below:

+ Demographic data - - Student 1nformat1on such as sex,
' ethnic, age, address, parent name,
" address.

+ School/teacher . f Name and address of school, teacher
' : name.

- Programs T Type of programs/serV1ces student is
: receiving--may include hand1cap
classification.

+ IEP: face sheet ,\' Pre~printed information about the
o : _ student and present programs/services,
— e ———————————————ypdated-at-an-IER-meeting._____

« IEP: goals/objectives-~ - _ Selection of goa]s and objectives to
individual : .print on IEP is made by the teacher
selection either before or following IEP meeting.

+ IEP: goals/objectives-~ ‘Computer program selects goal areas

' criteria set by | " and specific objectives based upon
program test score information provided to

the system; there is no individual
selection of the objectives which are
printed, although the IEP team selects
only those computer-selected obJect1ves
with which they agree.

« Test scores : Specific assessment test score
v information. _
+ Reports: class lists = . Class lists, annual review rem1nders,
‘ atc.
* Reports: child count. _ Counts of students by handicap, pro—

gram, age, ethnic, etc., as needed
for state and federal reports.

31

47




IS

Table 9
Summary of IEP Computer System Capabilltles and Requlrements

Adminlistrative Data Indlviduallzed Education Program Raports Computer Equlpment
i (MIS) | Face Uoals/UbJecFlves Test CTass ThTTd ComplT= Oflier ~Self- | Waln Irema/ Micro-

Sysfem Name emog. SCh/T. Programs—J-Sheet--Tadlve.-trVferTa—5cores | Lists Count ance Admln. Deslgn{ Mlnl-computer Computer

CAUED (Computer AssTsted Management X X 1 X "Rot specliTed. X HP 3000 X" (Under
| _of Educatlanal ObJectlves) ) . davelopment)
. ChTTd Based Tnforma X X X R X X X X : X Honeywel ¥ (Service bureau’
ST e R . et £ : ORI O, . o

Tomputer Managed 5p. Eds System X X X R X (I per TEPY X X X L9 X X THS~80
. . ¢ .

: ' 14 Apple, Comm
Compufer-Kssls?e;rlEP X X X X X - Ro~ R X X X X {Type no¥ specl fled?y
CampuTerTied TEP Sysfem Tnsfructlon X X X R X No X X X X X X TEM T3 X AppTe 11
TurrIcuTum Mgm¥. Sysfom ond X X X X X X ] ; X Apple
_Teacher Plannlng System . . 1BM, DEC
D’Efa‘(s?ora‘gm' mp Ass ¥se X X X X X X To¥ specliled, buf Tmplled XTI 5200
Teargla Laarnlng Resources System X X X TUsas scannery o - X AppTe T

' . TRS-80
. TEF CTerk o No™ No~ |7 Wo X No X UType nof specTilad)
TEF PeTnt Program X X T X X X Wot specTtled- — X X X Apple 1T -,
TEF/Progress Repor ¥ X X X X X~ X Hay bo avalTable wIth dafa | X Olgifal Wang X Apple TT
- . managemant program.
TndIVTdual £d- Por formance Systom LY X X X X X X X X ...X Wang 7700 (Service bureau)
Tasfructlanal Mga¥e System XX Yo X NS ' XX NGF specTfTed)
Wanagement and KssossmenT W% X _ X X N TR X X Type ot specifTed)y
MTCkTgan Yeacher SupporT Sysfem X X y No X Wo¥ avallable. X X
- e I {Based upon test results scored by mark sense cord readers.)
ModuTar Edicaflonal Kchm¥. DoserTpto] o X WX o X X X TType not specl fYedy
WodilarVied S¥udent Mgt Sys¥em XX X XX X X X XXX X Appie 1T
OFBTF 1T (0FganTiod Resource Bank MWW T TR WX - X~ (Type ot SpecTIady -
for 1EP Text) ‘e . ¥ .
PRTSH X X X X No X X ] X X X Xpple TT
- . : . TRS-80 :
Prog-eming for TndIvids Ed- IPTED X 7 T X X~ X T - X X AppTe IT,Pet
. . TRS-80, North Star
roJect 1EP X X Ko X X \ X ke T No X . X ~Tommadore.
. > : Apple 1l
ProJect PERFORM N X Ro o N X {Type not spacliTed)
Rescarch Eﬁ:vhanga for ComputerTzed — X{mTn7X X No R X X "Ne N X X NCR-8555 X Apple 11
Individuallzed Pragrams of Education J TRS-80
EEWS (SpecTal Educatlaon Managemont | X R X X 1) T X X T X {Type nof specTfledy
ystem) v .
SERVE TSpecTal tducatlon Review, X P X X X X X X X
Ver|flcatlon and Evaluatlon) : . .
Spaclal Ed. FiTe XX X T XX X X T X AppTe T
Speclal Fducatlen 1EP Sys¥em 2. S S X X Y Y +x - ~X " toatrol
. i ! ) ' Dota 110
Speclal Educa¥lon TnformatTan X X L X X XX X X X Fppla 1T
Sys tom T :
3S¥udent Tnforma¥ion Record (STRY and | X X X X B X X X X X X "Datopalnf X any w/CP/M™ "
Bahavloral Objective Plan (BOP) ~ : e 1300
UaTsfar T Pre-TEP and UnTsum XX NG X ; . X X - TXTWE BT T
e i : s e | R S IBM App te
i s v T
4 plloted In Napa . . -
b piicted In Hosperla : ' ' (j
. : . 46
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Special reports to identify students
requiring annual or three-year reviews,
or number of days between process
activities (assessment to IEP team
meeting, referral to assessment).

* Reports: ;omp1ianceA

= Reports: self-designed Computer system allows program manager
: to design special reports to count or
Tist according to specifications any

information contained in the data file.

+ Equipment: mainframe or. Mainframe computers and minicomputers
minicomputer - are capable of handling relatively
‘ large sets of data at very high speeds,
and’usually have high-speed printing
equipment. ' ' :

+ Equipment: microcomputer—"""" A self-contained system for data entry
- ' - 'and storage, slower in operation and
more lTimited in amount of information
which can be stored internally without
peripheral storage (such as a hard .disk
drive). Requires a printer in .order to
produce written documents.

. Table 9 summarized information on the thirty systems which produce all or
part of an IEP. Two of these systems are being piloted or installed in
California and will be reported further in Phase Three of this study. These
two are the.Student Information Record and Behavioral Objective Plan (being
installed in Napa County) and the Unistar Pre-IEP-and Unisum (being piloted
in Hesperia). Additional informatjon on all thirty systems, including a brief
description, materials available, costs, and equipment is provided in Appendix E.

An analysis of these thirty systems to produce IEPs is presented in Phase
Four of this study. A - : . _
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PHASE THREE: COMPUTER IEP INTERVIEWS

Tusing “Computers in the IEP Process. T DESTriptions  of the systems- used in each““"
of the five agenties are presented. . The results of the.interviews in Four of
these five agencies are summarized. :

- Selection of “SELPAs Using Computers

Four of the twelve agencies which use the computer to complete portions
of the IEP were selected for in-depth:interviews. The four were selected to
match as much as possible with the districts included in the manual inter-
views. .Hesperia School District is a semi-rural area within the Desert/Mountain
Sepcial Education Services Region, San Bernardino County. Marin SELPA is an
area which includes semi-rural and urban areas. Simi Valley Unified (within
Ventura SELPA) and Northeast Orange County SELPAs are urban areas. These four
\\g\tPAs include different types of computers. Marin SELPA.and Hesperia School
istrict both use microcomputers. Northeast Orange County SELPA ‘and Simi _
Vallley Unified use mainframe computers.” o

;riserviews in these four districts inc]ude parents_ (N=18), teachers
(N=24 \and managers (N=16) .=»~A total of 58 interviews are summarized for the
SELPAs hich use the computer to assist in constructing the IEP

A i th SELPA (Napa County) is impiementing thehu§e_gf the computer to
construct the IEP. This SELPA was visited. The SELPA director and system
programmer Were interviewed. The five systems are summarized on the following
pages and sample computer=- produced IEPs are presented in Appendix F.

Hesperia School District

Hesperia Schoo District serves 234 special education students. It is =
using an IEP computer ‘program, Unistar I Pre-IEP, developed by Microsystems _
Inc. of North Caroiina\\ The program is ava11ab1e for use on the Apple or ~
TRS~-80 computers with 48K\memory The basic.equipment needed for this
system consists of a microcomputer, two- floppy disk drives, a monitor and
a printer. The system produces a proposed IEP. e

The Individualized Education Plan is divided-into three major sections.
These sections are (1) student\data, (2) the asseéssment data, and (3) the goals
and obJectiVes The computer program records the student data and then pre-
selects a range of goals and objectives using the assessment data The IEP
team selects the goals and obJectives from this range.

7 .




The student section has three subsections. The first is .the school
system information--the school system name and school address. The ,
second subsection is student identification--name, birthdate, grade, student
number, dominant language, etc. The third subsection is information for the
Individual Education Plan--the type of meeting,.meeting.data,. -implementation - -
hda te.;wetcy....-,.._, ey v - A )

t

The assessment section lists the scores on thirteen different tests of
academic, motor, intellectual, speech and other functioning. The scores
entered are the age equivalent or grade equivalent scores. A1l of these
scores must be entered. Judgments are recorded for adaptive behavior, .
mobility, vision and hearing and other areas. A graphical profile of present

. functioning is presented using the scores and judgments. IR '

- Using the student's age and grade equivalent .scores, a range of objec-
tives in several discrepant areas are printed. The exact criteria for
determining a discrepancy are those used in North Carolina. The computer
Program is secured and cannot be listed.

When discrepancies are found, goals and objectives may be preprinted
by the computer in any of the following areas: written expression, reading
- recognition, reading comprehension, math computation, math reasoning,. social/
emotional, fine motor gross motor, listening comprehension, visual discrimi-
nation, oral/expressive language and spelling. o

Paperwork flows to the district psychologist. A secretary enters the
student data and test scores into the microcomputer and the Proposed Indi-
vidual Education Plan is printed.  Since the district serves 234 special
education students, the number of IEPs.ehtered each day is few. Estimated
time for data entry and printing for one student is 45 minutes." .

The basic program for constructing the .Individualized Education Program
.can be purchased from Micxosystems_lneT—for—$6507——F0r“afsma11 initial invest-
ment, Hesperia School District computerized their Individualized Education® =~
Program. Another computer program is used in Hesperia to summarize the WISC-R,*
also available from Microsystems Inc.. : ' :

A sample computer-produced IEP from Hesperia is presented as Exhibit 1 in
Appendix F. : -

3

“Simi Valley Unified School District

. The Simi Valley Unified School District serves approximately 1500 special
education students. 'Simi Valley Unified School District is. one of several
districts in the Ventura County Consortium. Beginning in 1975, Simi Valley
Unified School District started to develop its own.system for the computer- -
constructed Individual Education Program. The director was the person
responsible for much of the initial planning and development of the special
education system. = . :




The Simi Va11ey Un1f1ed School D1str1ct has deve]oped a d1vers1f1ed data
communications system: There are terminals in every school. Student records
- are accessed through these terminals. For eagh student certain records are
kept such as name, address, telephone number, etc. These existing records are
..used to construct.the Individual Education Program. The special educat1on
records—are” s1mp1yﬂadded to the student record.

- To construct the IEP system two things were determined: the data that
needed .to be added tokthe existing district record, and the goals and objec-
tives which were to be included. An analysis of the .state and federal laws
¢+ and regulations, along with negot1at1on with the State Department of Education,
produced the items that should be “added to the student record for special
education purposes.: Groups—of spe\1a1 teachers developed the goals and
'obJect1ves Each teacher worked in his own area of expertise.  For example, -
 speech teachers and specialists developed the language goals and obJect1ves
\ In this way, the teachers developed the portion of the system which they
| would wuse. Approx1wate1y 1000 goals-and objectives were constructed and
’ odes attached L/ _ .
/" v
The~f1rst ahd shbsequent computer program¢ vere coded in COBOL. The
first computer Wsed was the“Burroughs 2700. The program is converted for
use on-the Burroughs 6800. The system requires approximately 1200K of disk
storage. Each'student requires about 720 bytes.of information. The proposed
Indiyidual Education Programs are printed on a Xerox 1200 pr1nt1ng system for
.speed and type qua11ty -

When the student enrolls 1n a school in Simi Valley Unified School
District, the student is given an identification number. ‘A1l pertinent
1nfonnat1on is recorded in the district data bank using one of one hundred
terminals located throughout the district. If the student is enrolled in
spec1a1 education, a student data sheet is made out by the responsible edu-
cator. A data sheet contains' proposed goals and objectives. Data from the

—sheet—is—entered— by_a—spec1a1 -education clerk. The information is processed
and a proposed IEP is printed and sent to the thair of the team meeting. The
proposed IEP is presented to the team for discussion and possible modification.
After the team meeting, a pencilled copy is'given to the parent. A student
data sheet is filled out with only the changes and then reentered. A finalized
copy of the Ind1V1dua11zed Educat1on Program is sent to the parent and teacher.

o

The special educat1on teachers are provided. yearly workshops on changes

in the computerized system. Teachers are allowed to write their own objec-

* tives. Objectives. which are added to or de1eted from, the system are noted
at these meetings. .

Simi Valley Un1f1ed School! District is W1111ng to sell the system for
the computer-constructed Individual Education Program to other districts for
approx1mate1y $3,000. Any adaptation of the programs would be done by the
rece1V1ng district.

A sample: computer-produced IEP for S1m1 Va]]ey is presented as Exh1b1t 2

in Append1x F.
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Northeast Qrange County SELPA

The Northeast Orange County SELPX\is comprised of three districts:
Placentia, Brea, and Yorba Linda. Placentia acts as the Responsible Local
Agency. Placentia Unified School District serves close to sixty percent of
the 2,300 special education students served by the SELPA. o

Northeast Orange County SELPA appointed a team to computerize the IEP
in the summer of 1981. This task force consisted of special educators from
every exceptionality. The force analyzed tasks and defined procedures for
utilization of computers to write IEPs. The team searched the State for ‘
districts which use the computer to write the IEP. Simi Valley Unified was
the only district identified. Simi Valley shared information with Northeast
Orange County SELPA. As a result, the two district have IEP systems which
are..similar in overall processes, but~are~différent in minor details.

B \ ’ -

Northeast Orange County SELPA uses Placentia's DEC System-20 computer.
The computer has 1.2 megacharacters of memory with ‘129 ports available. .
The disk drives have 800 megabytes of storage for each disk. The Charaband,
Printer prints 1250  1ines per minute. - . S _
_ The IEP programs are written by district personnel and use two types of
files. The types of files are ISAM (Indexed Sequential Access Method) and
DMS (Data Management System) files. Student data is put into both files.
The ISAM file contains goals and objectives and student data. The DMS file
can-be "queried" ‘but does not contain the goals and objectives. A "Query"
program can summarize data in order to complete management reports and
State couhﬁs. o B v s

Northéast Orange County SELPA is piloting the computer-constructed IEP
in several/schools. The goals and objectives list has been revised several
times. * SELPA-wide policies regarding the flow of paper and data are evolving,
Presently, case carriers assess students. Case carriers complete student
data sheets containing student information and coded goals and objectives.
The case carrier either enters the student data sheet into the computer or
gives it to a Secretary to enter. The computer immediately prints out a
proposed "IEP. Rroposed IEPs are reviewed at the IEP team meeting and
revised.. Any changes are entered in the computer,.producing a final copy of
the IEP." The computer prints out monthly 1ists of students that need an
annual review. ' B : . ' '

A sample'computgr-pnbduéed IEP for Northeast Orange County is presented
as Exhibit 3 in Appendix F, : _ g \
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Marin County

g

Marin County SELPA‘prou1des service for twenty school districts. " These
districts range in size from a one-room school to a joiht union district.
Mar1n County SELPA serves 2,300 special students

Marin County SELPA poo1ed funds to deve]op an initial management 1nforma-
tion system (MIS) in 1977. Forms were collected from agencies in California,
mandated elements of the IEP were identified, IEP forms were constructed,
and the MIS wa$§ planned and 1mp1emented The _data processing was contracted
to a private vendor. Initial data process1ng ‘'was in batch.

: The present system was developed from the first MIS. The hardware is an
Apple III computer with 28K memory, two floppy disk drives, a 20 megabyte:
Corvus hard-disk drive, a Qume printer and a VTR video cassette tape recorder:
The- hard-disk drive is for main storage of student IEP records.. The Qume
printer prints letter quality IEPs.with data- 1nserted The VTR copies files
from_hard-disk drive in case 1nformat1on in the ma1n files is 1ost o :

. The software is a commercially ava11ab1e software package-—"PFS Persona1
Filing System" distributed by Software Publishing Corporation of Santa Clara.
This data base. program allows the user to design a form d1sp1ay at a computer
terminal and to store the data-filled form in computer memory. Using PFS,

' Mar1n County SELPA duplicated their IEP form on. a computer screen.

After assessment of a student, case carriers fill out a student data
sheet. Student data sheets contain student inforination, placenment information, .
_rev1ew dates, and goals.. A secretary enters the data into the computer. The
computer prints out a proposed IEP cover sheet. Case carrijers call a team
meeting at which~the assessment is reviewed and objectives are written.
_Parents are free to add to, or delete anything from, the proposed IEP. If
anyth1ng is changed, the change is written on the student data sheet for re-
entry in the computer .

Pr1or to the annual review date, an IEP w1th the prior year 's goals is
" printed and sent to the teacher.as a cue to assess the student and conduct an
annual rev1ew The team reviews the old IEP and handwrites in any changes.
Changes are recorded via a student data sheet. As a result, teachers do very -
little Wr1t1ng for the annual reviews.

'Using "PFS: Report" program, many different repovts can be generated'from'
- IEP-files. A few examples are alphabetic Tists of students by d1str1ct, class
11sts, ethn1c1ty by hand1cap and ethnicity by p1acement _

A sample computer produced IEP for Mar1n County is presented as Exhibit 4 QS
in Append1x F. :
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Napa County Consortium

The Napa County Consortium serves nina school districts and provides
-service to approximately 1,200 special education students. Napa County
Consortium is installing a computer-constructed Individual Education Program.
. The computer software was developed by EX-ED Computer Systems, Inc. The-
original EX-ED program was written for a Databus microcomputer in the Data-
point computer language.. The EX-ED program was rewritten for a Hewlett-Packard
3500 mainframe computer since this computer is available at'Napa County
offices. The EX-ED program was rewritten in COBOL and is thought to meet
California IEP requirements. . _ -

Napa County Consortium usas an HP 3000 computer as a terminal- link to
an HP 3500 mainframe. When the HP 3000 is not used as a terminal, it is used
for a variety of other functions such as word processing. The total system
can be supported by a microcomputer with a 500K-hard disk drive. The disk
space is needed tg support the Behavioral Objective Plan data base. Each
student record reguires 512 characters of space. - '

- 'EX-ED Computer.Systems, Inc. developed the system two years ago for
__Forest Hills High School and Summit School of New York. This computer program
s used-at_the-New:York School for the Deaf. The system is a data base system
.consisting of two major parts, Student Individual Record and the Behavioral
Objective Plan.. -. oL T

The Student Individual Record is a part of the system which carriES‘manj
~pieces of student data. The Napa County Consortium system includes twenty- -
three coded items of data, such as ethnic status, primary language, sex,
and related services. The Student Individual Record contains all data to-
complete the State counts in Special Education. Administrative programs are !
available to complete the State pupil count reports. ' o '

. The Student Individual Record is designed to keep an historical record =~ -
of each student. This information can be used to track the progress of each
~Student. The EX-ED system can be periodically purged of records that are no
longer needed. _ The purged record can be saved on tape for storage.

The Studeit Ind ividual Record carries.a11‘information Vital to the
Individual Education Program--a complete record of all assessment results,
a]I related services, etc. .

, The Behavioral .Objective Plan is a computerized version of the Instruc-
tional Based Appraisal System (Meyen, 1977). The Instructional Based Appraisal
System consists of ten thousand objectives. The areas for which cbjectives
are written include the mildly handicapped (reading, mathematics, and social
behavior), severely and profoundly retarded, career education, pre-vocational
skills, physical education and science. ‘The computerized version has an option
to includé objectives developed by the Tocal district.

The Behavioral Objective Plan carries such 1nformatioq as long range goals,
short term objectives, present level of performance, activity or materials. used

- ) h}
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to master obJect1ves, cr1ter1a for measuring attainment of obJect1ves and
mastery dates. -

The EX- ED software is des1gned to pr1nt a final copy of the IEP. A clerk
enters a student data sheet containing a]] the IEP data. -Any update of the
IEP includes only changes. -

The EX-ED software is sold‘under 11cense. The cost is calculated on. a per
student basis. Napa County Consortium paid $15 per student with a $700 year]y
program maintenance fee. Major programming changes are ava11ab1e on a con-
tractua] bas1s from EX-ED Computer Systems, Inc.

A samp]e computer-produced 1EP for Napa is presented as Exh1b1t 5 9n
Append1x F.
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| Computer IEP Interviews

Interviews are summarized for four agencies. In each agency parents,
special education teachers, and managers are included.- The questionnaire
includes all of the questions in the manua? interviews. Additional questions
are added regarding the use of the ccmputer in the IEP process.

{1) Steps Involved in Devé]qping a Computer-Assisted IEP

The IEP is divided into four main sections: (1) student data; (2) current
performance levels; (3) goals, and (4).objectives. Computers are used mainly
as ‘high speed printers in the IEP process to print the four sections. The
four computerized SELPAs use the computer to print different areas.

IEP Areas Computerized

Student Data....... s O O O X
Performance Levels...... ....;.2.f... X X

Goals..e.vn.. . e . X | x| x | X
Objectives ......................... X X X

Each district uses a “student data sheet". This sheet is used to sum-
marize all data for key entry. The case carrier meets with an assessment
team to integrate the assessment findings. The assessment team fills oGt
the student’ data sheet. The sheet contains all student data, codes for
performance levels or test scores, goal codes and objective codes. After:
entry, a proposed IEP with objectives is printed.



Computerized IEP Process

Referral

~ T

. ) Assessment
S Assessment Meeting

'

Data Entry

'

Printout of IEP
IEP Meeting

'

Entry of Reviscd Student
- Data Sheet

Finalized IEP

The case carrier reviews the proposed IEP prior to the IEP meet1ng. Often,
the parent receives a copy of the proposed IEP to review. At the IEP meeting,
the team discusses the assessment results, eligibility and p1acement, goa]s
and objectives. The proposed-IEP is rev1sed A hand-corrected IEP is given to -
. the parent. The Student Data Sheet is revised and entered. A finalized copy

is sent to the parent

The steps and personnel “involved are the same for computer-assisted IEPs
as for manual IEPs. The timeline required to complete the assessment and
schedule the IEP meeting is usua]]y Tess than the mandated fifty days. In
Marin County SELPA, the' IEP is sent to teachers four to six weeks in advance
of the annual review date. .(This agency did not print a. "proposed" IEP.)
The other agencies required that the information for the proposed [EP be
turned in at 1east one week-in advance of the meeting. -
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(2) Cost of Writing a Computer-Assisted [EP

Time estimates provided by persons writing a computer-constructed IEP
were used to calculate the average minutes of time spent by professionals in
several types of IEP team meetings. COStS estimates were based upon mean
salaries paid to various staff in the Far West geographic région of the
United States 1981-82, and reported by the Educational Commission.of States.

: Minimum cost was calculated using the minimal number of team meeting
participants. Maximum cost was calculated using all the professionals
reported to sometimes attend meetings. .

. Estimated costs for each type of meeting are reported in Tables 10
through 15. These meeting types include five types of initial placement
meeting and the annual review meeting. .

The costs of an in%;ia1 placement in a DIS using a computer-constructed
IEP approximate $30 to $70 (see Table 10). For initial computer-assisted .
placement in RSP, costs approximate $80 to $115 as in Table 11, Initial
computer-assisted placements in SDC within a single agency can rahge from

$295 to $520 as recorded in Table 12. Initial computer-assisted placements

in an agency other than a single district can run from $450 to $740

depending upon whether one or two meetings are scheduled as shown in Tables 13
and 14. For any program placement, computer-assisted annual review IEPs

cost between $60 and $160 (see Tatle 15). . - |

{
/

 Table 10 '
Estimates of Staff Time and Cost {n IEP Development
. for Designated Instruction Service

“Average Minutes

. Spent Total Dollars? | Doltar- | Dollar
Position Assessment TEP Meefing| Minutes | Per Minute | Minimum | Maximum
DIS Service .90 30 . 120 0.2600 31.20 | 31.20
(Teacher)® 70° 30. 100 0.2600 |  --- | 26.00
(Principal) - 30 30 0.3851 --- | 1155
Parent —es .30 30 —— - ~-
Total $31.20 | $68.75
Cost
Total Staff Time = 2.0 - 4.16 hours i Teacher 8 hour day @ $180/day

Principal 8 hour day @ $200/day
3 1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Commission of the States.

b staff 1isted in ( ) sometimes attend.
. C estimated from 1980 Barrick and Enell study on paperwork.
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Table 11
Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in IEP Development
for Initial Placement in Resource Specialist Program

Average Minutes al. :
- . Spent ~Total Dollars® | DoNar | Dollar
Position Assessment  IEP Meeting | Minutes | Per Minute [ Minimum | Maximum
eésaurce ) : -
Specialist 192 47 239 0.2600 62.14 62.&
“Principal or | - }
’ Designee - ¢ 47 - 47 0.3851 18.09 18.09
(01 Service)® 9 47 137 " | 0.2600 .l 35.62]
Parent - 47 . 47 T aea cme | T aen
Total $80.231 $115.85
Cost .

Total Staff Time = 4.0 - 7.05 hours

: Table 12 v ~
Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in lEP Development
for Initial Placement in Special Day Class in District

7 "Average Minutes

_ Spent Total Dollars |Dollar | Dollar
position - Assessment  1EP Meeting | Minutes | Per Minuta | Minimum| Maximum
Receiving Teacher ‘|  i83 60 243 0.2600 | "63.18] 63.18
Principal or B .
Designee = . - 60 60 0.3851 23.11 23.11
Program ,
| Specialist 285 - 60 345 0.3034 |-104.67| 104.67
Psychologist ) 285 60 345 0.3034 104.GL 104.67
(Referring b : ¢ - .
Teacher) 70 60 130 0.2600 i 33.80
asource 252 :
Specialist 192 ' 60 5 0.2600 ——— 65.52 (-
“Speech - . ‘4 _
* Therapist 90 60 150 0.2600 ——— 39.00
- | _Pparent - - 60 | 600 — . <
{Nurse) 120° 60 180 0.2523 | . --- | 45.4
-— |~ Other BIS : 1
Specialist 90 60 150 0.2600 .—— 39.00
Total $295.63] $518.36
. Cost

Total Staff Time = 16.6 ~ 30.9 hours

2 1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Commission of the States.
J gtaff listed in ( ) sometimes attend. _
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: -Table 13
Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in IEP Deve1opment

for Initial Placement in SOC Class Within Another Agency

IEP Team Meeting Average Minutes
- ; Spent Total | Dollars’ |:Dollar |Dollar
Persons _“Assessment ~ TEP Meeting [ Minutes | Per Minute | Minimum | Maximum
eceiving 1. Ty .
' - Teacher 183 60 243 0.2600 1'63.18| 63.18
District - \
Administrator - 60 60 0.3972 | '23.83{ 23.83
County ] .
Administrator - 60 60 0.3972 23.83) 23.83
"0 strict . ] { .
Principal - 60 60 0.3851 © 2311 23.11
Cbunt'y . - \
Principal - 60 60 0.3851 23.11| 23.11
03 strict . j . B
Psychologist 285 - 60 345 0.3034 104.67 | 104.67
County - . \
Psychologist 285 60 345 0.3034 104167 104.67
TOstrict — e - ,
Nurse)? 120 60 180 0.2523 40.14| 40.14
{County c - ; :
Nurse) 120 60 180 0.2523 40.14 |- 40.14
{Re¥erring c ; _
Teacher) 70 60 130 0.2600 - 33.80
Program ) . . . . i
Specialist 285 60 -345 0.3034 ~-~ | . 104.67
Speech
Therapist 90 60 /7 | 150 0.2600 . 39.00
J/
0IS Specialist 90 S 60 150 0.2600 -—- 39.00
Parent e 60 60 -—- e
Social Worker - 60 60 -—— - -
Total Staff Time = 25.6 - 38.5 hours Total $446.68 | $663.15
. Cost -

a 1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Commission of the States
staff listed in ( ) sometimes attend.

€ estimated -from 1980 Barrick and Enell study on paperwork.
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: . Table 14
Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in 1EP QOevelopment
N\r Initial Placement in Special Day Class Within Another Agency
with Additional 1EP Team Meeting

IEP Yeam Meeting ' Average Winutes

Spent Total Dollars®{ Dollar | Oollar
Persons . _Assessment — TEP Meeting [ Minutes | Per Minute | Minimum | Maximum |
. Receiving Teacher . 183 20 203 +0.2600 52.78 52.78
Psychologist - 20 20 0.3034 | - 6.07
‘County Principal . - 20 20 0.3851 -—n 7.70
Speech Therapist -- 20 20 0.2600 | o= 5.20
DIS Specialist -- 20 20 0.2600 i 5.20
Parent - | a2 20 | --- e | e
~- B b b
" Total Staff Time = 27.3 - 43.2 hours Total $499.46 | $740.10
: ' , Cost
o " Table 15
Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in IEP Development
for an Annual Review )
I
Average Minutes ar
: . ~ Spent Total Dollars | Dollar | Dollar
Position lgsessment TEP Meeting | Minutes | Per Minute | Minimum | Maximum
Teacher 139 . 41 ~ 180 0.2600 ‘46,801  46.80
Principal | = - 41 41 0.3851 15.80| 15.80
Psychologist 60 41 101 0.3034 f——- 30.64
Speech Therapist 90 .41 131 0.2600 —~—— 34.06
Other DIS - -1
Specialist 90 41 - 131 - 0.2600 - 34.06
Parent . - - 41 41 © mea Lo e -——
i Total $62.60 | $161.36 |
Cost .
' Total Staff Time = 3.7 - 9.7 hours -

3 1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Commission of the States.
includes two IEP Team Meetings; total costs from Table-14 plus costs from Table 15.
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E)

Teachers were asked a question regarding time savings due to comouter
use in construct1ng the IEP. The results are shown below:

-

Teacher Que stion: How much time does the computer save per
student per ineeting? How?
- Marin County - Saves an éverage of 10 minuteé.

Simi Valley - Time savings unable to estimate; perceived to
' be easier (in use for five years).
~ Northeast Orange County - Saves an average of 30 minutes.

Hesperia - Adds time--teacher has to read through obJect1ves
-and se]ect the proper ob3ect1ves

-

Teacher Comments: “Teachers perceive that the computer saves time when
constructing an IEP. 1In Simi Valley Unified, teachers reported no way to
estimate a savings since they have not written IEPs manually. Teachers in

- Northeast Orange County SELPA estimate that the computer saves about thirty
minutes and the IEP team meetings are shorter.

The tasks for the manual .completion of IEPs are different from tasks for
computer-assisted completion. Rather than writing goals and objectives,
teachers complete a Student Data Sheet and select coded’ goals. Teachers
prefer the tasks for the computer-ass1sted completion of the IEP when compared
to the manual completion.
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(3) Usefulness of the IEP

- . . . \

The interviews asseSsed the usefulness of the IEP. Thé\parents and
special education teachers were asked questions regarding usefulness.
Managers were queried about the computer programs which 1mp1ement the
computer assistance. Managers and administrators were not quest1oned
regarding usefulness.

S

Parent Views on Usefulness of IEPs ' ' - . y

The parental response to the questions is quite‘positive. Five’
questions were asked on usefulness. A summary of responses is below.

\

]

Parent Question: It takes approximately 3-12 hours to test and
place a student with a minor problem such as speech therapy, and
~can range from 12-24 hours for a severely handicapped student. \
Do you think the amount of this time expenditure to test and \
place the student has helped assure the most appropriate educa- ] \
tion for each child? (N=18) ) "

7

Yes - 94% No - 6%

Parent Comments: There is no question that the extensive testing helps
to assure the most appropriate placement. The testing helps to establish
the current performance levels, which in turn help with selecting the proper
goals and objectives. The many professionals involved in the testing gives
a better perspective. The testing does take time, but it is worth ijt.

Parent Quesfzon Do you feel that the present process of a team
meeting is helpful in assuring the most appropriate education for
your child? .

Yes - 83% - No - 17%

Parent Comments: The multiple viewpoints are helpful in making educa-
tional decisions. Parents need the multiple views to understand the func-
“tioning 1evel-of -their_child. Some children could be tested and placed
sooner. -More money could be made available for serv1ces I
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Paréﬁt Question: What parts of the meeting were useful for you
in understanding the needs of your child and then deciding what
your child's educational program should be?

!

Parents cite as useful the following:

. = . Percent
Teacher communication 33%
Test scores ' 17%
Attitude of team part1c1pants -17%
- Academic report 11%
IEP goals : 6%

Nothing 6%

S

Parent Question: The meeting was documented by paperwork called
the Ind1v1dua11zed Education Program (IEP). Have these docu-
ments been usefu] for your reference? How? '

Yes - 61% No - 39%

e

Parent Commerits: One group of parents used the IEP for several uses
The IEP is used to mark progress--to see growth in skills. Praise is- g1ven
when the student achieves. IEPs are used on a daily basis to help reinforce
the skills taught at school. They are used'as a reference prior to the"
annual review. & -

The second group sees the IEP as a forma] document of T1ittle use. . .
LEPs are just paperwork to be completed. The document is hard to understand.
The team meetings are useful. Talking to the teacher is useful., IEPS are
not useful. ' .

Parent Questton " Do you receive.information prior to the team
meet1ng? ‘ - : -

%

CYes - 114 No - 89%

Rarent Comments Most barents receive no 1nform3£1dn prior to the team
meeting: ~Some parents did talk to the special educat101 teacher regard1ng
assessmegtﬂresults, goals and obJect1ves : :
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Teacher erws on Usefulness of IEPs

‘Teacher response to three questions regarding usefulness is positive.
Questions involve appropriateness for planning, usefulness to daily instruc-

tion, and usefulness of computer assistance. A summary of the responses
are below

R

Teacher Question: . Do you feel that the present docuﬁentation in
special education is useful in planning the most appropriate
education for each child? (N=24)

Yes - 92 No - 0% Not in all cases - 8%

- Teacher Comments: The IEP is a communication tool. Information is .
provided to parents and educators. The IEP and meeting .is the focal ‘point
of the communication effort. IEP construction shows that schools are trying
to meet parental concerns. The IEP meeting brings together the“decision

makers and focuses on the ch11d The persona1 contact in IEP meetings be-

The IEP is an organ1zat1ona1 tool. This tool provides a task timeline
to assure that a timely assessment and placement is made. Periodic assess-
ment of progress toward. goals is assured by the IEP. The IEP is an outline
for educational planning. Important steps in educational planning are
documented. Instruction is focused by a task analysis which breaks instruc-
tional goals into measurable behavinrs. Evaluation procedures can.measure
progress. v ' ' .

The IEP is also a.legal document. Compliance to state and federal .
mandates is provided. The child's rights are protected.

’

T

. Teacher Question: What parts of the paperwork process are_useful
v | for daily instruction? | - .
\ q .

Student data -~ 4%

Assessment - 25%

Placement - 4z

L TEP Goals - 71%
Lo _ . IEP Objectives - 83%

| Y No parts - 4%

' Teacher Commentsg: The student address_and phone are used to contact the
parent. The administration uses the student data such as placement and
ethnicity for management reasons. .
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Assessments are used to asséﬁs skill levels and give a basis for place-
ment, goals and objectives. The teacher reads the assessment results on a
new student in order to know where to begin the instruction. :

» Goals and objectives are used for long term planning of instruction. .
Objectives are used for periodic check of progress, and to remind of student
needs. Few teachers write IEP objectives which can be used in daily lessons.

Objectives are written to detail the short term IEP objectives. “

Teacher Question: Has the computer aided in making the paperwork
process more useful for dai1y instruction?

Yes - 63% Mo -29%  As useful - 8%

3

Teqcher Comments: .Teachers consider-the computer to be an aide in making’
the paperwork process more useful in the daily instruction. Most teachers
who do not use the computcr to develop objectives, also, do not believe that
the computer aids daily instruction. . A large proportion of the-teachers who
use the computer to aid in developing objectiVes believe that the paperwork
process is more useful. Teachers-think that the objectives listing is an
important resource. They are able to be more specific and thorough in

writing objectives. The objectives are easier to read and easier to user
read and easier to use. L '
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(4) Response to Computerization of the IEP

i ot - = .
~ The computer-constructed IEP questionnaire is the same as the manually
constructed IEP questionnaire. except for'a few added questions. A nearly
equal number of parents and educators were interviewed. Programmers and .
system analysts were added to the interviews. Parent, teacher and adminis- °
trator interviews are summarized below.

Parent Response to Computerization of the IEP

Parent’jntervﬁews include parents active in the schools. These parents
‘'serve as classroom aides, on advisory committees, and leaders in the com-
munity. For the most part, the parents are well 1nformed with regard to
special education and the rights of their child.

Parent Question:
to take place?

Letter - 55%
Note -

( How were you .notified that the IEP meet1ng was
N 18) .

Phoné - 61%

- 11% Computerized letter - 6%

2

Parent Comments:

parents receive communication by both prane and letter.
sample are notified by phone than parents ir .

Most parents are notified by phone or letter.. Some
More parents in this

~LPAs which manually write IEPs.

Parent Question:
printed by computer

No ob3ect1on - 94%

0ften we receive 1etters which have been
Would you object to receiving such a ietter?

Objection - 6%

_ofer a note - 6% .

Pavent Comments:
various reasons.

\ » ,
Parents noted that they often receive form letters for

If a form letter would save time, then use it.

N
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Parent Question: The computer can be used to prepr1nt much of

the data on the IEP. It can also be used in a meeting to record

P decisions or help in selecting obJect1ves would you object to ]
© | these uses of the computer’ ‘ ' '

_No obJect1on - 949 Some objections - 6% . Object —-0%' /

Parenf Comments :

- No-objection--Parents think that it is about time that computefs are
used. Computers should do the paperwork and teachers should teach.,/ The
IEPs are Jlegible. Handwritten IEPs are difficult to read. Parents are
enthusiastic about computer~constructed IEPs--IF THEY CAN MAKE ADDITIONS OR
DELETIONS DURING THE TEAM MEETING. The graphs and printouts méke/readﬁng
easier. Objectives are more precisely written. In an initial meeting,
parents feel care should be ‘taken when using a computer~constructed TEP,
Parents are overwhelmed at the first meeting and may be in awe of computers.

, Some objection--A parent warned aga1nst losing the persona1 touch when
Wr1t1ng IEPs. o
- J

)

Parent Question: What parts of the IEP do you feel shod]d not be-
computerized? ~ . o o S

Every part should be - 61% , _/ =
Some parts should not be - 17% /

No parts should be - 0% =
No comment - 22% : o

Eurenf Comments: Parents approve of the computer1zat1on of the IEP.
A few parents object to the computerization of present 1evels of performance.
Th1s concern centers around the psyc ho1og1st report. / :

!
|

/ |

!

Parent Question: If some objectives were selected | jprior to the ~~
meeting for discussion, would you feel as 1nvo]ved? o
Yes - 94% No - 0% | |
Not involved in any case - 6% | -

i

!

1 /

M - ’ ST -’

; 3 I L L
Parent Comments: Parents sense that teachers preselected the objectives

before computerization. This preselection of goals and-abjectives is not

objectionable. Parents feel that they can change the goals and objectives.
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The construction of the IEP is a cooperative effort. Teachers consult with
parents before the meeting. During the meeting they involve the parent in
decision-making. . Often, teachers ask parents to review the objectives prior
to the meeting. Parents wish to have a copy of the proposed IEP prior to -
the meeting. .The objectives must be PROPOSED and always subject to change.

~—

Parent Question: When did you receive your finalized copy of
the IEP? :

At end of,the meet1ng - 83% At a later date - 17%
No copy rece1ved - 0%

-Parent Comments: The IEP is constructed in the meeting. The educational
plan is negotiated in this meeting. . If the finalized copy of the IEP is
received later, parents feel it is not a problem. If.a finalized copy is
received a week or two later, the delay is not important. In case of error,
parents wou]d phone the. teacher

Parent Question: Do you feel the computer-produced IEP.is as easy
to understand and as informative as a handwritten IEP?

_Y._e_g_-89% .~ No-6%  Nocomment - 6%

' Parent Comments: Parents have difficulty reading handwritten IEPs.
Often, the handwriting is not legible. Parents can read the computer-pro-.
duced IEP. Computer printed IEPs are clear and informative. Often, parents
do not understand some terms and rely on teacher explanations. Computer
printed objectives are clearer and more defined. The content of computer- -
- constructed IEPs is as persona11zed as the handwr1tten 1EP.

Staff Response to Compdterization of the IEP

.The teacher quest1onna1re is different from the parent quest1onna1re
Staff questions are.more detailed. The staff response 'to the questions
contain more information. The staff responses were probed more deeply.
The questionnaire included more questions on the construction of the IEP.

©

Teacher Question: Was a major change requjhed'to adapt to the
computer? (N=24) S : .

Yes - 13% No - 83% No comment - 4%

-
"L
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Teacher Comments: Teachers do not change their practices in a maJor way
to adapt to computer-written IEPs. Minor changes are required. New forms
are used. Printouts of IEPs must be routed from the computer to the’teacher,
Multiple forms must be separated. Teachers are instructed in the use of the
system and practices adjusted to fit the system. Teachers adapt quite easily
to using the system. Teachers see the use of the computer as a t1me saver.=
Any adaptation of practice results in real time savings.

\

¢ ! . ' ) . '\-
Teacher Question: The computer can be used to preprint some of -
the data on the [EP. It can also be used in a meeting to record |
| decisions or as.a help in selecting obJect1ves Do you object to
these uses of the computer? Lo

No objection -~ 83% Some»objection - 17% Object - 0%

Teacher Comments: A1l teachers like having the student data computerized.
The data is not rewritten constant]y Student data is eas1er to retr1eve It
is easier to chaﬂge . :

©

o Teachers Tike the idea of computer121ng the current performance levels. .
The ease of access to previous assessment information can provide valuable . .
diagnostic information. This historical information can narrow a later assess--’
ment. It can be a va1uab1e reference to provide insight for the teacher '

There is a concern about 1nc1ud1ng jnformation of a sens1t1ve nature1n
a computer file. Test scores should be included, but not certain psycho-
logical notes. There is some concern about the definition. of terms used in
the IEP--terms such as "def1c1ent" and "severe",

; The opinion regarding the use of the computer to generate obJect1ves
ranged widely. ~The majority of teachers 1ike.this use of the computer. A
few object to their own use of the .computer. Some teachers: object to this
use of the computer for everyone. ‘The opinions regarding obJect1ves parallel
the SELPA use of the computer. The SELPAs which use the computer to print
cbjectives have teachers who applaud this use. The SELPA which does not

" computerize objectives has teachers who object to computersizing the objec- :
tives or who would not 11ke to use preselected objectives. -

| Teacher Question: what parts of the IEP shou]d not be computerized?

No parts - 63%
Student data - 0%
Psychological file - 13%
Current performance levels - i7§ '
- 139 o

Goals and objectives




Teacher Comments: Again, ‘there is some concern about the use of the '
psychological data contained in the conf1dent1a1 file. A few teachers desire
to write their own objectives. : ‘ '

R

Teacher Question: What advantages does a computer-ass1sted
construction of the IEP have? Disadvantages?

Teacher Gomments

Advantages-—Teachers report the computer speeds the writing of the IEP
The goals are easier and quicker to write. More time is spent teaching.
.The [EPs are easier to retrieve. Since the IEP meeting runs smooth]y, t1me
is saved. :

The IEP is legible. The handwr1tten IEPs are often hard to read The
bottom NCR copies of the IEP are often illegible. The wording on the com-
puter-produced IEP is clear. There is consistent terminology throughout
the district. : _

There is a common bank of objectives. This bank provides for consistent
‘ objectives throughout the SELPA.  Objectives are better. More objectives are
Jincluded on the IEP. Teachers select obJect1ves from areas in which they do
not normally write obJect1ves
. Disadvantages~-It takes time in order to ]earn how to use the computer-
produced IEP--time to put the initial information into the computer--time to
Tearn how to select coded goals and objectives. It takes time to include
new objectives on the “proposed" IEP. There is a time lapse between submitting
“the. Student Data Sheet and receiving the proposed IEP.

. The computer produced IEP is impersonal. Sometimes the objectives are-
~too broad and do not fit a particular student The handwritten IEP seems
more personal. , — '
Teachers in one agency report the objectives are often not wr1tten
‘at the proper level. Unused objectives are included in the IEP. It is
difficult to separate the carbon copies at the IEF meeting.

Teacher Question: How do you maintain confidentia]ity'of student
| records? '

Teacher Comments: Teachers th1nk there is no problem W1th ma1nta1n1ng
confidentiality. Their own personal files are locked. In the SELPAs using
microcomputers, only one or two peop1e have access to the computer. The °




microcomputer is locked in a room at night. The SELPAs which use mainframe
computers have varying levels of access. The special education teacher needs
the help of the school secretary in order to enter the school computer. The
school secretary does not know the access code ‘to enter the special education
file. The data can only be read by teachers. Only the special education
clerk at the SELPA office can enter data.

Teacher @Question: What inservice was needed for yonu to use the
program? How many hours? ' '

Teacher Comments: For the initial writing of a computer-constructed IEP,
teachers reported several meetings. These meetings included a step-by-step
" description of the construction process. These initial meetings usually take
from two to five hours. Periodic meetings are needed to update information
and skills in constructing the IEP. These meetings were twice a year.

. _ — : .
Tgacher Question: What is your perception of the parent's reaction
toward computer use? ,

Teacher Comments: Perceptions of a nedative reaction come mostly from
the Marin SELPA. Most-positive perceptions are from Simi Valley. Positive
perception may stem from the fact that Simi Valley has been computerized
longer. Teachers reported negative parent reactijon at first. -later, the
parents became appreciative of the many pluses of computerizing the IEP.
Some teachers report.no negative reactions. Many parents feel comfortable
with computerization of the IEP. oo

Resgonse of Administrators and Managers to IEP Coinputerization

jSixteen.administratorsfénd managers were interviewed regarding IEP
computerization. After the administrators and managers described their
IEP systems, each was asked the following questions. E

Mmmager Question: What advantages does computer-assigied con-
| struction of the IEP have? Disadvantages? (N=16)

4

. Manager Comments: Advantages--The computer saves time in writing the
IEP. “The teacher does not have to complete the student data section after
the initial IEP is written. The computer saves time in writing IEP goals.
and objectives. . . >
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The IEP is easier to read. The writing is legible. The terms are
defined carefully, The writing is easier to understand. The IEP has a
professional appearance--an appearance of quality and organization.

More areas.are selected in which objectives are written. More objec-
tives are written within each area, The objectives are tied together in an
organized fashion. As a result, the teaching covers a broader scope than .

-previously and a wider variety of materials are used.

The teachers are excited about using a computerized IEP format.
Teachers enjoy the forward-looking image that a computerized IEP projects.

, The d1rector has more management information available. Management
information for teachers and students can be easily retrieved and tabu]ated
Management decisjons can occur in a timely mannef.

Managers can track goals and ‘objectives within programs and handicap
areas. The tracking g1ves managers more information regarding curriculum
decisions. , . o

. Disadvantages--More than fifty percent of the managers cite no disadvan-
tages to the computer1zed IEP. OQOne disadvantage is that the construction of
a “"proposed" IEP carries with it a danger. Parents may not realize that the
IEP can be changed. Staff must emphasize in the IEP meet1ng that the IEP can

-be changed.

A second disadvantage 1s that a m1nor1ty of teachers may not 1ike us1ﬁg
the computerized IEP, Each user:must be taught to respect the system and use
it. Getting the teachers to "own" the system can requ1re careful management.

Minager Question: How do you maintain'confidentia1ity of student
records? ~ . _

‘Manager Comments: Aann1strators and managers haVe no d1ff1cu1ty
maintaining conf1dent1a11ty<of student records. The microcomputers were
‘locked overnight. " Mainframe computers had several ‘levels of coded access.
Computer records were no less secure than wr1tten records

Mnager Question: What is your percept10n of the parent's re-
action toward-computer use?

Manager Comments: Administrators and managers report ‘that parent
reaction is very positive. The parents find the computerized IEP readable
-and ‘informative. They often use the IEP at home to work on objectives with
their children. Many parents feel comfortable with the computerized IEP.

5
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. Summary of Computer-Assisted IEP Findings
. ‘I =

The computerized IEP process has a1l the elements of the manual IEP
process plus data entry and printout of the IEP. To facilitate the data
entry a Student Data Sheet is used to summarize data for entry. The

“"proposed" IEP is reviewed and revised by the IEP team. '

The costs ofan initial DIS placement using a computer-developed IEP
range from $30 to $70. For an initial RSP Placement, costs approximate
$80 to $115. CompUter-assisted SDC placements can range from $295 to $740.
- The computer-developed annual review IEP can cost from $60 to $160. S

The personnel involved in the computer IEP construction are the same-
as the manual IEP construction with the addition of a data entry clerk.
The timeline for the computer IEP is the same as the manual IEP, except
the Student Data Sheet must be completed one week prior to the IEP meeting
so the "proposed" IEP can be printed. - ' v

Parents are quite positive about the IEP assessment and team meeting.
Parents feel enough assessment information is collectéd for decisions.
The assessment information and the IEP meeting .are helpful in making educa-
tional decisions. The IEP is used as-a reference by parents. -

Teachers feel the IEP process and documentation are providing the most
aporopriate education for each child. The IEP goals and objectives are
useful in planning daily instruction. The computer has aided in making the -
poanerwork process more useful for daily instruction, '

Parents and teachers respond favorably to the computer-constructed IEP.
The IEP is legible and easjer to understand. Parents feel involved in the
IEP process even though the objectives are preselected.

" Teachers repori no major change to adapt to the use of the computer to
construct the IEP. Teachers do not object to-using the computer. Computer-
assisted construction-of the IEP has many advantages and few disadvantages.

~ Administrators and managers’ think:that the computerized IEP saves teachers
time, "is more legible, and contains'goal and objectives which are better
written. Managers sense that parents and teachers are very positive about
the computerized IEP. - . 7 :
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PHASE FOUR: IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF CURRENT PRACTICES .
3 IN COMPUTER-ASSISTED .IEP SYSTEMS -

.This phase of the study identifies and analyzes the current practices in
California and in other states to produce special education IEPs with computer
assistance. .The first part of this phase is an analysis of in-depth interviews
_in four agencies in California which use computer-assisted IEPs. The interview

results are compared w1th the results of four similar agencies wh1ch produce
IEPs manua11y .

The second part of this phase presents an ana1ys1s of systems to produce
- 1EPs from California and other parts of the nation. The systems included in
this section are available from private vendors and public agenc1es

Analysis of Interviews in Eour Agencies
Using Computer-Assisted IEP Systems and
Four Agencies With Manual Written IEPs

0f major interest in this portion of the study were the attitudes of
parents, teachers and program administrators td current practices in developing
IEPs. The responses to the usefulness of the IEP, whether produced as a hand-.
written or a computer-assisted copy, and attitudes about using computers in the
TEP process, were analyzed. Questions related to usefulness of the IEP docu—,
ments and attitudes toward computer-assisted construction.of, IEPs weré used in
the interviews of each interview study samp1e

Each interview group consisted of parents, special educatioh teachers, and
administrators of special education programs. The interviews .for those who used.
the manual construction of the IEP included 22 parents, 23 teachers, and 10
administrators. The second group, which used the' computer to aid in the o
construction of the IEP, included 18 parents, 24 teachers, and 16 administra-
tors. ‘The total number of persons interviewed was 113.. Each questionnaire_con—
tained items regarding the usefulness of IEPs and reactions toward using a
computer to assist in writing an IEP. The opinions of the manual-construction
group and the computer-assisted group are compared in the following sections.
Al1.comparisons were tested for significance using the chi square statistic at -
the .05 level. Only two comparisons were significant, and thay are noted in the
text. ' : - TR

In addition to analyses of parent and teacher responses to usefulness of

. IEPs-and computerization of IEPs, this section contains a comparison of costs of
manual vs. computerized IEPs. Following the cost analysis, the IEP forms of-
manual and computer-assisted agencies are compared to Federal mandates.
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Comparison of Parent Responses Redarding Usefu]ness of IEPs

Three questions®regarding usefulness were included on questionnaires
used in both manual and computer-assisted samples. Parent responses to these
three questions are summarized below.

Parent Questton: It takes approximately 3-12 hours to test and
place a student with a minor problem such as speech therapy, and
| can range from 12-24 hours for a severely handicapped student.
Do you think the amount of this time expenditure to test and
place the student has helped assure the most appropriate educa-
tion for each ch1]d° N

(N=22) (N=18)
Manually- : Computer-
Constructed Constructed -
- TEP IEP ‘
Yes 95% . 9%
No 5% " 6%

_ Parent Analysis: There is ﬁo d1fference betWeen the responses of parents
in SELPAs which- manually construct their IEPs and the SELPAs wh1ch use the
computer to assist in the construction of the IEP. .

ot

Parent Question: Do you feel that the present process of a team .
meeting is helpful in assuring the most appropr1ate education for
your child?

Manually- h” Computer-

Constructed - Constructed
IEP IEP
Yes B P - 83%
- No _ 5% 17%
J _ No opinion . 13% .- 0% )

¢

o
“

Parent Analysis: There is no significant d1fference between the parents
belief that the team meeting is helpful in assuring the most appropriate edu-
cat1on for their children regardless of which method is used to construct the
© IEP: Parents hold a belief that the team meeting helps assure the most
apprOpr1ate educat1on. , _ ,

The parents who hqye manually—constructed IEPs find many items used in
the IEP team meeting helpful. Parents in this group rely mainly on test
scores and reports--academic, psycho]og1ca1, speech and. 1anguage, nurse,
doctor, and principal reports.. Participant attitude and teacher communica-
tion 1is not re11ed upon as much as these var1ous reports.
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The parents who have computer-constructed IEPs find teacher commun1cat1on
about academic reports and test scores helpful. Teacher communication and
team members' att1tudes are valued by these parents.

\ Parent Question: The meeting was documented by paperwork ca]1ed
\ the Individual Education Plan (IEP). Have these documents been
' useful for your reference?
|
Manua11y~ .~ Computer-
Constructed " Constructed

1EP > TIEP

Yes 68% . 61%

: No o 32% , 39%

\Parent dnalysis: A majority of parents use the IEP for reference. There
js no significant difference between the opinion of parents who have computer-
assisted construction of the IEP and those that do not. Most parents find the
documents useful.

Comparfson of Parent Responses Regarding
Computer-Assisted Construction of IEPs

Parents were asked' four questions regard1ng the computerization of the
- IEP consfruct1on process. Their responses are compared below.

A

\

Parent Question: The computer can be used to preprint much of -the
dataion the IEP, It can also be used in a meeting to record
decigions or help in selecting obJect1Ves. Would you object to
these uses of the computer? -

' - i - _Manua]]y— : Computer-
\ Constructed Constructed
IEP , IEP
, . No Objection - 32% ) 949
\ Some reservation 9% 6%
‘Object ' . 9% 0%

el

-

Parent Analysis:* Parents in both gréups favor the use of the computer to <
aid in the construction of the IEP. Parents did state that any prepared docu-. =
ment should be subject to change in the team meeting. The IEP draft presented
in the meeting should be a true draft, |

&9)]
P
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Pavent Questioﬁ:
computerized?

5o

Every part
Some parts

No comment

No parts -

Manually-

Constructed

IEP

64%°

36%
0%
0%

-

What parts of the IEP do you feel should be

Computer-
Constructed
TEP

61% |
17%
0%
22%

DParent Analysis:

-

The proportion of parents who favor the computerization
of every part of the IEP is quite high for each group.
parents object to computerizing are the psychological records..
parents do not obJect to computer1z1ng the student data, goals and obJect1ves.

Parent Questibn:

decision-making process.?

Yes
No
No op1n1on

2
<

Manua11y-.

Constructed -
- IEP

81%.
9%
9%

'If some objectives were prééelected for dis-
cussion prior to the ‘meeting, would you feel as involved in the

Computer-
Constructed"
IEP

94%
0%
6%

The parts which many
Otherwise,

N,

Parent Analysis: Parents 1ike the team to be prepared for discussteg of
their child. A preselection of goal and objectives seems to be a reasonabte
preparat1on. The parents expect the team to be flexible. Some  parents would
like to review the proposed goals and objectives prior to ‘the team meet1ng
Most parents feel a part of the decision-making process.

Parent Question: Nhen~did"you receive your copy of your IEP?”
Manually- Computer-
- Constructed - Constructed
, IEP , - IEP
IEP meeting 77% | . 83%
Later date - 14% 17%
No copy 5% 0%
Unknown ' 5% _ 0% e
N W]

] Od
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Parent Analysis: A large proportion of parents receive the IEP at the
meeting, A few parents receive the final copy at a later date. Parents
respond in similar proportions regardless of the way the IEP is constructed.

]

Comparison of Teacher Responses for Usefulness of IEP

~ Teacher questionnaires include two quest1ons to which teachers in the
m%nua]]y— :onstructed IEP sample and the computer-constructed samp]e responded.,
“These twu questions were also included in the study "Paperwork 1n Sp_c1a1
Education: An Analysis and Critique (Barrick and EnelT, 1980). A comparison
Qf the three responses 1s below. \ ‘ ‘

“

Teacher Question: Do you feel that the present documentation is

useful in p1ann1%g the .most appropriate education for each child?

. *(N=23) ~ (N=24)
Manually- Computer-
Study of : Constructed Constructed
' IEP Paperwork? ' IEP 1EP
Yes o . 65% . 70% gb
No | | 13% 13% _ 0%
Noft in all cases 23% . - 17% : 8%

a. Barrick and Enell (1980, 30)
b. Chi §quare statistic Significant at .05 1eve1

v

AN

Teacher Analyszs Teachers in all three samples perceive that the
present documentation in special education is-useful. in planning the most
‘appropriate education. From 1980 to 1983, teacher-opinions has remained *
rather constant. The teacher attitude toward the usefulness of the computer-
assisted documentary is sighificantly higher than either the teacher opinion
in 1980 or 1983 toward the manually-constructed [EP, This attitude shift may
be due to the increased time expended in. assessment when IEP canstruct1on is
computer-ass1sted

Teacher Question: What parts of the paperwork process are usefu]
for daily instruction? Why? ,
' : : Manu a]]y-- ‘ CompUter-
. “ Study of IEP Constructed . Constructed
Parts Used Paperworkd IEP " . IEP
Student data 0% . " 49 » a9
Assessment - 31% - 22% ' 25%
Placement . . : 0% - 4% 4%
IEP Goals 739C 497, - 7b
IEP. Objectives - = 87% , 83% -
No parts' .. 10% 4% 4%
a. Barrick and Enell (1980, 28) : » = .
b. Chi square statistic significant at .05 level -
c. Goals and objectives not separated
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- Tea-her Ang}ys@s In a11 three samp]es, teachers see. the goa]s and
objectiva® as the part of the IEP moct useful for daily instruction. Teacher
attitude t:xward the IEP components has remained fairly constant -from 1980 to
1983. A svgnificantly higher proportion of computer-assisted teachers
perceive the goials to bi useful for daily instruction when compared tn
teachers who manual]y ﬁ nstruct the IEP. This significant differ:
ba due to the clear raltationship between goals and short-term ob;

ay
is,

Comparisan oF Teach:zr Responses Regarding

Compute:--A4sisted {onstruction of IEPs

The computer.can be .used to. prepr1nt much of
It can also be used in:a meeting to record
‘Would you object

Teacher Queetzon
the data on the IEP.
.decisicns or.as a heip in selecting objectives.

| to these uses of the computer? I
Manually=~ Computer-
Constructed Constructed
. LEP IEP -
No objection 83% © 83%
Some 6bjection 17% 18%
Objection 0% - 0%

~ Teacher Aralyais: Most feachers have no obJect1on to computerizing
the IEP. A few object to computerizing the confidential information such
as psychological records. Almost all teachers stated that the IEP team
members should be able to change the "proposed" IEP. The parent should be
clearly informed of this right. '

| Teccher Question: What parts should be computerizedf
Manually- Computer-
Constructed Constructed

IEP - IEP

A1l parts 57% L 63%

Some parts 22% 2 17%

No opinion - 22% - 0%

e

A large proportion of teaclers perce1ve the computer
There i, no objection to computer-
A sma11 portion of teachers object

Teacher Analyszs
to be a real help in organizing the IEP.
izing the student data section of the IEP,

‘to using the computer to sumarize the assessment data and to Tist the goals

and objectives on the IEP. The maJor1ty of teachers do not object to com-
puterizing all parts of the IEP

©



Comparison of Administrator Responses Regarding
Computer-ASS1sted Construction of IEPs

i

The IEP is viewea by all_administrators as he]pfu. for gu1d1ng the IEP
meeting and. for providing a p1anned instructional program to the students.

The f1r=t benef1t from computer-assisted IEPs ment1oned by both manual and
computer-assisted IEP administrators is the time savings. They recognize that
the use of computers helps to reduce the paperwork done by teachers, and that
th1s speeds the IEP process.

The next benefit is the use of the student 1nformat1on for. management
information purposes. The third-benefit comes from the use of objectives which
are part of an organized curriculum sequence which provides instructional - :n-
tinuity from teacher to teacher and year to year. Administrators believe that
this information on objectives could help them track different curricuium needs.
A fourth benefit is-the tracking of due process timelines and dates.  7The final
benefit is the availability of a clear, readable copy of the IEP for parents and
school personnel. . v i

Possible problems mentioned in the use of computer-assisted IEPs are dif-
ferent for the manual and cesjputer-assisted administrative groups. The manual
group gave as problems (1) starting up 2 system to produce the computer-assisted
IEP and (2) developing a listing of guals and objectives. These possible
problems were different from those mentioned by the computer-assisted IEP agdmi-
nistrators. For them, the possible problems were (1) clearly communicating' to
all--and especially tc parents--the changable nature of the proposed IEP and (2}
helping teachers to adopt the IEP system as their own. Those with computer- )
assisted IEPs found that the advantages from their systems far outweighed the
d1ﬂadvantages.
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 Com5arison of Costs of Manual vs. -
_Computer-Assisted IEPs

~

Price and Goodman (1980) examined the costs associated with the development:
of ‘1EPs. Seventy-five teachers recorded the time %hat thdy spent on IEP
activities for 804 students Teachers spent an average of six hours and twenty-
six minutes on each IEP.-=This time cost $66.81 for the 1977-78 school year.
Using the average salary paid to teachers in the Far West geographic region
during 1981-82”, this cost was adjusted for inflation. Adjusting for inflation,
the cost of wr1t1ng an 1EP for the 1981—82 schoo| year based on‘the Price and,
Goodman study would be $100, 12

IEP T1me and costs /

s This study est1matgd the time expenditure and cost for severa] different
types of placements, since the number of people involved can vary. ' Minimum
costs were calculated for the average time reported by the usual persons
dnvolved in the assessment and the IEP-meeting. Maximum costs were calculated
by including the average time and cost of any additional personnel who are -
_sometimes included. . These averzge minimum and maximum times and costs for bath
manual and computer-constructed IEPs are summarized in Table 16..

. . C, . ®
: . " ] 3
4 L -

™
. ‘ . Table 15 s
Summary of Time and Costs of IEP Devel opment
by MeEt1ng Type and Placement for Manual- and Computer-Constructed IEPs

’ ' ~ ﬁanuaﬂy—Construcﬂ 1EPs . Computer-Constructed TEPs :
. Time {Hrs Co'f(S) Time (Hrs] (.ost TS) g
I Initial"PTacement: F
" | DIS Service 2.3 ~ 4.2 36-40 - $67.50 2.0 - 4.2 [$31. 20 < $68 75
Tnitial Dlacement: - : ) .
Resource Specialist 5.5 -~ 9.0° 96.41 - 150.75 4.8 - 8.7 80.23 -~ 115.85
Initial Placement: T N
Special Day Class 14.2 -~ 29.7| 252.76 -~ 493.10 | 16.6 - 30.9 295.63 - §18.36 4

in District
nitia acementg: : )
Sp$c1:rl| 2:y c}‘ass © .. ] 24,0 - 37.0|. 431.20 - 445.80 | 25.6 - 38.5| 446.68 -~ 663.15
n other enc . .
InitiaTl Placement: T T ]
Special Day Class with| 27.3 - 41.8| 483.20 - 722,97 | 28.9 - 43.2 499.46 - 740.10
Additional Meeting : , S
nnual Review: ) ! - - S o
A1l Placements 4.4 -~ 9.3 76.03 - 155.47 3.7 -9.7 | " 62.60 - 161.36 /

[

* Education Commission of the States (1982)
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. Time and cost estimates are dependent on type of initial placement. A

* placement in a Special Day Class (SDC) is much more expensive than'a DIS service
or Resource Specialist Program (RSP) placement. The cost estimate of Price and
Goodman of $100.12 is too high for a DIS placement using either a manualiy or
~computer-constructed-IEP., The Price and Goodman estimate is within the cost
range for Resource Specialist Placement and the cost range of an annual review
IEP for any program. But the Price and Goodman estimate is too low by at Teast
150% for the 1n1t1a1 Spec1a1 Day Class placement. ; ‘

Cost Savings--A further analysis of the computer—constructed and manually-
constructed IEP cos%s revea]s that:

Up to 14% of the IEP costs in an initial Designated Instruction and
Service p1acement can be saved using a computer—constructed 1EP.

- 18% to 23% of the costs in an initial Resource Speciclist Program
placement can be saved by using-a,  computer-constructed IEP.

* Up to 18% of the costs for an annual review can be saved when a computer—
constructed IEP is used. :

+ There i5 a 2% to 4% cost increase for_a computer-constructed IEP in.an
1n1t1a1 Special Day Class placement.

This study found an approx1mate cost savings of 10 to 20 percent for all
IEP meetings except initial Special Day Class placements when a computer-
constructed IEP was used. This means that the computer-assisted IEP is cost-
efffcient for initial placements in Resource Spec1a11st Pgogram and Des1gnated
Service and Instruction, and for most annual review meetings- _

Only when the annual review 1nvo1ves additional personne1 and assessments
is the cost ¢f the annual: review meet1ng higher in those°districts using com-
puters. This higher maximum total cost figure was related to increased -
assessment time reported by psychologists and program specialists. This maxisum
cost would be appropriate for many three- year rev1ew meet1ngs, but seldom for
annual reviews.

"~ Teacher Time Savings--Another analysis was made of the time’used by just
the special education teacher/specialist in the complete assessment and IEP
meeting process using manual or computer-assisted IEP construction (see Table,
17). The time differences for the total process using computer-assisted IEPs
were less for all placements and review meetings except for the initial place-
ments of the resource specialist. The resource_spec1a1lst1teachers dsing .
computer-constructed IEPs reported spending an average of 42 minutes more in
initial. placement assessment activities, and a corresponding decrease of 42
minutes in the actual meeting, with no difference overall between resource spe- .
cialist teachers using manual or computer IEPs for initial placements.

Resource specia1ist and special- day class teachers using computer-assisted
[EPs spend more time in the assessment process and less time in the IEP meeting
than do teachers using manua11y constructed IEPs. This difference may be due to
two factors. One reason is the use of an assessment team meeting to prepare the
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- proposed IEP-- 23 ngt used in the manual process. This step apparently
results in ci... r IEP meetings both for initial placements and annual review
meetings. A second reason may be that more objectives are writ*en in the
computer-produced IEP and the selection of the proposed objectives occurs prior

to the IEP meeting itself. :

Because the total time and dollar maximums are greatly affected by the
participation of many staff at IEP meetings, the reduction of IEP meeting time
reported by those using computers is especialTy noteworthy. \ith the exception
of the initial DIS p[acemen%, Tnitial meetings for placements in RSP and SDC
were from 10 to 42 minutes less in districts using computers, -

DIS sﬁééia1ists use less time-oVeka11 Fdﬁwiﬁe initial IEP procéss, with the
greatest time savings reported in the assessment phase and some increase in time
at the IEP meeting. ; '

D IR e R Sk S Ut b S

caik d Sretne® ws e

, Table 17 :
Comparison of Special Education Teacher/Specialist Time --.
Used in Assessment, IEP Meetings and Total, -
Hith and Without Computer-Assisted IEPs

_Assessment IEP Meeting total Minutes

1thout With  Computer| Hithout With ‘Computer ] a7thout With™ Computer
Meeting Type Computer Computer IEP Dif.| Computer Computer IEP Dif. | Computer Computer IEP Dif.
Initial Placement | , a : ; - ;
oIS 120 90 =30 20 30 +10 140 120 -20
RSP 150 192. +42 89 a7 -42 239 239 0
SDC 180 © 183 +3 - 170 60 -10 250 243 -7
Annual Review o .
Teachers 151 139 -12 57 41 -16 208 180 -28
The greatest payoff from the use of computer-assisted IEPs fr

reported savings ih conducting annuaj ceview meetings. The total time for °

teachers to prepare for -and conduct the annual review meetings is 28 minutes - . .
less than the time teachers reported in districts using manual IEPs. If this :
teacher time savings were expressed in dellars, there would be a cost savings of
$3,640 fer-five hundred innual review meetings, with eciivalent costs. savings
for hiyher numbers of studwnts. If this t-eoretical cavings could be spent, it
" would be sufficient to cover the costs (data entry, materials, equipment
purchase and maintenance, and program purchase) if the iarger expenses are amor-
tized over several years. Districts with 2,000 stidents would have a theoreti-
cal savings of $14,560 each year. About half of this might be used for data
entry, with the remainder covering program costs and materials. .

This theoretical "savings" would be sufficient %o cover all ¢osts related
to computer-assisted IEPs except the actual equipment costs. Unfortunately the
saving 1is not recoverable in terms of dollars--but only in teacher recognition
and gratitude. LT '

Other studies have reported greater time savings for 1EP development.
‘Reporting on a specific computer-based IEP program .(the CAMEQ), Brown (1982)
found a 50% decrease in_time to develop an IEP. Lillie and Edwards (1982) claim
- that another program (the Unistar) saves 60% of the time teachers use for IEP

~ IR 87
69 : -



development. This study shows a time reduction for teachers at annual review
IEP meetings of nearly 30 percent (28%). While this time savings is con-
siderably Tess than reported in other studies, it is based upon a total of
assessment and meeting time not merely IEP development.

Paper Cost--The computer—constructed IEPs vary w1de1y in the number of
pages that are included in the IEP. The shortest IEP is three pages. The
longest IEP. ranges from eight to fifteen pages. The length of the IEP depends
on how the ebjectives are selected and 1isted on the IEP. If the objectives are
. coded_by the teacher and then printed by the computer, the IEP has few pages ‘
(see Simi Valley's-IEP.in-Appendix F). If.the. computer pr1nts a-range of objec-
tives, then the IEP can be quite 1engthy (see Hesper1a s IEP in Appendix F).

The length of a computer-produced [EP can be shorter than the manua]]y—
produced [EP. But, for. some systems, this is not the case.

The number of computerized copies of the IEP is-the same ¢ the number for
manually-produced IEPs, as the same number of people need copit., of the IEP.

No savings were found due to reduced use of paper. Just as many c0p1es of

the IEP were made. A savings due to Tength of the IEP was possible but not con-
sistently found in practice.

Add1t1ona1 Computerized ‘EP Costs

The computeriied IEP requires ‘some 1n1t1a1 set up costs. These costs are
'3

' 1n four areas: (! cquipment cost, (2) program costs, (3) training costs, and
1) data entry staff.

Equipment Cost--The equipment costs can vary ‘depending on what is already
#4ailabTe.” If a mainframe computer is available, then a terminal is needed to .
access the mainframe. Terminals can range from $2 000 to $18,000, depend1ng on
qua|1ky and 1ndependent functions.

For the m1crocomputer system, severa] pieces must be 1nc1uded——(l) a com-
puter, (2) a printer, (3) two disk drives, and (4) a monitor. This equipment
can range from $2,500 to $6,000, depend1ng on the type of equipment. The equip- -
ment expenditure may not be necessary since many districts have microcomputer
equipmert available.

Pragvram Cost--In addition, computer prograis must be t .ught or deve]oped
The programs developed for ma1nframes can be bought from public agencies for
$2,000 to $5,000 and higher. If the program is written by in-house programmers
the cost can be from four months up to a year of programmer t1me or approx1ma-
tely between.$8,300 and $25,000.

Programs for microcomputers can vary in price®and quality. These_programs
can rarely be modified, so-they must be accepted "as is". These programs
usually range in price from $250 to $500, and can cost up to $5,000.

©
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Training Cost--Staff must be trained to deve]op [EPs ‘using computer
assistance. ‘Program managers report that it takes between two and five hours to
explain the computer IEP process to teachers. This would cost $31 to $78 for
each teacher. The exp]anat1on of the computerized IEP process is usually-
1nc1uded as part of the inservice for special education teachers.

Data Entry Cost--Data entry staff (rather than teachers) usually enter data
into the computer. Training a data entry clerk usually takes one day. Data
entry clerks may work on a part-time basis to enter IEP data, depending upon the
number of students and the amount of data entered. Data entry is an ongo1ng
cost which should be included in any cost estimate of an IEP system.

Analysis of Items Collected on v
' Manual IEPs and Computer-Assisted IEPs e

o

The Code of Federal Regulations, Part 12la, was reviewed to identify items .
to be included on the IEP. There are eight specific items mandated by the Code.
An additional ten items are desirable to include on the IEP or other paperwork
to document that certain due process requirements are met. Finally, three items
are needed for State and/or Federal reports, and need to be available--although
not necessarily on the IEP itself. For a listing of these IEP jtems and the
matching code of Federal Regulations citations, see Appendix A.

Eight sets of IEP forms were analyzed to identify how closely the IEP forms
-matched with federal regulatinns' ‘The IEP forms analyzed included ICPs from the
four agencies included in the manual sample and IEPs from the four agencies
- included in th: computerized IZP sample. (These IEP forms are included in
Appendices U and F). ' )

Table 1ls records the analysis of the eight sets of IEPs. The computer-
assisted IEPs contained all of the mandated items. The manual IEPs from three
agencies contained all of the mandated items, but that of the fourth agency did
not have all the mandated ijtems. ,

Both the computer—ass:sted and the manual group included three-fourths of
the items desirable on their IEP forms. The items considered to be "desirable"
that were most frequently omitied were (1) the statement related te placement in
the least restrictive envirerment and/or placement rationale, (2) and a state-
ment specific to the student’s eligibility or continuing e11gib111ty There
also seemed to be some confusion of about whether both the parents' native
language and the student's primary language must be identified--or if they are
considered the same. Some 1EP forms listed both student and paren® Y..~juage,
wh11e others only -had the stueant or home 1anQUage

The disability and ethnic information needed for State and/or Federal
reports was not always recorded on the IEPs, although birth date was found on
every IEP.

whi1e there were no djfferences overa]] between the manua] and computer-
assisted IEPs, the computer-assisted IEPs were found to be more explicit about
the 1nformat1on they 1nc1uded, with spec1f1c statements regarding each 1tem.
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Table 18 :
1ep Items Mandated by Code of Federal Regu]at1ons
Desirable for Documentation of Due Process and
Needed for State/Federal Reports Collected on
Manual and Computer-Assisted IEPs

©

Requirement/Specific Item ) Manual IEPs - Computer-Assisted IEPs
: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Mandated for 1EP — N
T. Present levels of performance - X X X X 0 X 0
2. Annual goals X X X X X X X X
3. Short term uH1ect1ves X X X X X s 0 X X
..A- Programs/services required X X X X X X X X
5. Extent of integration ™~ C X X X X X X X
6. Service initiation date X X X X X X X X
7. Service duration X- X X X X - X X X
8. Objective evaluation procedures| X X «X X X 0 X X
Jesirable for Documentation of
Due Process ‘
S. Meeting date X X X X X X X X
10. Persons in attendance X X | X X X X X X
"11. Parental _consent/signature X X X X X X X X
12. Date of consent X X X X X 0 X X
13. Parents' native language X X ' X =< | X
14. Pupil's primary language - X X X X X | X | X
15. Least restrictive environment/ :
placement rationale X X X
16. School of service . X X X X X X
. 17. Eligibility X X . ' : X
18. Annual review date X X X X X %
Needed for State/Federal Reports ,
19. Disabil7ty category. X X X X
20. Bir+~hdate (age) X X X X "X X X X
21. Ethnicity - X ’ - X
Total items, all Requirements " 19

17 16 17 14 | 19 19 | 17

X Category included on form.
0 Included on IEP but not on computer1zed part of IEP
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Analysis of Computer-Assisted IEP Programs

The first section of Phase Four analyzed and compared the findings from
the study of computer-assisted and non-computer-assisted agencies within
Californida. The second section of Phase Four analyzes the current practices
in California and in other states to produce special education IEPs with
.computer assisterce. : .

 Study Limitations

Jldg\reseé?ch study was prigiha]]y_gesﬁgned to gather information on
California practices in IEP construction. It was only as few systems were
found in use in California that a search was undertaken %0 identify systems
developed.outside of California. Information on identi¥ied systems was
requested from identified vendors. In some cases the descriptive information
was merely a publicity flyer; in other cases fairly comprehensive information
was provided with sample IEPs and guides. The study analyzed each of these
systems from the information provided. The comparisons that follows for thirty
systems not in use in California are based upon this written analysis, nat on
firsthand knowledge. -

3

Overview

Computer-assisted IEP programs can be classified under one of four head-
ings, depending upon the amount of. information included and upon how the .
program operates. The type: of equipment used is not a major concern, as
programs are available for both large and small computers in every classifi-
cation. The four classifications are: '

complete IEP with teacher-selected objectives

" complete IEP with-<praogram-selected objectives
partial IEP with teacher-selected objectives
partial IEP with student information

Each of these classifications is described below, and programs are identified.
by name under each classification. A complete description of each program is
provided in Appendix E (arranged in alphabetical order). A table providing

. gome comparative information on all of these programs is given on page 33,

- Table 9. o

Comgiefe IEP with Teacher-Selected Objectives

Brigance Inventory of Bacic Skills (Curriculum Associatesf
Child-Based Information System {~znt =1 Susquehanna)

Computer-Assisted TEP System (W - - . " unty)
Computer-Assisted Curriculum (F: . .o < 1s) _
Computer-Managed Special Educati :::ic~ . Ul Software)

Computerized IEP System (CK Assc. .~
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Curriculum Management System (Learning Tools)

IEP/Progress Report (Learning Systems)

Individual Education Performance System (Educom)

Modularized Student Management System (Education Turnkey)

Simi Valley Pre-IEP and IEP Program (Simi Valley)

Special Education Information Management System (Boston)

Special Education IEP ‘System (Control Data)

Student Infomation Report and Behavioral ObJect1ves Plan
(Ex-Ed System)

. Coded Programs--Within these "complete" teacher-selected obJect1ves
programs,-there are differences in the amount of information which may be
pre~coded to appear on the proposed IEP in complete sentences/phrases.

For example, the Simi Valley Pre-IEP system allows for coding such informa-

~ tion as "anticipated placement duration" with a one-digit number; the IEP
prints out a phrase such as "one semester," "one year," or "until age 21."
Similarly, by entering -a coded-number;-the~IEP will print-out a statement
related to the alternative modes or differential standards which can be used
on one of the (code-specified) proficiency exams. This -ability of a computer
program to "translate" coded information into words., phrases and sentences can
result in considerable time savings for those who are familiar with the.
program. Within Ca11forn1a, the Simi Valley program is the only teachér-_.
selected-objectives system in use at this time which includes a large quant1ty
*of. coded information. The program developed by Placentia provides for some
coded information, but other sections provide headings and lines for hand-entry.

2 .

Semi-coded Programs--Other programs, which do not include as much provision
for coded information, may 1nc1ude the sections for information with a heading
such as "Ant1c1pated Placement: is:" and thén provide a line 8n which the
information is to be entered, just as it would be on & non-computer pre-printed
~form. Such programs may include all of the necessary items for,a complete

IEP, but will not necessarily show a cost saV1ngs in terms of the time-
requ1red for writing an IEP. :

An example of a semi-coded IEP program used in Ca11forn1a is that of
Placentia. This program.supplies some computer-printed lines for information
which needs to be added at the IEP meeting. Examples of such infofmation are
"Present level of performance" and "Participation in regular education."

A disadvantage of coded programs is thought by some to be the use of .
"canned" information, although others would say that coded systems provide . ] .
more cons1stency and are more easily understood.- An advantage of a coded
program is that less time is spent during the IEP meeting on wr1t1ng rout1ne

or repet1t1ve 1nformat1on

Complete IfPs provide either coded entry or blank lines for fill-in of
all irformation/thought to be necessary in an IEP. Users agree that the
recessary information is more apt to be included on an IEP when the form
includes an appropriate heading for that information.

~
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Complete IEP with Prqgram-Se]ected Objectives

Some programs wh1ch produce a comp1ete IEP were analyzed separately
because of a major difference in how the objectives to be pre-printed are
selectéd. Rather than having the teacher select by code rumber the objec-
tives to be presented in the proposed IEP, these programs identify objectives
to include based upon test score 1nformat1on or on actual test item data.

Programs which select objectives for the TEP based upon program spec1-
‘fications include: -

« Michigan Teacher Support System (Macomb Intermed1ate District)

+ Programming for Individual Education (Green Va11ey Educat1ona]
Agency) ‘

Project IEP (Evans-Newton)

Unistar I Pre-IEP (Microsystems)

The program being p11oted in Hesperia, California, fits into the category
of program-se]ected objectives. Their program, the Unistar I Pre-IEP (by
.M1cr0systems), uses the discrepancy between ability and achievement to identify
goal areas, and achievement test scores to identify a number of objectives
at the appropr1ate level.

Partial [EP with Teacher—Se1ected ObJectwec

These programs produce a listing of- curriculum obJect1ves, wh1ch may or
may not be based upon specific test information, and which can be used as
part of a special education student's IEP--but not the full set of paperwaork.
Because many of these programs do not include other types of administrative

" or student information, they are limited in the1r use as management informa-
tion programs.

Programs which allow teachers to select objectives, but which do not
“pr1nt a complete IEP, include these eight systems '

IEP Cler ~ ton County)

Instructi: - inagement System (CITH)

Management and Assessment (Allegheny Intermediate Unit)

Modularized Educational Achievement Degcription--MEAD
(Oakland, Mich.)

Orbit II (Montgomery County)

Project Perform (Ingham Intermediate)

Project RECIPE (Florida)

Georgia Learning Resources System (Atlanta)

Partial IEP with Student Information

A final set of five programs provides management information systems
adapted for special education use. These provide the face page for an IEP
(containing identifying data and possible current program information), but
they do not include specific objectives for se]ect1on or pre-printing. Such
programs include:

d
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Special Education File (Anderson Software)
PRISM (Psychological Corporation)

CAMEQ (Multnomah County)

SERVE (Educational Research Consultants)
Special Education Management: System (Sysdata)

. Within California a number of agencies have developed, purchased or
adapted management information Systems to provide them with a face sheet for
the IEP as well as student information for management purposes . Such programs
include those used in Marin County (discussed in Phase Thrée of this.report)
and systems such as those used in Tulare, Sacramento City and a number of
other agencies. Some of these programs contain information about the goal or
obJect1ve areas, although they do not contain complete behavioral objectives.

A Tist of California agencies producing* part1a1 IEPs with/student information
is presented in Table 8, on page 30. ~ '
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. Summary | _

-

Parent and teacher attitudes toward using computers to assist in prepar{ng
IEPs are quite positive. These positive attitudes are found in agencies which
are now using computers and those which are not.

Teachers perceive that using computers to produce IEPs saves time. This
belief is supported by the findings of this study. Time-savings vary.tor dif-
ferent types of placements and for annual review meetings. Special education
teachers can save an average of 28 minutes at each annual review meeting, and

* find varying savings in time for initial placement meetings.

- When these time savings are measured in doilars, up to 18 percent of the
total costs for annual review meetings can be < ved when computers assist in IEP

preparation. Costs for initial placement mee%‘: ;' vary with the tyje of p1ace-
ment being considered, and greatest savings ~-: ’nd for students placed in
Designated Instruct1on and Services and in R" .2 Specialist Program (the most

frequent placements), with poss1b1y slight ir -« ~ses in costs for Special Day
Class placements. ‘ : '

Sample IEPs were found to 1nc1ude all of the 1tems mandated by. the Code of
Federal Regulations, aﬂd a majority of ths <tems thought to be desirable.

A number of IEP computer programs have been deve1oped by commercial and
educational agencies. | These programs may print part or all of a special educa-
tion IEP. These programs differ in the amount of IEP information covered in the
printed document, and;in the way in which student.instructional objectives (if
included) are se1ected Other program differences affect the amount of control
a special education d1r9 tor has over the actual information contained in tie

- IEP form,.and in the: types of management reports available. IEP programs are
available from commercial companies and from educational agencies.. Costs bf the
programs vary greatIyl frqm a Tow of $99 to a h1gh of $9,995.

-~ . The mainframe comp ter systems in California which provide most of the
major IEP functions a#é the systems at Simi Valley Unified and Northeast Orange
County SELPA. The microcomputer system used. in Hesperia has the potential to
provide many of the major functions. The microcomputer system 1n Marin handles
the IEP facesheet and;a¢n1n1strat1ve reports.

7 Lo '3' ’

&<




PﬂASE 5 - SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS




PHASE FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

“~

Summary of Findings

This phase of the report includes a summary of the benefits and possible -
problems related to the use of computers in the IEP process. Information on .
available programs is also summarized. This summary information is followed by
the conclusions reached as a result of this study. Finally, recommendations are
made for special education directors and for the State Department of Education.

"t

Benefits of Using Computer-Assisted IEPs

The computer-constructed IEP can provide many-benéfi;s to staff, parents,
and administrators. :

Staff Cost Savings--A computer-assisted IEP can save 14 to 23% of cost used
to construct the TEP for Designated Instruction and Services and Resource
Specialist Program placements. Staff cost savings of up to 18% can be realized
for annual review IEPs. Annual review meetings are shorter by an average of 28
minutes.

Better Written [EPs--More time is spent in assessment and planning for
computer-assisted IEPs. The IEP is easier to read and better organized. More
objectives ‘are included on the computer-assisted IEP. Computer-assisted IEPs
contain both mandated and-desirable items. Administrators report fewer fair
hearings when using computer-constructed IEPs. )

‘Specific Benefits to Parents--Parents and teachers have a cooperative atti-
tude when constructing the TEP. Parents are informally contacted more fre-
quently prior to the IEP meeting with computer-assisted IEPs. Parents value the
more frequent and personal communication. Parents rely heavily on teacher con-
versation and data to make educational decisions. :

The computer-assisted IEP is more legible than the handwritten IEP. The
language is clear and understandable. The parent likes the more readable
computer-printed form and perceives the IEP process as being conducted more pro-
fessionally. _ .

The parent spends less time in the IEP meeting. Since the proposed IEP
document is prepared prior to the team meeting, 1ittle writing is required
during the IEP meeting.. The proposed IEP can be quickly and simply amended,
saving up to twenty-eight minutes of meeting time.

Positive Parent Acceptance of Computer-Assisted IEPs--Parents have a posi-
Tive attitude toward the computer-assisted IEP. Over ninety percent of the
parents approve of using the computer to assist in the construction of the IEP.
Parents suggest that computers should complete the paperwork and teachers should
teach. Parents think most of the IEP paperwork can be completed prior to the
team meeting, although parents should be involved in making additions or dele-
tions from the IEP. :
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Greater Instructional Use--A large proportion of the teachers find that
computer-assisted IEPS are useful in planning the most appropriate education for
each student. The IEP is a guide for meking decisions regarding the education
of the child. Using a computer makes IEP planning more efficient. Student data
is not recopied by teachers, but is simply recalled and printed by the computer.
Objectives are not recreated for every IEP. Objectivas are stored in a
hierarchy and quickly recalled and printed. Annual review meetings-are prompted
by the computer. Computer-produced class 1ists are readily available.

Better Time Monitoring of Due Process for Administrators--Administrators
see the computer-assisted [EP as more than a way to speed the process.
Administrators value other functions that may go with the computer-assisted IEP.
The computer can manage the IEP timeline to make sure [EPs are constructed in a
timely manner. The IEP can store IEP data for historical purposes. This. [EP
data can be retrieved when dealing with fair hearings or parent complaints.
Management reports such as state counts can quickly be compiled. Management of
. curriculum objectives is also possible using computer summaries of the IEP data.

Confidentiality Maintained--Both mainframe and microcomputers can be -
secured. Most mainframe systems are secure for two reasons:- (1) trained school
personnel are ‘the only people with access to terminals and (2) entry to the IEP
data requires several access codes. Microcomputer systems can be Tocked in a
room. Computer disks containing IEP data can be locked in file drawers.
Parents, teachers and administrators do not perceive a threat to confiden-
tiality from use of computers.

Possible Problems With Computer-Assisted IEPs

There are some problems associated with implementing a computer-assisted
[EP system. Less than ten percent of parents, teachers and managers interviewed
perceive these problems to be of major consequence. These possible problems are
as follows: . ;

Initial Computer Costs--Computer equipment must be purchased, if not
-available in the agency; or, if the equipment is available, additional materials
must be purchased to compliete the hardware.

The most cost effective way to implement a computer-assiéted IEP system is
to use equipment already available and to buy the computer programs.

Confusing a "Proposed" IEP With a Rigid, Unchangable IEP--The construction
of the TEP prior to the IEP meeting can De seen as producing. "canned" IEPs.
Parents and teachers should be informed that the IEP can be changed at the IEP:
meeting. If objectives appropriate to the child do not exist in the IEP objec-
tives 1ist, then handwritten objectives may be incliuded. If these two con-
ditions are met, few parents or teachers object to*the computer-assisted IEP.

Data Entry-Costs-~There are additional continuing costs due to data entry.
This function must be assigned to a clerk. The clerk must be trained to input

the data as well as check the accuracy of the data. This extra cost will be
more than repaid for by the savings enjoyed by teachers s




Al tering the Manual IEP System--The manual.IEP construction process must be
changed to accommodate data input and time for the IEP to be printed. Changes
in the manual IEP construction process can often be implemented prior to using
the computerized IEP. This can Tessen the impact of ‘change on staff and
parents. In any.case, staff report no major change to adjust to a computer-

assisted IEP. _

Availability of IEP Computer Programs

Purchased 1EP Programs Cost Less--IEP computer programs are necessary. If
the programs available do not meet requirements, programmers must be hired to
- write an IEP computer program. . '

“Available IEP Programs Can Perform Different Functions--1EP programs can
serve as a way to put information into a management information system (MIS).
. Usually, most of the information from the student data portion of the IEP is
entered into the IEP program. This kind of IEP program uses the student data to
create management reports. Student data are used to complete the face sheet of
the IEP. C(Class lists are usually available.

"Another function of IEP programs is to select and print a range of objec-
‘tives for consideration at an IEP team meeting. The selection may be based on
assessment data such as test scores and standardized ‘checklists or on
appropriate objectives selected by the teacher. .
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Conclusions

As a result of this study, the investigators conclude that using computers
“is both effective and efficient in producing- computer-assisted special education
IEPs. Computer-assisted IEPs are viewed by those involved in the IEP process--
parents, teachers and administrators--as a definite help in reducing paperwork
time. -This perception is supported by the finding of substantial time-savings
in the annual review process. - ' D

A computer-éonstructed IEP offers tne fo]iowing benefits:

- staff time savings '

* better written IEPs that §
-provide better assessment information ft
-are easier to read -
~-contaia more objectives
-conform to mandates
-produce fewer fair hearings

* specific bepefits to parents due to -

-greater frequency of parent-teacher contact
, =more legible IEPs -
-1ess unnécessary time\ﬁpent in IEP meetings

 positive parent acceptance of computerized IEPs

* greater instructional use by teachers and parents

* better time monitoring of due process for administrators

- confidentiality maintained- :

The computerization of the IEP has few specific problems. These problems
were mentioned by a very few of those interviewed, and are considered by the
investigators to be overcome in most cases by the benefits of computer-assisted
IEPs. The problems noted by scme are: »

* initial computer ‘costs (if equipment is used only for special education)
- confusing a "proposed" IEP with a rigid, unchangable [EP

- data entry costs . ‘

* altering the manual IEP system

~In the analysis of available computer IEP programs, the investigators
conclude:

- purchased IEP programs cost less than individually-developed programs
* available IEP programs can perform different functions :

The investigators believe that directors who carefully assess their present
IEP construction process, choose an IEP computer program which provides them
with the appropriate IEP and managerial functions, and who prepare their staff
adequately for the change will find the use of computers in preparing IEPs both
cost-effective and beneficial, with few problems.
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‘Recommendations

Recommendations to Special Education Local Planning Agency Administrators

. Review current IEP forms to ensure compliance with State and Federal
regulations and documentat1on of due process and for necessary report
information.

- Consider ways to simplify current IEP.forms through add1t1ona1 head1ng
descriptive information W1th boxes to check, or other ways to minimize
teacher writing time.

. Investigate alternate procedures for minimizing the extra expense of
personnel and time when students are placed outs1de of their home
district.

o Consider the poss1b1e benef{ts of hau1ng §u1des to IEP objectives for
teachers to use in pre-se]ect1ng possible objectives to include in the
[EP. .

. Monitor the amount of assessment used in annual review meet1ngs that are
not three-year reviews to minimize staff time used in routine
assessments

~* Use computer1zed management 1nformat1on systems to pre-pr1nt the 1n1t1a1
page or "face sheet" of the IEP.

l'Gather information on poss1b1e uses for computers 1n special education
instruction, management and IEP development.

- Gradually introduce changes that may lead to computer-ass1sted IEPs in
the future. .

-.Undertake local surveys to determine current parent and teacher percep-~
tions regarding the use of computers to assist in IEP deve]opment.

- Consider the benefits and disadvantages to us1ng computers in the IEP
process, and determine the compute. equipment that-is already ava11ab1e
in your agency.

~
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Recommendations to the Department of Education

. Develop guidelines related to computer-assisted IEPs. These guidelines
might include use of qualifying words for pre-printed IEPs (proposed or
pre-1EP), notification of parents to ensure full 1nvo1vement and other
staff considerations- to ensure proper due process-

* Encouragde the use of computers to assist in IEP preparat1on because of the
benefits such as time savings, better written IEPs, positive acceptance,
greater instructiona] use, ability to monitor due prbcess.

- .Establish a strateg1ca11y placed reference center within ua11forn1a for use |
by special education administrators who wish to view and try out some of
the programs' for computer-assisted IEPs.

. Provide’ suggest1ons for management of the IEP process when more than one
agency level is involved. Placements outside of a single district continue
to be a.major IEP problem, increasing the time and cost requ1rements for
placements by several hundred dollars per student.

. Recognize the changing climate for use of computers, and promote the deve-
lopment and use of various types, of computer-assisted IEPs to reduce the
paperwork burden still carried by most special education teachers. ¢

~
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IEP Items Mandated by thé Code of Federal Regulations,
Desirqgie'for Documentation of Due Process of
Needed for State/Federal Reports

, » Code of Fédera] Regulations
Mandated for IEP . ‘ | Part 12la

1. Present levels of performance " 346 (a)

2. Annual goals . ) 346 (b)

3. Short term objectives: ' 346 (b) ',

4. Programs/services required- , 346 (c)

5. Extent of integration - .. 346 (c)

6. Service initiation date o 346 (d)

7. Service duration - o - 346 (d)

8. Objective evaluation procedures o ‘ 346 (e)

~Desirable for Documentation of Due Process | | .

9. Meeting date . : T 342 (b, 2)
10. eersons'in attendance ' o . 344 (a, b)
11 Parental consent/signéture k ' L, 504 (b, ii)
12. Date of consent - (}15' - 504 (b, ii)
13. Parents' native 1anguagé uj SR ) o 505 (b, 2; e)
14. Pupil's primary language S, : 532 {a,-1)
15. Least restrictive'enyironment/p]acemént‘?ationaTe o 533 (a, 4); 552
16. School:of service o | 552 (a, 3)
17. Eligibility - | | 533 (b)

18. Anfual review date - " g | 552 (a, 1)
Needed for State/Federal Reports . - N, | .

19. Disability category 124
20. Birthdate (age) | 124
21. Ethnicity - ' B 530 (b)

Additional items from California Education Code to include
when appropriate: ' ' '
' 22. Vocational education .
23. Secondary profiéiency/graduation

24. LinguisticaT]y—appropriate .
25. " Extended school year. N oo
26. Transition to regular program

27. Specialized services
84
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Goneral Topic .

Child Oata

Team meet ings

VIEP feam
O participants

-Adninlstrative
representative

&

* Education Code

California Adninistrative Codo

, 36340 Eaeh district, special education

services reglon, or county office shall
Inltiate and conduct mestings for the
purposes of developing, reviewlng, and
revising the Individualized education
program of each Indvidual with excep~
tional needs.

26341 (a) Each nedting to develop, re-
view, orrevise the individualtzed ed-
ucation program-cf 'an Indlvidual with
sexceptlonal needs, shall be conducted
by an Individualized aducation prggran
Team.

tb) The IndIvidual ized educaTlon pfo¥
gram tean shall Include, but not be
linited to, all the following:

(1) A represenTaflve pther than the pup-

[I's teacher designated by adminlstration
who may be an administrator, program spec-

lalist, or other speciallst who is know=
ledgeable of program options approprlate

3001(b) "AppropriaTe education," as In
'free, approprlaTe, publl¢ education,

Is'an educat fonal program and related

service(s) as deternined on an Indivi-
dual basis which meets the unique needs
of each indlvidual with exceptional

~ needs. Such an educational program and

related servicals) shall be based op‘j-
goals and object,ives as specitied In an
‘individualized education program and
determined through thi process of.

+

,assessnent and |EP planning In

comp | [anca With state and federal l;;§>
and regulations. Such an educational
progran: shall provide the oqual oppor-
Aunity for each Individual with excep-
tlonal needs to achleve his or her full

potentlal, commensurate with the oppor-

tunity provided to other puplls.

for the pupil and who Is quakitied to pro-.

vide, or supervise the provision of,
special educatlon.

v

Code of Federal RegulaTions '

© 128 1Child datal | : g
(o) The data required by paragraphs (a)
(b) and (c) of this section must be
provided. .

(1} For each disabillty categony (except
for chlldren aged blrth through two),

and .

(2) For each of the following age
ranges: birth through two, three
through five.” slx through seventeen, and
8ightean Through TwenTy-one.

(a) General, The publlc agency shal |
Insure that each meeting includes the

following particlpants:

(1) A representative of the public
agency, other than the child's

teacher, who |s qualified to provide,
,dr supervlse the provision”of, special
" education, .

(2) The thld's teacher.

(3) Ong or both of the child's
parents, subject 1o 12(a,345,

(4) The child, where appropriate,

(5) Other Indlvidyals at the discre- -
tion of the parent or agency,

At
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Benaral Toplc -

98 -

ﬁf

Callfornla Adnlnlstratlve Codo

M
D

.- N \EggcaTlon Cade *

(M The pupi)'s present feacher, 1f

the pupl| does not present(y have a
 teacher, a regular classroom teacher

referring the pupil, or a speclal ed-
- ucation teacher qualified to teach a

~pupil of his or her age,

‘”mmeMWwM%wm

_, . representative selectdd by the par- .
mTwthmmmmmmLx

 °%m Y
r

() Hhen approprlafe, The tean shall
- also, Jnclude:

[

(A) The {ndividual wITh excepflonal
needs.

(8) Other Individuals, st fhe dis-

cretion of the parent, district,

special education services region, or
i counTy office.

Code of Federal Requlations

a4
[

345 Parent particlpation

{a) Each public agency shall fake

steps 1o insire that one or both of

the parents of the handlcapped child !
are preset at each megting or are

afforded the opportunlty to partici-
pate, Including:

(1) Hotitying parenTs of the meeflng
early enough to insure that they wlll
have an opportunity fo attend; and
(2); Scheduling the meeting at 2

“mutually agreed on time and place,

(b) The notice under paragraph (a)(l)

of this section must indicate the

pyrpose, time, and location of . the
meeting, and vho will be in attendance.
{c) If nelther parent can aviend, the
public agency shal |- use ofher nethods
o insure parent participation, in-
cluding Individual or conference
tolephone calls.’

(d) A.meeting may pe conducted with~

“out a parent In attendance If the

wMicmemylsumMeTocmvma

. the parents that they should attend. .

[n this case the publlc agency must
have a record' of Its attempts to
arrange a mutually agreed on time

and place such as; ‘

(1) Detailed records of telephone — °
calls made or attempted and the results
of those'calls.

(2) Coples of correspondence sent fo
. the parents and any respon§ received,

and .
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Gangral Tople

-Assassment.

L8

Educatlon Code

| California Administrative Code

L)

{¢) if the team Is developlng,
reviening, or revising the Indivi-
duallzed education program of an Indi-
vidual with exceptional naeds who has
bmnmww%fwapwmwofmd
lmmmmummmmmmm
district, special education services
region, or county office shall ensure
that a person s present at the meeting
¥ho has conducted an assessment of the

pupll or who Is knowledgeable about the

assessment procedures used to assess
the pupi| and s famiilar with the
results of the assessment. Such person
shall be qualified to interpret the
results If the results or recomen-
datlons, based on such assessment, are
significant to the development of the
pupit's Individuallzed education

" progran and subsequent placement.

.
“"!'
Ty

3023 Assessment

(] In addifi to provisions of
Education Code Section 53320,
assessnents shal | be admlnlsfer@d by

~Quailtied personne! who are competent

in both the oral and written skills of
the Individual's prinary language or
mode of comnunication and have a
knowiedge and understandiny of the
cultural and ethnic background of the
puplly A1t clearly Is not feasible
to do so, an Interpreter nust be used,

-and the assessment report shali docy-
ment this condition and note that the -

valldity of the assessment may have
been atfected,
(b} The normal process of second- -

|anguage acquisition, as well as mani-.

testations of dialect and
soclolinguistic variance shall not be"
diagnosed as a handicapping condition,

Code of Federal Requlations

(3) Detailed records of visits made to
the parent's hone or place of employment
and the rosults of those visits. |
(e) The public agency shall take whot-
ever action Is necessary to Insure that
the parent understands'the proceedings
at a moeting, Including arranging for an

. Interpreter for parents who are deaf o

Whose native language Is other than
English,

(f) The public agency- shali give the
parent, on request, a copy of the indi-
vidualized education program,

344(b) Evaluation personncl, For 2
handicapped ¢hild who has been evaluated
for the tirst tine, the public agency
shall lnsure: ‘

(1) That & member of the evaluation team
participates in the mecting; or . .
(2) That the representative of the
public-agency, the chlld's teacher, or
some other porson is present at the
meeting who is knowledgeable about the
evaluation procedures used with the
child and s familiar with the results
of the evaluation,
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General Topic

Specific
learning
disabllities

. ~Parent

*Respensibilities

participation

‘Mgt ings

5
'r_-b.

-Jnltlal

-Change

-

Education Code

California Adminlstrative Codo

ComofFMmalRmuhﬂom

(d) For puplls with suspected learning
disabl | ities or behavior dlsorders, at
least one menber of the Individuglzied
education program team, other than the
pupl1's reqular teacher, shall be a

. person who has observed the pupil's

educatonal performance In an
appropriafe, setting, If the chlld is
younger than four years and nlne months

~or Is not enrol led In a schoal, a team

member shall observe the chlld In an
anvironment appropriate for a child of
that. age.

{e) The parent shall have the right to
present Information to the indivi-
dualized education program team In per-
son or through a representative and the
right to participate In meetings
relating to eligibl ity for speclal
edication and related services, recom
mendations, and program plannlng,

96342 The individuallzed education
program team shall review the assess- .
ment results, determine eligibiiity,
deternine the content of the individ-
vallzed education progran, andmake

.program placement reconmendations.

56343 An Individualized education
program feam shall meet whenever any

ot the folloking occur:

(a) A pupil has recelved a fornal -
assessment ,
(b) The pupil's placement Instruction,

- services, or any combinatlon thereot,
~as specitied In the indlvidualized ed-

ucational program, is to be developed,
changed or terminated.

240 Additlonal Team Menbers, -

In evaluating a child suspected of -
havlng a specific learning disabillty,
In addition to the requlrements of
212,532, each public agency shall
Include on the multidisciplinary
gvaluation team:

“(a) (1) The child's regular faacher; or

(2) 1f the child does not have a regu-
lar teacher, a reqular classroon teach-
er qualifled to teach a child of his
or her age; or :

(3) for achild of less than school
age, an indlvidual qualified by the
State educational agency to teach
child of his or her age; and

(b) At least one person qualitied fo
conduct individual dlagnostic examin-
ations of children, such as a school
psychologist, speech-language path-
ologlst, or remedial reading teacher.

—
| Y

g
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~Progress

-Request

~Annual
Review

.68

50 days

oo 206 20.d3yS .07_laSS_prior. tp._the_end

(c) The pupil demonstrates a lack of
anticlpated progress.

(d) The parent requests a meatlng to
dovelop, review, or revise the Indivi-
dualized education program,

(e) At least annually, to review the
pupil's progress, the Individuallzed

aducation progran, and the appropr fate-
*ness of placensnt, and to make any

necessary revlsions,

36380(a) The district, speclal educa
tion services reglon, or county office
shall malntain procedures for con-
ducting, on at least an annual basls,
reviews of all Indlvidualized education
prograns. The procedures shall provide
tor the review of all pupli's progress
and the appropr iateness of placement,
and the making of any necessary rovi-

. sions,

3344 An Individual lzed education
program shal | be developed within a
fotal ting not to exceed 50 days,

not counting days In July and August, -
from the date of racelpt of the
parent's written consent for assess-

. ment, unless the parent agrees, in

Writlng, to an extension. However,
an indlvidualized education program
shall be developed within 30 days
atter the conmescenent of the sub-
sequent regular chool year for eacn
pupil for whom & referral has been

3060 Annual Review of Individual Ized

Code of Federal Requlations

343(d) Revien, Each public agency shal

Educat]on Program
Roview of the pupll's Individualized

education program shall be conducted at
least annually by the public education
agency, The public education agency
shall ensure that review schedules are
specitled In the Individualized educa-
tion program and: contract for the
pup! |4

An alementary school district shal
notify a high school district of all
pupi1s placed fn nonpublic school or
agency programs prioc to the annual
revies of the Individualized education
progran for each pupi | who may transter
to the high school district,

of the regular school year,

Initiate and conduct mestings to
periodically review each child's indivi-
dual 1zed education program and if
appropriate revise Its provisions, A
meeting must be held for this purpose at
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. IEP Contents

*Present

per fornance

+Annual goals

Speclfic
service

'Reqular

participation

*Initiation-
‘duratjon

*Achigvenent
: cri?erig

.

Education Code

- 36345(a) The Individuallzed education
' program [s a written statement dater-

mined In a mecting of the indlvi-
dualized education progran tzam and

shall Include, but not be Iinited to, -

all of the folloing: -

(HTMpmmMIstofWewMU
educat fonal performance.

(2) The annual goals, including short-
term [nstructional. objectives,

(3) The specitic speclal gducatlonal

instruction and services requlred by
the pupl |,

\4) The exfenT to which the pupil will
be able to participate In regular ed-
ucational prograns, '

’

(57 The projected date for initiation

. and the anticlpated duration of sich
. programs and services,
" (6) Appropr late objective cr fteris,

evaluation procedures, and schedy es,
for deternining, on at least an an-
nual basis, whethor the short-turm
instructional objectives arc being
achieved,

California Adminlstrative Code

Code of Foderal Requ|ations

0 s usod In this gart, the forn

"Individual Ized"education program" moans
a wrltten statenent for a handicapped
child that Is developed and implementod
In accordance with §§121a,341-1213.349,

36 Contont of Individuallzed education

program,

The lndividualized'qducafion program for
each child must Include: . :

(a) A statenent of the child's present
lovols of educational performance;

(b) A statement of annual goals,

"~ Inctuding short term Instruct ional

object lves; -

(c) A statement of the épecific

~ special education and related services

fo be provided fo the child, and the
extent fo which the chlld will be able
to participate In regular educafuonal

programs,

(d) The projected dates for initiation

of services and the anticipated
duration of the services; and.

(e) Appropriate objective criteria und
ovaluation procedures and schedules for
determining, on at least an annual

basis, whother the short tarm ingtruc Hon
al objectives are being achiw,
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» Other aroas

- ~Prinary language

i6

-Extonded yoar

-Transltion to
regular class

Education Code

[4

California Adminlstrat ive Code

Codo_of Fedoral Requlations

(o) When approprlate, the Indivle ...~ ..

dualized education program shall also
Include, but not be IImited to, all of
tha followlng:

(1) For socondary grade level uplis,
speclally deslgned vocational.educat|on
and caroer, devolopment, with amphasls
on vocatlonal training and preparation
for ronunerative employment, add|tlonal
vocatlonal tralning, or add|tional
career dovelopment opportun|tles, as -
appropriate,

(2) For socondary grade level puplls,
any alternative means and modes -
necessary for the pupl| to complete the
dlsfrlct,s prescrbed course of study

and to nost or exceed proficlency stan-

dards for graduation, In accordance
with Saction.1225,

(3) For indlviduals whoso prImary

language Is other than English,
Ilngulsflcally appropriate qoals,

-objectives, programs afd sorvicas,

(4) Extended school year servicos when
neoded, as determined by the Indivi-
duallzed oducation program tea,

(5) Provision for the transition Into
memerdmswmmmeMpwH

" Is to be transferred fron a speclal

class or center, or nonpubllc, nonsec-
tarian school InTo a reqular class In a
publlc school for-any part of the
school day,

, 3043 Extended School Year

Speclal Educaton and related sarvicos
shall be provided on an oxtended year
basis for each Individual with oxcep-
tlonal neads who has unlque needs and
requires special aducation and related
services in excass ot the regular aca-

~demic year, Such Individuals shall
have handicaps which are Ilkely to con-
~ tinue indefinitely_or far'a prolonged

perlod,-or Interruption of the pupil's
oducat ional programing may cause
regresslon, and cougled with |Inlted
recoupmont capacITy Fendor It
Impossible or unllkely that the pupil
will attaln the level of self-
sufficlency and Independonce that would
otherwise be expected in vlev of his of
her handicapping condition. The lack

e e o v
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~Placement |s
least rostrictive

—

26

I

J

Educatlon Code

[

Code of Federal Roqulations

Callfornia Admlnistfaflve Code

of clear evldence of such factors may
not be used to deny an Indlvidual an
exfended school year program |f the
Individudllzed Education Progran Team

“datermines the need for such a program .

and includes extended school year In
the individualIzed education program
pursuant to subsection (f),

() An extended year progran, whan
nesded, as determined by the
Individual zed Education Program toan,
shall be Included In the pupil's Indl-
vidualized education program,

333(a,4) Insure that the placement doci-

sion Is made In confarmity with the
least restrictive environment rules In

§§1212,550-121a.,554,

392 Each public agency shall Insure
that: o

{a) Each handicapped child's educational
placement: (1) |s determined at lcast
annualiy, (2) |s based on his or her
indlvidualized education program, and
(3) Is as close as possible-to the

“child's-home.-- -

(c) Unless a handicapped child's indivi-
dualized education program requires some

ofher arrangenent, the child Is educated

in thé school which he or she would
attend it not handicapped, and

(d) In sclecting the least restrictive

‘environment, consideration 15 glven to

any potential harmful effect on the
child.or on the quality of services
which he or she needs.
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« Implementation
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96346 Infornation and Consant
No pupl | shall bo required to par-
Ficipate In ali or part of any special

oducation progran unloss the paront |5 -

Hirst Informod, In wrlting, of the
facts which make participation In the
program necossary or desirable, and of
fho contents of the Individuallzed edu-
cation plan, and after such notice,
consents, in writing, to ail or part of
the Indlvidualized education program,
If the parent does not consent to all
the components of the individual lzed
education program then thoso components
of the program to which the parent has
consented nay bo inplenented 50 as not
to dolay providing instruction and sor-
vices to the pupll, Componcnts to .
which the parent has not consentgd may
becoms the basis for a due process
hearing pursuant to Chapter 5
(commending with Section 56500), The
parent may withdraw consent at any tine
after consultation with a member of the

. Indlviduallzed education program tean

and after he or she has submitted wrlt-
ten notitication to an administrator,

b

-~r

bl

3040 (a) Upon completion of the Indivi~
dualized education program, that Indi-
vidualized education program shal | be
inplemented as soon as possible
Following the individualized education
program tean meetIng,

00 (b) Consant

(1) Parental consont must be obtalnod
befora: .

(1) Initlal piacemont of a handicappod
chiid In a program providing special
education and rolated servicos.

300 As usod In this part: "Consent
noans that (a) The parent has boen ful ly
Inforned of all Infornation rolovant to
the activity for which consent is
sought, In his or her native language,
or ‘othor nodo of communication

(b) Tho parent understands and agroos In
writing to the carrying out of the acti-
vity for which his or hor consont 15
sought, and the consent doscribos that
activity and Iists the rocords(1f any).
Which wiil bo relsased and to whom; and
(¢} The parent understands that the
granting of consent Is voluntary on the
part of tho paront and may bo rovoked at
any tine, ‘

v )
'

342 (b) An Individualzed education
program must:

(1) Be in effect betoro spocial educa-
ton and related services are provided
toa chlid; and

Q) Bo\lmplemun’red as so0n as possible

ol lowing the meating under §121a,343,
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" sgu Coples of Individual Education

Progran
Each district, speclal education ser-

vica region, or county offics shall,
prior to.the placement of the Indivi-
dual with exceptlonal needs, ensurs
provision of a copy of his or her indl-
vidualized education program to the
reqular teacher or teachers, the spe-
Clal education teacher or teachers, and

other persons who provide speclal edu- -

cation, related services, or both to
the Individual with exceptional needs.
Coples of the individuallzed education
program shall be provided In accordance
with state and federal pupl! record

. confldentlal 1ty laws,

3040 (b) A copy of the Individuallzed

education program shall be provided to

the parents at no cost, and a copy of
the individual (zed education program
shall be provided In the primary
|anquage at the request of the parent.

Code of Federql Requlations
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. MANUAL GROUP

- PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE-

According to State and Federai mandates, each special education student
must have an Individual Education Plan (IEP) constructed. This plan is :
constructed in cooperation with the parents. My questions will center around

the team meeting with school personne1 in which the p1an for your child was
_constructed

1. How were you nbtified trat the meeting was to take place?
i _
1 phone [ letter  [] computerized letter [ | note
?2. Of ten we receive 1etters which have been printed by computer Would
you obJect to receiving such a letter? ,
1 Yes\\ o [:I No
3.

Do you recall who attended the meeting?

[T principal - [ teacher "] special education teacher

- 4. What were some of the major things that were discussed at the meéting?

[ test scores [ child's handicap [] goals [T] objectives

95



PARENT - 2

5. It takes approximately 3-12 hours to test and p]ace a student with a:
minor. problem such as speech therapy and can range from 12-25 hours for
a severely handicapped student. Do you feel the amount of this time
expenditure to test and place the student has helped assure the most
apprOpr1ate education for your ch11d7

6. Do you feel that the present process of a team meeting was._ he]pfu] 1n-—~;
-——assuring-the most-appropriate education for your ch11d7

7. What parts of the meeting were useful for you.in understand1ng the
needs of your child and then deciding what your child's educational

program should be?

8. The meet1ng was documented by paperwork called the Individual Educat1on
Plan (IEP). Have these documents been useful for your reference? How?

9% 12%




PARENT - 3

The computer can be used to prepr1nt much of the data

9. (Show example)
on the IEP. It can also be used in/a meeting to record decisions or as
wou1d you obJect to these uses of the

‘a help in selecting obJect1ves
computer?

{ 5 e I

10. What parts do you feel shou}d not be computerized?

.

11.: If some obJect1ves were prese]ected rior to the meeting for
discussion, would you feel as 1nvo1vrd in the decision making process7

!
i

/"

’
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MANUAL GROUP

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

Introduction

My district, the San Juan Unified School District, has been funded by the
‘California State Department of Education to investigate the feasibility of using
a computer to speed the writing of the IEP. In this phase of the project we are
assessing the typical IEP to determine the approximate costs. The two major
types of IEP construction are the annual review and new placement. Please
separate these types when possible -and give a separate estimate.

1. What is your position?

2. Please.give the order of the following events .(show the card). Is this
list complete? Which events take place inside the IEP team meeting?
- Please give a brief description of each event.

I.E.P‘ N
Meeting Order

Referral of the student

'n\ - Assessment of the stddent

Reporting the assessment findings

De$erminat10n of eligibility

\
\

.98
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TEACHER - 2

1.E.P.
Meeting Order

Selection of goals

- Determination of placement

“-

Consent to placement

<

2

" 2. Please describe the usual timeline for these events. (How many"days
between each?) . o : e

~

3. Now we wish to obtain data to determine the approximaté cost of writing
and IEP. Please include the paperwork time with"the process time.

o . . Not Likely Time
Title- : . Used . 0=Initial’P X=Annual R Other
Referral (min.) "5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 _
'Ass'eésment (hrs.) _;_o,.s 115 2 3 4 5 6
Notice of team meeting (nrs.) 0.5 1 .5 2 3 4 5 6 _
99




e TEACHER - 3

——

: _ Not S Likely Time i

Title : _ Used ~ 0=Initial P X=Annual R-  Other
Reporting of _ . _ ‘

assessment (min.) "5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Determination of o Coo ' ' .

eligibility (min.) 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Selection of _ : :

goals (min.) 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Determination of . : : .

placement (min.) 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Consent to placement ' .

(min. ) 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60

—Othee . — . - . . - . . B 10-=15—20—30—40"50 60

...S0 the total time in team meeting for annual review is - B
(sum X time) and for the initial placement is (sum circTed time).

nvolved in each event (show the card with
people listed. v '

4. What people are usually i

0 = Initial Placement
X = Annual Review

Referral

Assessment , i

Notice of Meefing

Reporting Assmt. Findingsi /

Eligibility j

Selection of éoa1s

Selection of Objectives [

T

Determination of Placement

Consent to Placement : /

Other

[T . 100 13
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TEACHER - 4

5. Do you feel that the present documentation in special education is
useful in planning the most appropriate education for each child?

| 1 Yes | [T Not inall cases [ No

(Probe based on an answer.)

!

6. What parts of the paperwork/process are useful for d§i1y:1nstruétion3%-

Why? : X . . _ B
. I Referral ‘o '[:I' Assessment [1 Placement ..
| T 1ep Goal © [T 1P Objectives [ No parts

-1 ‘Other __

. 7. What use are the other parts? Who uses them? For what purpoSes?

8. Which of these'pageé or parts of-pages are completed for the usual -1EP?
(Show paperwork.) Of which documents are multiple copies made? ,

- N 101
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TEACHER - 5

9. How frequently has yéur paberwork béen changed?‘

10. (Show example) The. aomputer can-be-used to preprint much of the data
on-the IEP. It also-can be used in a meeting to record decisions or as
a help in selecting objectives. Would you object to these uses of the

computer?

11. What parts of the IEP paperwork should not be ;omputerized? Why?

7

2

12. What advantages wou1d a computer-ass1sted construct1on of the IEP 'have?
Disadvantages? - ; _

2 133




MANUAL GROUP

MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Introductibn

My district, the San Juan Unified School District, has been funded by the
California State Department of Education to investigate the feasibility of using
a computer to speed the writing of the IEP. In this phase of the project we are
assessing the typical IEP to determine the approximate costs. The two major
types of IEP construction are the annual review and new placement. Please

separate these types when possible anq;gjve a separate estimate.

1. What is your position@‘

2. Please give the order of the following events (show the card).i Is this
- list complete? Which events take place inside the IEP team meeting?
Please give a brief description of each event. '

I.E.P.
Meeting Order

Referral of the student '

.Assessment of the student

i Reporting the assessment findings

Determination of eligibility

103 134



. ' - : MANAGEMENT - 2

I'E.p.
" Meeting Order -

Selection of goals

Determination of placement

Consent toplacement

2. Please describe the usual timeline for these events. (How many -days
~ between each?)

|
|

3. Now we wish to obtain data to- determine the approx1mate cost of writing
and IEP. Please 1nc1ude the paperwork time with the process time.

. Not - ere1y Time
Title- . Used 0=Initial P X=Annual R Other
" Referral (min.) . 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Assessment (hrs.) L 0.5 1 1.5 2 3 4 5 6 L
Notice of team meeting (hrs ) 05115 2 3 4 5 6 _ -
104




. N ) MANAGEMENT - 3.

' Not ‘ Likely Time
Title , Used O=Initial P X=Annual R ‘Ot her

Reporiing of
- assessment (min.) » 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Determination of -

. "eligibility (min.) 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Selection of : :
. goals (min.) 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Determination of . S
placement (min.) 5 10 15 20 30 4C 50 60
Consent to placement :
(min.) - : 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Other 5 1015 20 30 40 50 60
...50 the total time in team meeting for annual review is _ :
(sum X time) and for the initial placement is (sum circTed time).

4. What people are usually involved in each event (show the card with
people 1istéd. : S ‘

Initial Placement

Y

>
uu

= Annual Review
“Referra] - .
- Assessment

)

Notﬁce of‘Mégtfng‘

Reporting Assmt. Findings

Eligibility

Selection of Goals - - | ' .

Selection of Objectives

‘Determination of Placement

Consent to Placement

Other:

5 133




| . . o  MANAGEMENT - 4 -

5. Do you feel that the_"_.presenf documé’hfétioh in special education is
useful in planning the most appropriate education for each child?

)

et e .. ..Ye S_"._ Y S _Ij_ﬂ Notu,-[n.a-l -l, ca’ses .-.-.-v_v.,,.',v—[i:[;.,, No;-_r:-,._v.;-_,‘..v-.A»

(Probe based on an.answer.)

6. What parts of the paperwor!</pr‘oc’e$s are useful for daily instruction?

why?
] Referral O Assessment “[C1 P1acement
I 1epGoal . [] IEP Objectives [ No parts

{1 Other ' ,

7. What use are the other parts? Who uses them? For what purpnqpé.?

';8'. Which of these pages or parts of pages are completed for the usual 1EP?
"~ . (Show paperwork.) Of which documents are multiple.copies made? |

106 1_3I7




MANAGEMENT - 5

&

9. How frequently has your paperwork been changed? .

~

107" (Show example) The computer can be used to prepr1nt much of the data

on the IEP. It also can be used in a meeting to°record decisions or as,
wou1d you object’ to these uses. of the

a help in se1ect1ng objectives. of the .=

computer? . : .

-

11. "What parts of the IEP paperwork should not be comhuterized? Why?

What advantages would a computer-ass1sted construct1on of the IEP have?
D1sadvantages?

12.

107




'COMPUTER GROUP

’ PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

According to-State and Federal mandates, each -special education student
must have an Individual Education Plan (IEP) constructed. This plan is
constructed in cooperation with the parents. My questions will center around
- the team meeting with school personnel in which the plan for your child was
constructed. :

1. How were you notified that the meeting was to take place?

[0 phone [T Tetter [] computerized letter  [] note

v -y

2. 0Often we receive letters whiph have been pfihtéd by computer. Would
you object to receiving such a letter? _ -
[T Yes I N
3. Do you recall who attended the meeting?
[i[ princjpa1v ] teacher . 1 special education teacher

B
Y

4;"what were some of the major things that were discussed at the meeting?

1 test scores [T] child's handicap [ goals [] objectives

08 133



5.

6.

7.

8.

8a.

PARENT -~ 2

It takes approx1mate1y 3- 12 hours to test: and p1ace a student with a .
minor problem—such-as-speech therapy and can range from 12-25 hours for
a severely handicapped student. Do you feel the amount of this time
expenditure to test.and place the student his HeTped <assure the most
appropr1ate education for your child?

Do ‘you feel that the present process of a team meeting was helpful 1n
_assuring the 'most appr0pr1ate education for your ch11d7

What parts of the meeting weré%usefu1 %or you in understanding the
needs of your child and then deciding what your child's educational
program should be? '

The-meeting was documented by paperwork called the Individual Education °
Plan (IEP). Have these documents been useful for your reference? How?

Do you receive information prior to the team meeting? What?

109 : N
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PARENT - 3 -

(Show example) - Your district now uses the computer to preprint much y
of the data on the IEP. It can also be used.in.a.meeting.-to-record-—~-—-

~decistons~or as~a"help in sélecting objectives. Would you, or do you,
object to these uses of the computer?

10. What pafts do you feel should.not be computerized? -

11. If/when some objectives were preselected prior to the meeting for
discussion, would you feel as involved in the decision-making process?

12. When did you receive your finalized copy of thé IEP?

12a. .Do you feel the computeréproduced IEP is as easy to uhdefstandmand.
informative as a hand written IEP? ~ -

110
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COMPUTER GROUP

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

P et s T e 4 T e LT R R ametia ey g et a7 A b 4 A e -
NP S R . . . B

Introduction

My district, the San Juan Unified School District, has been funded by the
California State Department of Education to investigate -the feasibility of using
a compu*er to speed the writing of the IEP. In this phase of the project we are
assessing the typical IEP to determine the approximate costs. The two major
types of IEP construction are the annual review and new placement. Please
separate these types when possib1e and give a separate est1mate

1. what is your pos1t1on7

- 2. Please give the order of the fo11ow1ng events (show the card). Is this
- 1ist complete? Which events take place inside the IEP team meeting?
Please give a brief description of each event.

I.E.P.. -
Meeting Order

Referral of the studeat

- Assessment of the student

Reporting the assessment findings

Determination of eligibility

111



“TEACHER - 2

1.EP. R [ |
Meeting Order '

D e L B B Es LTS

: ~Selection of goals o ‘ -

Determination of placement

i /  Consent to placement

/ . i ' “

‘Selection of objectives

2. Please describe the usual timeline for these events. (How many days
_between each?) . _ .

/ . . " ' ) —
/ 1
S
v - J .
73, Now we wish to obtain data to.determine the approximate cost of writing
) and IEP. Please include the paperwork time with the process time.

A . : Not . Likely Time .

Title R : ~ Used 0=Initial P X=Annual R Other
i P - ‘ :
Referral (min.) ’ 5 10 15 20 3Q’ 40 50 60
‘Assessment (FFs.) . 05115 2 3 4 5 6

Notice of team meeting (hrs.) __ 0.5 1 1.5 2 3 4 5 6

-~
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TEACHER - 3

Not ‘ Likely Time

E-a
..IiElS, e . Used-rro-0=I nitial-P--X=Annual-R-----Qthep- -«

Reporting of ' § “ S

assessment (min.) . 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 i
Determination of - - : ,

eligibility (min.) ) , 5 10 15 26 30 40 50 60 -
Selection of ‘ A _

goals (min.) : 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 .
Determination of 7 ' )

placement (min.) ' 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Consent to placement : T

(min.) | 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Other | | 5710 1520 30 40 50 60 |
.50 the total t1me in team meeting for annual rev1ew is |

(sum X time) and for the initial placement is ___ ~ (sum circTed time).

4. Is the computer used to comp1éte any of’thg aboyefitéms? How?

0 = Initial Placement

X = Annual Review
Referra1 . -
uAssessmentA

Notice of Meet1ng

Reporting Assmt. F1nd1ngs A o I i ) §3 - : N
Eligibility | |

Se1ect10n of. Goals

Se1ect1on of ObJect1ves

.}

Determ1nat1on of'P1acement ' : - A g - '_ .

Consent to Placement

ther




TEACHER - 4

.5, .About _how much, timg does the computer._save. pen,student per- meet1ng?
How?

K
[,

6. What people are usuaL]y 1nvo1ved in each event (show the card w1th
pe0p1e 115ted) :

7. Do you fee1 that the present documentat1on 1n special education is
usefu1 in planning the most appropr1ate education for each child?

T Yes [:I Not in all cases 1 Mo

(Probe baéed\on an answer.)ﬁﬁ

)

8. what parts of the paperwork/process are usefu1 for da11y 1nstruct1on7

Why? - _.
1 Referra1 N 1 Assessment - [ P1acement
[ IEP Goal [:[ IEP Objectives . [:[ No parts

1 other

~

3.9.. Has the computer -aided in mak1ng the paperwork prOCess more usefu1 for
daily instruction? C g
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TEACHER =~ 5

10. What use are the other parts? Who uses them? For what purposes?

'11.  Which of these pages or parts of pages are comp1e9ed for the usual IEP?
-(Show paperwork) 0f which documents are multiple copies made? Which
. of these pages are comp1eted by the computer? Has the computer cut
down- on the number of c0p1es made?

12. How frequently has your paperwork been changed? Was a major change
needed to adapt to the computer? '

/13.  (Show example) The computer is used to preprint some of the data on
the IEP. It also can be used in a meeting to record decisions or as a
help in selecting objectives. Do, or would, you object to these uses

~of the computer? ' S : '

115
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TEACHER - 6

14. What parts of the IEP paperwork should not be computerized? Why?

N

What advantages does a computer-assisted construction of the IEP have?
Dj sadvantages? . -

Qﬁjin confidentiality of student records?

.-\

=

'16._ How do you ma

v ] . N 3

17.' What. iﬁservige was neéded for you to use ‘the program? How many hours?

-

18.° What is your perception of the parent's:

116



COMPUTER GROUP
PO | \ B R R L AT S
MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE .

Introduction

. My district, the San Juan Unified School District, has been funded by the
California State Department .of Education to investigate the feasibility of using
a computer to speed the writing of the IEP. In this phase of the project we are
assessing the typical IEP to determine the approximate costs. The two major
types of IEP construction are the annual review and new placement. - Please
separate these types whenxngssib]e-and give a separate estimate. -

© "1, What is your position?

' 2. Pléase give the order of the following events (show the card). Is this
list comp]ete7 Which events take place inside the IEP ‘team meeting?

- Please give a brief descr1pt1on of each event : _ :§k
1.E.P. » o oy
Meeting Order o _ T : .

Referral of the student

Assessment of the student .,

i

Reporting the assessment ffndinbs

Determination of eligibility

w143




MANAGEMENT ~ 2

I.E.P.
Meeting Order

Selection of goals

“Determination of placement .

1

Consent to placement

‘ Selection of objectives

Z. Please descr1be the usual t1me11ne_fonmthesemeyents (qu“manyﬂdaysm“m;_
between each?) '

i Q

3. Now we wish to obtain data to determ1ne ‘the approximate cost of writing
and IEP Please 1nc1ude the paperwork time with the process time.

. ) ‘ Not~- - L1ke1y Time

Title . : Used ~ O=Initial P X=Annual R Other
Referral (min.) . _ 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60
Assessment (hrs.) 051 15 2 3 4 5 6 -

Notice of team meetiﬁg (hes.) 0.5 1 1.5 2 3 4 5 6

e

s . ; -/
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1.E.P.
Meeting Order

Selection of goals

“Determination of placement

1

Consent to placement

' Selection of objéctives

2. Please describe the usual.timeline for these
between each?) ' ‘




MANAGEMENT - 4

5. About how much time-does the ‘computer save per student per,méeting?
How? _ : )

6. What people are usua11y‘invo1ved'in each event (show the card with
- people listed).

7. Do you feel that thé.preseﬁt documentation in special education is—
% useful in planning the most appropriate education for each child?

. .'[:I Yes [T Not in all cases - .'[:I' No -

(Probe based on an answer.) =

8. What parts of the ﬁaperwork/prdééss are useful(?or_dai1y instruction?

Why?
[T Referral o T Assessment [T Placement
[l 1EPGoal - [ IEP Objectives [ No parts

\

[C] other \

§. Has the=comduter“aided in making the paperwork process more useful for
daily instruction? :

T 120 1
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-10.

11.

12.

13.

MANAGEMENT - 5

what use are the other parts? Who uses them? For what purposes?

—

'thch of théée'pages or parts of pages are completed for the usual IEP?

(Show paperwork) Of which documents are multiple copies made? Which
of these pages are completed by the computer? Has the computer cut
down on the number of copies made? . :

. —

—

‘Howéfrequently has your.papeiwork been changed? Was a major change
_'needfd to adapt to the computer? :

Cr

(Show example) The computer is used to preprint some of the data on
the IEP. It also can be usad in a meeting to record decisions or as a
help in selecting objectives. Do, or would, you object to these uses
of the computer? ’
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MANAGEMENT - 6

14. What parts of the IEP paperwork should not be computerized? Why?

&

15. What advantages does a computer-ass1sted construct1on of the IEP have?
D1aadvantages?

15. How do you maintain confidentiality of student records?

17 v'what inservice was needed for you to use-the program? How many hours?

——e

18. What is your perception of the parent‘s reaction toward computer  use?

122
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- S COMPUTER GROUP

DIRECTOR

~

What led you to use the computer in the IEP process?
Who was most instrumental in se]ectinﬁ/designing yoUr IEP system?

.~ Who was the most instrumental in se1ect1ng/des1on1ng your IEP computer
system7

e

Were teachers 1nv01ved in the process of se]ect1nq/des1gn1ng the IEP
program?

. What was time from the inception to implementation of the IEE program?

Was inservice needed for the staff to use the IEP program? If so, how
many hours? : 4

Is there an easy-to-use manual for the teacher wh1ch gu1des the use of
the IEP program? .

123 154



10.

11..

12.

. » o DIRECTOR - 2

e

How 1ong‘d1d you pilot the IEP program?i With whom? Did you make revisions?
How did you secure funds for the program/equipment?

e

Please describe the way(s) the teacher puts data into the IEP program.

Please describe the various ways the data may be processed or summarized
for output.

How do you maintain confidentiality of student.records?



DIRECTOR - 3

13. What assets does the program have?

3

14. What is your perception of the parent's reaction toward computer use?’

-

15. What tasks can the IEP'program do that coild not be done manually?

16. What are the major drawbacks or time-consumers in implementing and-using
the program?

17. Do you use any.of the information from the individual IEP to 1odk at goals
and objectives for groups of students? - ' ’
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" DIRECTOR ~ 4 .

18. with which equipment is this program compatible?

/“7 Disk drive - density

// Printer

19. (If self written)
Are you willing to sell or lease this program to other agencies?

*20. *(If purchased) <
What changes were required to adapt this program to-local use7 How long
did it take?

Video Questions

. Is the information dispTayed for ease of input?
. Does.the d1sp1ay use prompts7
. Is the d1sp1ay easy to ed1t if a m1stake is made?

. Does the program self ed1t for errors?

126 . 15%




| APPENDIX C 0
LETTER OF INQUIRY AND SAMPLE POSTCARD SURVEY .
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October 1, 1982

SAN JUAN UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT'

8738WALNUTAVENUE ¢ CARMICHAEL, CALIFORNIA 95608 e (916)484 -2351
FREDJ. STEWART Superintendent of Schools

Please address all correspondence to:
P. 0. BOX 477, CARMICHAEL, CALIFORNIA 95608

A statewide special education research study funded by the State Department of
Education is being carried_out by the San Juan Unified School District. This
project is concerned with identifying and reporting present computer use in the
comp]etion of the Individualized Educationa] Program (IEP) paperwork.

The attached postcard is part of an initial survey to determine which agencies ey -
use a computer to aid in the completion of the IEP. We are desirous of -
_obtaining your response to the four questions on the postcard, since we W1sh a

complete report.

A few. agencies will be selected for further study. A11. agencies using a com-
puter as part of the IEP process will be contacted by telephone for further

1nformation

>

Please complete and return the stamped postcard this week. Other phases of this’
research cannot be carried out until we complete this initial survey. If you
‘have any questions or comments, please contact Dr Nancy Enell at (916)

484- 2685 Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Fred J. Stewart
Superintendent

FJS/NCE:ph

Enclosure

127
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COMPUTER ASSISTED IEP SURVEY
Do you have a computerized management information system?- ' Yes
Does the computer print all or portions of the final IEP? Yes
Do“you héye a computer data base for goé]s and objectives? | . Yes

Does anydne in your district use a computer to assist in - - Yes
completing the IEP? :

|

[T
g
|

No

No

“No

No

O0on

If you have responded “yes" to any of the above questions, please list the following information:

Computer contact person: Name ‘ * . ~__ Phone:Number

¢

P]ease.check box if ygﬁ,are interested in receiving a copy of'ﬁur final report.

CAI -82-02, -

1

160
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. APPENDIX D
 MANUAL IEP FORMS
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INDIVID_ \LIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM FOR SPECIA. YDUCATION Sane Jora Covoey
DESCRIPTION OF SPECIALLY DESIGNED INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM AND SERVICES
’ Date of IEP: From: to: Page ot
Nama: Birthd Please Check: [ initial [EP “[ Annual Review [ Other
VUi Specially designed erasa of prog: Unigquo Currk Needs; Special Equipmant /Materisls; Caresr/Vocational Edi Physical Education; LES/NES; Relatsd Services/DiS; Extended Year; Eic.
Prog ’S:mgrﬁ:::;&i?mm sm{y” of -t (Specific Description: e.9., briaf statement of what will be provided, snd dates, ! different from date of IEP) ’

Physical éduc-ﬂon .

. Hours per week by satting:

Special Eduicallon I - l Roegular Educauonl i ‘ N

1X Rotionale tor program piacemont as least restrictive sotting:

1 understand this iEP lncludl_l) asssssment ruullg a‘nd:

[3 Conseit to tha develop Pand r " progmﬁ pt muw. . L
. 3 3 Conseni to the daveloped IEP and recommended program pl except: .
z T k . o
& O wetha undewsigned particlpated In the IEP conference: Pasont Bignaine Gete
l‘i‘ Farert /Ouardian ) —. Dew Yoacher TR —Other e Tate
8 — Wt 1 T “Teie TR Tore
& — e o e T — T Do — o e Tow
ey o] ing oplnlon(s) hed, written by: 7 ‘ . -
MP 0108 WRITE — District YELLOW =~ Schoo/ - PINK — Paront GOLDENROD — Othes FF1
165
“th
- a (=4
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



f'\e\STER PLAN
S. . Clara County

FORMC

of

Page

fo:

INDIVF YALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM FOR SPECY MEDUCATION
GOA_LS AND OBJECTIVES TO CARRY OUT SPECIALLY DESIGNED INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM
.Dalo of JEP: From:'

/

Neme of District/SESR/Sants Class County
Pupll Name: - Birthdate: .
X Curriculum Area = XIV  Method of XV Performance Level of Objectives
- e Evaluation (e.g., k]
Xitl Short-Term Instructional Objectives observatlon. stan- | Baseline | Retest | Retest | Retest
(Conditions, stimulus, observable behevlor, time limit, assessment crlterion) dardized or crlter- | pata Deta Data Data
lon referenced
- test) Date Date Date Date
Xl Annual Goal N - -
o
° -
. /
X Curriculum Area XIV  Method ot XV Perlormance Level of Objectives’
Evaluation (e.g., -
X Short-Term Instructional Objectives observation, sten- | Basellne Retest | Retest | Retest |
{Conditions, Stimulus, observable behavlor, time limit, Mt criterlon) dardlized or crlter- | Data Data Data | Data |
- lon referenced -
. A test) Date Date Date | Date |
Xt Annual Goal I
i
f
j"
. /
{
|
|
r"
/
- !

PINK — Parent GOLDENROD — Other

WHITE — Olstrict YELLOW — School

MP 010C

165
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San Bernardino, West End IEP

WEST END SPECIAL EDUCATIONS SERVICE REGION

(fﬂport of: () EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT SERVICE TEAM/ ( ) SCHOOL APPRAISAL TEAM Date

() To become pact of the INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM Review
Nare 3 DoB Age Sex M/F,
School of Attendance Pregram Grade )
School and District of Reslidence ]
Parent . _ Address Zip Phone
Foster Parent ____Address ’ 2ip___ ; __ Phone

/i

Reason for Meeting:

Summary of Background/Asnéssment Information (Placemeng. Justification, or Transfer Raticnale):

Team Recommendations - ...
I. Placement Recommendations (in the least restrictive environment)
A.  Regular education program ~ from to * for X of ghe school day.

Regular classroom Regular classroom with Modifications

B. Special Educations Program ~ from _ ° to .
:____yesource Specialist(RS)____ Learning Handicapped(LH)_____ﬁommunicatively Handicapped (CH)
;____?hysically Handicapped(PH)_____}everelv Handicapped (SH) Other
, (: yC+  Designated Instructicnal Sfrviqes (DIS) - from to . o
——_Speech & Language ___ Physically Handicapped ip the Regular Classroom (PHRC)
Other .

D. Physical Education - from to .,

Regular Adaptive, Special Education Other

E.- Related Services

II1. Additional Reconmendaticns

III. Team members concurring with the above recommendations as stated and goals and objectives.

Adminig:racor/keceiving Date ngchologis: . Date Di{strict Case Carrier Date
Parent /Guardian Date | Nurse : pa:e Other . - Date
Student ' — Date | Adninistrator/Sending Date| Other - Date
Specialist Date | EAS ‘Manager RLA ) Date|{ Other - Date
Teacher/Counselor Date Progfam Speclalist Date | Other —~ Date

Team members dicsenting from the above stated recommendations as stated (attach a statement
of rationale and justification). - .

: Dissenting Member(s):
(; Signature/Title Signature/Title

2] pissenting opinion atrached

Distribution: .
White =~ Office File Yellow - Parent Pink - Student File Cldrd - Special Ed Teacher

9/81 ' . ) S WESESR 013

3217

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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[ 29

Case carrier:

e , 2(\ Name Date

Transition into regular program:

Proficiency standards for graduation (a]ternate means or modes needed):

LEP/NEP programs or services: - -

Extended school year: Yes _ ~ No Rationale:

Review date:

)
by &\, ' -’

Results - Initials

# | Academic-Cognftive: : .l Assessed (Dates)

Present level of functioning:

Annial Goals:

Short Term Objectives:

Responsible Person:

- |¥ | Speech/Langiage Skills
| TncTuding NEP/LEP Goa[s&Objectives: How Assessed (Dates)

Present level of functioning:

Annual Goals:

Short Term Objectives: f - y

L Reﬁponsible Person:

S |

WESESR 013
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A

e

~

Name - Date

Resutts-Initials

; |Psychomotor Skills:

How Assecsed (Dates)

——

Present level of functioning:

Annual Goals:

Short Term

Objectives:

Responsible Person:

SelT Help Skills:

|4
Present level of functioning:

How Assessed (Dates)

Annual Goa]s:

 Short Term

Objectives: .

.;_.- Social Adaptation:

Prosent Level of functioning:

Responsible Person:

How Assessed (Dates) 5

= e ———r——

Annual Goals:

{Short Term

Objectives;

"

—— e - —

- —

Responsible Person:

P o a  snmerme

' |Pre/Vocational Skills:

Present level of functioning:
*

-r

 How Assessed (Dates)

Annual Goals:

—— h B e T A e e — i =

I

Short Term

— -

Objectives:

P ] ———

K]

4
L ey

—— ——n  — ——
-

—r—

] S ——— U

e S . s gl g W SR B S e e S

a

169
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C Name_ Date

f\.

4

f :

Present level of-fudctioning:

How Assessed {Dates)

Results-Initials

“Rnnual Goals:

—

Short Term

- . — — . -

Ohjectives:

e, -

r— -eime o w

‘Present Tevel of functioning:

“Rnnual Goals:

T L € i AL T ) e o e g et 2 ot e PR e 80 ¢! 6

-
e ¢ e e e s S sl

- —— -—

e ——

T THR | e % s R Y e et e ek o——— e - —— .
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T T ST e R T L s St i AT ¢ e et St B g et i . e o g, e .

o TS a. | e b e e —

Short Term
Objectives:

L]
. . .
il e e
b = e

Present level of functioning:

e

S ——

-

- o ———

ey b e - ——— 0 W b s ey i st |

__ e T RespunsihTe Person _
rv_# ..:-—... Ll R kT L ppeu— ..---..-.._. . - - - -
) ow Assessed (Dates) o |

e e - 4 T S T mv——— | ——— ——— o "

W M FIL L m— e b — 4 s i a——— e &

R S B et E e % T T e ———— 1 i . . 6 e

DR el Rt I I e 8 o e & T e S e R W e m e ——
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gt

T Responsible Person:

e et = e e M L e e a4 i ——— = — o L —

— s
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.
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llow Assessed (Dates)

Pt

. —— - - - g

e m e v— . Leem

T ——- . L —

e e et Y et e s

T i e i ey e

e

- .]ﬂ}/()

“Rana Goals: T T
“Short Term . - — o T
Objectives: . e — . I

N = 7 N O |
/ ]*' —— : i | o -
e _ liw Assessed (Dates) SR | R
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) GoaTs T N |
Short Term —— T
Objectives: — N .
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Mditional Tnformation:

- BUTTE COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS CEFICE Paga |

l ' - INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATICN PROGRAM FACESHEET '
Student: BD.: CA. Student's Prinary Langquage
" Parent/Lega] Guardian: ' » Primary Language Spoken in Home:

AMdress: \ -~ Telephone:

Referring School/Agency/Individual s ,

(ualiying Disability - ot of 691 ey

. L] Date of Anmal IEP Review:
Reconmended Sarvice:
The parents of have been invited to participate in the preparation of the Individualized

Bducation Program. This plan dogs not constitute a quarantee that & student will progress at a glven rate, but
establishes that special education and related service will be provided in accordance with this plan.

Eligibility and Planning Team menbers please siqn name and title,

This is to certify the infomation above ad the goalms. and chjectives on page 2, Ve agree that the above named student
will be enrolled in : '

{Progran] ™ (School (Teacher) © (Starting Date)

Knministrator's Signature, Date

Teacher's Simatire, Date - (ane, Title, Date]
Parent's Signatwre, Date (Nare, Title, Date)
(Vame, Title, Date) - | | ~ (Namg, Title, Date]

I have received "Legal Rights of Parents" packet
o (parent s nitials)

d31 A3unod 3aiing

s
T
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The parents of - U ihemave been uwited to partlcipate in ‘the' preparation of&the Individua]ized'g?

Education Program, This plan does not const.ltute a quarantee that a student; wxll progress;at a givenrate,sbut i;
establishes that special educatxon and related service wlll be provided in accordance w1th*this plan. l‘ il f. -.'F'M*"C
Loyt e el S s Ih
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will be enrolled in - qu.- b B
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PRIORITIZED GOALS:

e e B

1, ' "y . 5,
1}
2, 6. d
3. 7,
4, 8.
|
—_ ! ' ' . -
PROGRAM -AMTLIOFZTIME PERSON RESPONSIBLE l EXPECTEDVDUHATION FACILITIES/MATERIALS

o

L Spécial Education

—r

‘o

)

 Regular (lass

" RO,

—

]

- P.E,

Adaptive P.E;

Support, Services
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BUTTE COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS. OFFICE Student's Name

Duane G. Powers, Superintendent \ C.A.
Special Education Office Date

53 County Center-Drive, Oroville, CA 95965 | ' " Scheol

PRIORITIZED COALS:

EXPECTED
' PROGRAM TIME | PERSONNEL RESPONSIRLE DURATION SPECIAL FACILITIES OR
- Fron To MATERTALS RECOMMENDED

. Special Education L

Reqular Class

.
' . .
. t
' ! ‘ .
’ 4 o
. w
1

Transition Plans {if appropriate)

physical Education

Vocational Education

Support Services

Extended year services: Needed ' ' To be determined

)om
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wane G. Fo °s, Superiptendent - -

‘zecial Edu. .ion OifA€e \
859 Bird Street, Oroville ..
e Q . ..:

LONG RANGE (OAL:

oruutiL Y Nz o

C.A.

Date

SR B

School

.\.

ferson_responsible’ for implementatio

Jate of entry .into program.

i

\

\.

Projected ending date

INTERVENTION ACTIVITIES AND M/.TERIALS

EVALUATION SCHEDULL

MONITORING

OBJECTIVES
(specify time, specific behavior
avalnation conditions, gritsria)
0 'A :
\
A}
.
.
- v
"\}Z
~m-
Y

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1l:

Date achigyedT——"
0bj. :

0obj.

2:

Obj.

3:

Date reviewed: -
Obj. 1:
Obj. 2:
obj. 3:

Revision
recormended:
Obj. 1l:

Obj. 2:
0bi. 3:

Parent
informed
date(s):

ez,
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DOOO®

Yolo County IEP

———

/‘\/\/‘\/‘\D

Yolo Special Education Service Regi
Lo A N N

PRESENT

Name and Title

O Esparte O Wathingten O Wiaten ' 0 Waadtand + O Yale County Oftics
INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM/TEAM MEETING Team Meeting Date
(Paga 1) i /
SECTION 1 N
-LEGAL 8irth
PUPIL NAME Date ____/ L
(tast) ) {midaln initial)
SECTION 2
PUPIL ' Add ~ YSESR resident:
ress:
: Y N
DATA OYes ONo
. Grade Home School '
Current School of attendance: - ' Primary language:
Referring person:. : ' Ethnic code
SECTION 3 Parent Name: A
PARENT Home Phone:
DATA "P i) tlast) Liceansed Children’s Home: [JYes
-'Parent ONo
Address O Yes '
Same? [ONo Work Phone:
{numbaer} (straot) {city)
SECTION 4 .
1EP Team Level: Meeting Purpase: Meets Eligibility Criteria for Special Educati
ELIGIBILITY 0O School 0 Initial 0 Yes 0O No-
AND TEST ] District 0 Annual Review Primary Classification: cdde
DATA 0 County 0 Triennial 0 Learning 0 Communicative
0 Joint ] Other Review 0 Physical [ Severe
5
SECTION Projected Duration of Program: Date Program to Commence: -/ [
PROGRAM L e . Lo . .
RECOMMENDATION Extent of participation in regular R ncommended'Plgcemnnl: Transportation:
education program: 3 Regular program with 0 Not required
% of day in regular modifications 00 Regular Transportation
Cla‘sses i ) O Designated Instruction 0 Special Education
% in Special Education and Services Transportation
services O Resource Specialist Program
Data of Triennial Assessment 0 Special Day Class Please complete Special Educa-
L - __ O Other tion Safety Card.
SECTION 6 R —_ -

- Interim action, if needed: Alternatives to meetdistrict  Pupil will follow school/district
EXTENDED SCHOOL prescribed course of study behavior and discipline standards:
YEAR? . and/or to meet proficiency O Yes CINo

Y No - standards.
QYe O . If no, address on page 3 ¥ IEP.
Notes: -
[

SECTION 7 The following Individualized Education Program Team members were present and affirm that proper
procedures have been followed regarding assessment, due process, insturctional planning, and program

TEAM MEMBERS placement or dismissal in accordance with the provisions of California administrative Code Title 5 and
California Education Code (members who do not agree or concur with the identification of educational

program should anach a statement of reasons for disagreement and alternative recommendations).
Administrator/Designee

Current Teacher

Parentls)

SECTION 8

" PARENT CONSENT

Participants:

0 Father O Pupil

O Mother O Surrogate?
0O Guardian_

CI Representative

Parent Signaturel(s):

01 | have received a copy and had rav rights as a parent explained to me.

O 1 consent to my child’s participation in the Special Education Program and/or related serv:ces recom-
mended and understand that | may withdraw my consent at any time after consultation with a member
of'the Individualized Education Program Team and atfter submitting written notice to an administrator.

0 | consent to all components of the Individualized Education Program, with the exception of any

noted below. | understand those components to which | consent may be implemented so as not to
delay providing instruction and services to my child.

Exceptions:

: N Dater+___[ /
{Slgnature) {Signatura} -

WHITE=-Special Education Office / GREEN~Regular Education Teacher / YE LLOW~School / PINK~Parent / GOLOENRDD-Special Education Teacher

L

. .
’ - .

D




B . o Lt Lo . .
N .
., LIN 2
INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM/TEAM MEETING
- “  (Page2), -t R
@ gt . ' - .. |EP Team
Pupil's Name Birthdite / /i Meating date L /
LEVELS OF EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE , ’
Reading (Recognition/Comprehension) v . - -
. . . ' RN T "
- [ ' ¢ 'J
Math (Reasoning/Calculation) . : ‘ . -~ . : P .
! ¥ S T )
‘ -
Written Expression e : * . S é ‘f
‘s . ) . > - PEN.
Communication (Expression/Comprehension) ! .
. - .
Vocational /Pre-Vocational o ‘
Health * ' !
. ° i‘
Other

.

¥ ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION/RATIONALE FOR PLACEMENT AND CONTINUATION IN PROGRAM

3 Meets eligibility criteria and.needs more academic support than a regular class with modifications can provide.

O Academic and behavior eligibility criteria are both met. Needs more behavioral and academic support than a regular
class with modifications can provide.

PHYSICAL EDUCATION: (O Regular O Specially designed {describe below)

COMMENT SECTION: .(lf a secondary pupil. attach plan for meeting district graduation requirements. When appropriate, *
include: considerations for Non-English sieaking; transition into regular class’program).

.

WHITE—Soecial Educatian Office / GREEN—Regqular Educatian Teascher / YELLOW—Schoal / PINK-Parent / GOLDENROD-Spocini Education Teacher

—

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCAT 2% PROGRAM/TEAM MEETING
{Page 3}
. . . GOALS AND OBJECTIVES )
: 1E? Team
Pupil’s Name . . e Birthdate ___ /7 MestingQate ___ / ./
- £ o SRV )
R ° )
s PRLI.O RITIZED LEARNING GOAL: . PROGRAM/SERVICE:
SHORT o 8y L/ ’ Progress as of { I .
TERRY - the pupil should: : o )
GBJECTIVE As measured by: ’ Object:va:
. i test, using ’ . O Met O Not Met -
' observation of
! {other)
| SHORT By __4 /[ o - | Prograssas'ot T jE T T
: . TERM } the pupil should: - e
: /
OBJECTIVE As measured by: . Otjective:
. test using ) (1Met O NGt Mec
- : ! : observation of
{other}
PRIORITIZED LEARNIMG GOAL: PROGRAM/SERVICE:
. SHORT ) “l By L [ Progress as of L /
! TERM : the pupil should: =
OBIECTIVE As measured by : .1 Objective:
Y. - -test, using C i OMet O Not tdet— - .
- ' observation of 7
. {other) ..
SHORT : 8y _ ([ . . Progrossasof [ [/~
TERM ~ the pupil should: :
OBJECTIVE . As measured by: " Objective:
. . test, using : ’ - OMet ONot Met
. abservation of .
. - {other)
PRIORITIZED LEARNING.GCAL: ’ I PROGRAM/SERVICE:.
SHORT . . TBv [~/ ) Progress as of / {
TERM " the pupil should:
* o i .
) OBJECTIVE As meesured by: R ’ T Objective:
e teSt, USiNg . . T Met O Not Met
= observation of
{ather)
SHORT By -___/ Z . » L Progressasof ___ [/ [ *
TERM the pupil should: \
O3JECTIVE As measured by:  * . . - Obijective:
test, using . ' CL O Met O Not Met
N observation of ' ’ :
- {other} ®» . -

M

. . o '
WiJITE —~Special Education Office / GREEN~Regular Educatian Tescher / Y ELLOW~School / PINK—Parent / GOLDENROD~Special Education Teacher

———— e e — ——

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




APPENDIX E
 COMPUTER-ASSISTED IEP SYSTEMS DEYELOPED OUTSIDE OF CALIFORNIA
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System“
Title

Address

Contact ﬁersoﬁ

Destription of System

Materials Available
and Cost

Equipment

‘CAI 82-59 -
5/17/83

CAMEO (cOmputer Assisted Management of Educational
Objectives)

MuTtnomah County Education Services D1str1ct
P. 0. Box 16657 -

- Portland, OR 97216

“Nancy Prill Brown

(503) 255-1841

Provides a listing of proposed IEP objectives drawn from a
ompendium of 7,000 objectives. Teachers identify objectives

b/ codes and spec1fy criteria and format--or write their own

objectives. . IEP order forms are sent to a service bureau for

- processing.

Not avaiiable at this time.

Hewlett-Packard 3000

144
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System
T'It]e )

Address

Contact Person

Description of System

Materials Availabie
and Cost

Y

Equipment

CAI 82-59
5/17/83

Child Based Information System .

Central Susquehanna Intermediate Unit
P. 0. Box 213
Lewisburg, PA 17837

Edward Glennon
(717) 523-1155

Teachers draw upon a listing of developmentally-sequenced
objectives to select annual goals and short term objectives
for each student's IEP. Al1 assigned objectives for a given
student are entered op an-annual.goal--optical--scan- form.

This permits computer processing and analysis of a variety of

data elements.

CBIS also provides a printout with educational terminology ,
for parents specifying accemplishment on assigned objectives.
This report is generated by the codes entered on the optical
scan progress ieporting form and depicts the progression of
grades throughout the school year. )

Onjectives Manual--The CBIS manual 1ists the strands and
objectives as developed, along with computer forms and an
introduction explaining the philosophies behind the CBIS
system. N : : o

1EP Manual--The CBIS/IEP manual contains annual goal state- -
ments which coincide with strands, along with 1ists of regu-.

lar classroom activities, related services, and special
devices which the teacher may select. '

$10.00 per copy or $20.00 for both,‘postége included.

Honeywell
Optical Scanner

145
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System
Title

Address

Conviact Person

Description of System

&

Materials Available
-.and Cost—— "7~

Equipment

CAI 82-59 °
5/17/83

Computer Managu:: Si..v :al Education System

Q—tt

A. U Software
. P. 0. Box 597
Co11eyv111e TX 76034

Martha B. Talley
(817) 287-5236

Information stored for each student includes: Name, I.D.
. Number, Grade, Parent s Name, Address, Telephone, Sex Age.

Important dates regard1ng each student's p]acement are also
maintained in individual file for automat1c updating and
review.

Rets files for individual .students include: - : Intelligence
Test Scores, Achievement Test Scores, Any Two Additional
Tests and Scores

Factors pert1nent to the student s Special education place-
ment contained in the file: Language Dominance, ;
Ethnic/Racial, Primary Program, Related Services, IEP
Objectives and Annual Goals-(up to 4 objectives and 4 goals),
. Custom Text for Additional IEP Objectives, Special Alerts, or
Medical Problems, Campus, Placement Category, Primary
Hand1capp1ng Cond1t1on

The Computer Managed Special Education file programs are
menu-driven anu include complete prompts, so that a Special
Education clerk can handle data entry and retrieval. The
manual is complete and provides instruction for learning the
system through actual manipulation of sample data.

__Complete system includes programs for file maintenance, IEPs,

objectives, ‘administrative eports, students due for ,
meetings, parent-letters (inciuding labels), consultation and
replacement of damaged disks. T

Priceil - $3,500.00

TRS-80 Model II, III or 16
Apple and Commodore i
Disk drive and printer "
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System Combuter Assisted IEP

Title
Address Fairfax County Public Schools
. P 10310 Layton Hall Drive
Fairfax, VA 22030

Contact Person Paula K. McCormick

Description of System Uses IEP process documents as input intn a computer data
: A base. A computerized data bank of instructional objectives
is available to teachers. '

LY

Materials Available TFP procedures Manual (cost not specified)
and Cost )
Equipméﬁt";” ‘ Not specified, thought to use a mainframe computer.
CAI 82-59- o |
5/17/83 ~ 147




System
Title

Address |,

Contact Person

_.Destmiption of System

Materials Available
and Cost

‘Equipment -

CAl 82-59
5/17/83

g

Computerized IEP System Instruction .

CK Asscciates
6700 Linden Road
Kansas City, MO 64113

James M. Caccamo .
The system has a bank of forty-two hundred nnstruc-
tional objectives or you can build your own objectives
to suit your needs. The Midwest Regional Resource
Centerjand the Missouri Facilitator Cinter have iden-
tified the system as an effective practice in special
education. The IEP system is MENU driven and very user
fr1end1y The system: ~
holds 400 students per disk
holds 1600 objectives per disk (comes with over 4200
objectives.
has evaluation criteria for each: obJect1ve
can de-activate students who move without taking
Xthem off the system (You can re-activate them when
they return; a de- act1vated student will not show
up on your reports.)
will generate a report card for working document for,
teachers) which shows the objectives, their criteria,
and their status

" 10 Disks

Operating Manual ($25 if purchased separately)
90 day warrant against defects -

System R . $600.00

Apple II or Ile, Apple PASCAL
64K

2 disk drives

Printer
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System
Title

Address

Contact Person

Description of System

Materials Available"_

.~ and Cost

Equipment

CAI 82-59
5/17/83

Curriculum Management'System and
Teacher Planning System

Learning Tools, Inc. . -
686 Massachusetts Avenue . i
Cambridge, MA 02139

Jodan Thbrmann
(617) 864-8086

The Curriculum Management System (CMS) is a powerful and
flexible software system for teachers, counselors, clini-

‘cians, curriculum developers and.others involved in planning

individualized services. . )

. CMS centralizes and ceordinates instructional resources.

. ‘CMS quickly locates needed resources to help plan instruc-
tion or individualized services. :

. CMS'organizes goals, objectives, methodologies, materials,

. community resources; assessments and any other related topics, "

The Teacher Planning System (TPS) is a professional system

foo teachers, counselors, and clinicians. TPS will adapt and .

expand to meet your most elaborate individual information

management and reporting requirements: P '

. TPS organizes up to 400 pages of information for each
student/client. , '

. TPS locates virtually any-student/client information in
seconds. '

. TPS prints student/client reports in a variety of formats

which user defines. , iﬁb

The CMS consiéts of complete documentation, a graphic user ~
reference guide and 2 diskettes containing the CMS program,
an interactive tutotial and a sample computer-based curricu-
Tum file.

The TPS consists of complete documentation (with sample )
student/client information system guidelines and reports), a
graphic user reference guide and 2 diskettes containing the

\*aTPS program to create, edit and print your student/client

information, TPS demonstration files, and an Account

+ Management program which monitors access to TPS by up to 256

persons.- o .

Apple 11 {Pascal 1.1) requires 64K RAM, two disk drives, an
80-column display card and a printer with parallel interface.
Also available for the Apple III (Apple IIl Pascal), IBM PC
(P-System I1V.0) and DEG Professional 350 (P-System IV.0) with
128K RAM, two disk .drives and a printer with parallel inter-
face. May also.be used on Corvus or other hard disk systems
in both networked and single-user configurations..

K9
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System
Title

Address

‘Contact Person

Description of System

Materials Avai‘able
-~ and Cost

Equipment

CAI 82-59
5/17/83

Data Storage and Computer Assisted Individualized
Education Program System ‘

worcester County Board of Education
P. 0. Box 130
Snow Hil1l, MD 21863

Glen R. Hammefbachér or William V.\GOre> . - N
(301) 632-2582 . ~

The basic purposes of the system are 'to reduce the amount of
time profess1ona1s must spend developing and writing IEPsY to
create precise goals:-and objectives which provide cons:stency
“throughout all the schools, and to provide a data '.ase from

- which reports can be generated to aid special education and_

related services personnel, and administrators in making
important decisions. This currently-operating system has:
generated over 400 complete and tailored IEPs, and other
reports useful to- the target population.

2N PR BN

Sample IEP, table of contents for "menu," file 1ayout, samp1e
reports, transm1tta1 data sheets.

. Cost Lnformat1on not given; deve1oped through federal project -

grant.

N

IBM 5200 series minicomputer and printer.

//\
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System ' ' o« Georgia Learning Resources System

Title ‘ ot
Address " Metro-West Center
' 2268 Adams Drive, N.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30318
Contac¥ Person ~ John Eckert

(404) 352-2637

Description of System. Produces.a recommended 1ist of annual goals and short term
. objectives. in academic areas (one part of an IEP). Teachers
select recommended objectives based upon assessment . infor-.
mation. Teachers complete a bubble form with appropriate
goals and objectives for each student. The forms are pro-
cessed centrally and the printed listing is returned to the
teacher prior to the IEP meet1ng ‘

e
1
Materials Available Disk program ava11ab1e at po cost; however, -inservice is
and Cost required and a consu1t1ng fee is charged

~ Adduitional equ1pment required:
_ Scan-Tron Model #1200 optical scanner

. Super-serial interface card
s Custom designed scanning forms

Equipment Apple I11+/Apple Ile;.TRS 80 Model II

CAI 82-59 ! : 151
5/17/83 . » '
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System
Title

Address

Contact Person

Description of System

o

Materials Available
and Cost

N
Equipment
~=¢ .
]
-CAI 82-59 \
5/17/83

o
P

IEP Clerk

400 Fourth Street

Braxton County Schools : S
Sutton, WV 26601

David McChesney
(304) 765-7101

IEP Clerk is designed to assist Special Education personnel in
the development and presentation of IFPs. The quality. of

IEPs prepared using IEP Clerk will depend upon the quality of
the goals and objectives entered into the program. The pur-
pose of the system is to reduce clerical effort and is not
intended to be a "black box" that will prescribe learning
objectives. Neither is the system designed to maintain
historical records of student progress. The functions of
decision making“and evaTuation of student learning are
assigned to.the persons comprising the placement advisory
committee. - :

¢

As an aid to developing IEPs, the system provides a method of-
storing educational objectives within numbered categories.

‘After these objectives have been stored, Special Education

personnel may select any group of objectives, means of eva-
luation, and schedule of evaluation for a given student.
Afier w11 Learning Objectives have-been selected for an indi-
vidual student the IEP is printed.

Disk Data Managemerit S?Steg\

Cost not specified.

Microcomptuer

& 152
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SyStem
Title

I

Address

Contact Person

Description of System

Materials Available
and Cost

CAI 82-59
5/17/83

R

. IEP Print Program RS

Curriculum Associates,’lngj
5 Esquire Road
North Billerica, MA 01862

Frank E. Ferguson
(800) 225-0248

The teacher does an educational assessment using the

BRIGANCE Inventory of Basic Skills. Data from the Student
Record Book is analyzed; items important to the IEP are coded
onto” the Student Data Sheet.. Information from the Student

‘Data Sheet is typed into the microcomputer by teacher, secre-

tary, or aide. ‘The IEP*is printed as soon as the student
data has been entered and (optionally) the“data stored on the

“diskette.

The IEP Program prints: Student, Teacher and School
Information, and Current performance levels in word recogni-
tion, reading comprehension, oral reading rate, spelling and
math with up to 20 goals and objectives for each IEP.
Information for about 200 students can be stored on the
diskette for later recall and printing, or for input to user-
written programs for other analysis and reporting.

Student Data Sheet (reproduction master)

User's Guide ' -

o~

Apple 11 Diskette (3 copies)

Catalog Number SW-010 $99.00

A

L\ : . P
. - . - \
~ »
>

& X :

Apple II with 48K

Disk drive
Printer . (ij/

:ﬂ a
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System
Title

Address

Contact Person

Description of .System

Matérials Available
and Cost

Equipment

CAI 82-59 -
'5/17/83

IEP/Progress Report

Learning Systems
3 Peter Circle
Marblehead, MA 01945

¥

The assessment team completes an information sheet and codes
objectives selected from a manual of 9,000 behavioral objec-
tives. After data has been entered by a clerk, a multi-copy
IEP report is printed.

.‘

'

]
Software lease/year for : -
minicomputer |
o | N

Cost for microcomputefs not available.

Apple II, IBM, TRSJBngicrocomputers
Digital or Wang minicomputers

> e



System™
Title

Address

Contact Person

Description of System

~

Materials.Available
and Cost

Equipment”

v 7

CAI 82-59
'5/17/83

Individual Education Performancé System

Educom
8 Oak Street
Wakefield, M?, 01880

-4

The IEP System uses a ﬁanua1 of over 10,000 objectives

Information is coded by teacher to indicate selected
goals/objectives, rerformance levels ;and. teaching approaches.

Produces indiviGuit IEPs as well as a var1ety of administra-

- tive reports.

y

Software Lease/Year

&

Wang 2200
Optical Scanner

A
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System
Title

Address

Cohtact Person

Description of System

"Materials Available
and Cost

. Equipment

Instructional Management System

Center for Innovation in Teaching Handicapped
Smith Research Center
1508 E. IOth Street, Bloomington, Indiana 47405

Heibert Reith

(812) 335-5847

CITH Instructional Management System is a menu driven
interactive software system that enables classroom teachers
and administrators to p]an and monitor student academic
performance.

IEP Management Routines enable teachers to record student
progress towards Long-Range Instructional Objectives (LRO) by -
storing student performance data collected on sequenced Short
Range Instructional Objectives {SRO). The teacher selects ‘
appropriate LRO/SRO's for each student based on assessment
data and records students' performance towards meetiny the
criterion performance level for each instructional step.

The report generation program enables teachers to instan-
taneously generate daily, weekly, monthly or yearly progress
reports. These reports can be printed for storage in the
pupils cumulative record or for sharing with parents at
parent conferences. ;In addition, when the local site micro-
computer is linked with the central system these data can be
aggregated for reporting purposes and to enable supervisory
personne1 and teachers to identify instructional procedures
and materials that were used to successfully enable students
to attain instructional objectives.

One System with a Back-up Copy & Manual $500.00
Additional Diskettes . $ 50.00
Additional Manual - _ $ 10.00
Consulting and Technical Assistance ' $200/ day

plus expenses

Type of microcomputer not specified
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System . Management and Assessment

Title o . .
Addvress

' 200 Commerce Court Building’
Pittsburg, PA 15219

Contact Person - Bonnie Minick
: (412) 394-5834 -

Description of System Based upon student testing information, the teacher iden-
- tifies goals and objectives from a master listing of skills
- (unspecified Tength) in reading and math. The computer- .
generated portion of the IEP includes present level of educa-
~tional performance, instructional goal areas and short term
objectives with evaluation procedures/conditions and criteria
for success. Based upon imastery tests taken throughout the
year, the teacher records skill progress and can request
information on resource materials available for remediation.

3

Materials Available ;
and Cost . Master Resource List of teaching materials and
techniques is available for $22 per copy.
System available through a service bureau to which com-
puter 1nput sheets (optical scanner forms) are sent.
Costs range from $20 to $39 per student per year.

Equipment . Not specifjﬁg.

Pt

CAI 82-59 ‘ 157 194
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System
Title

Address

Contact Person

Description of System

Materials Available
and Cost

Equipment

CAI 82-59
5/17/83

Michigan Teacher Support System

‘Macomb Intermediate School District

P. 0. Box 30008 )
Lansing, Michigan 48044

Tom Haftsjg

MTSS is designed to support the teacher in the learning pro-
cess. The system can provide a detailed analysis on each
student and correlation of skills among groups of students.
MTSS can provide a selection.of instructional resources which
relate to the individualized student profile. This infor-
mation can be the means to support the teacher in promoting
individualized instruction. ‘

The MTSS will provide reports on the learning progress of
each student and/or group of students by supplying: (a)
Student progress reports appropriate for parent conferences,
and (b) individualized cbjective reports which illustrate
through examples, those skills on which a student is
currently working. : :

Although an individualized reporting system providing objec-
tives, this system does not produce an IEP.

System was developed upon a Title IVC grant with the Michigan
Department of Education. No price information was given.

Mainframe computer information not provided.

[
e
W

158



Systein
.Title

Address

Contact Person

Description of System

1+

Materials Available
and Cost

Equipment

CAI 82-59
5/17/83

MEAD (Modular Educational Achievement Descriptor)

Oakland Schools

2100 Pontiac Lake Road

Pontiac, Michigan 48054

Herman Dick
(313) 858-2051

MEAD is a computer based planning and achievement reporting

‘system that will assist the teacher to manage the classroom
‘and allow the teacher to make educat1ona1 decisions based on

data.

The system is designed to allow the special education teacher
to monitor individual student-progress within performance
based information. It consists cf over 5,000 objectives and
criterion measurement items in the following areas:

“Communication, Mathematics, Career Education, Social

Emotional, Reading, Pre School, Basic L1v1ng Skills, American
Government and Amer1can H1story

MEAD allows.the teacher to plan for 1nd1v1dua11zed instruc-
tion for each student. The teacher selects which objectives
should be taught and learned. NCS scan sheets are completed
and submitted for students at the beginning of each school
year. Computer-produced student plans show the objectives
which are in each IEP. At the end of the year the teacher
codes achievement information on a scan sheet and the com-
puter produces an achievement report.

64 catalogs with obJect1ves and/or criterion test items for

all skill areas, preprimary through high schoo] -Prices
range from $3 to $45 per catalog.

Price_information for the computerized system_was not provided.

Not specified. -
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System
Title

Address

Contact Person

Description of System.

_Materials Available

“‘and Cost~

Equipment

CAI 82-59
5/17/83

Education TURNKEY Systems, Inc.

N

Modularized Student Management System

256 North Washington Street

Falls Church, VA 22046

The Modularized Student Managemknt Systeri (MSMS) program will
assist the user in handling administrative and instructional -
records of spec1a1 eduration students. Of particular value
is the program's capabiiity to monitor procedural safeguards,
manage banks of instructional objectives, and to print custo-
mized IEP documents for parent review and s1gnature :

Student data base modules prov1derthe following capabilities:
1) Maintain DEMOGRAPHIC information.

2) Monitor DUE PROCESS and PROCEDURAL SAFEGUARDS.

3) Maintain history of student TESTING and ASSESSMENT.

4) Track SPECIAL and REGULAR EDUCATION SERVICES

5) Manage pr1nt1ng of the IEP DOCUMENT.

Administrative modu]es provide the fo]]oW1ng capabilities:
6) SORT DATA contained in the data base.

7) Compute DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS. '

8) Maintain BANK OF OBJECTIVES.

9) Automatically SCORE TESTS.

10) Prepare SUMMARY REPORT of program. .. ¥
Operating system and one student module* - $985

- Each.additional student module* ‘ - 485

"Each administrative module** 650 o
User's Handbook 15

*Student modules: demographics, due process, testing data,
“program information, IEP mariagement (needs
objective module). _

**Administrative modules: data sort, stat pak, objectives
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System - ORBIT II
Title - - .
- e " Montgomery County Public Schools
Address - 850 Hungerford Drive
_ Rockville, MD 20850

Contact Person Rita Bateman
(301) 279-3463

Description of System An on-line computer system for creating IEPs with Goal Areas,
: Annual Goals, and Short Term Objectives linked to each other.
. There are 64 goal areas that can be classifiéd into 7
categories: specific content areas, communication skills,
sensory- development, social emotional skills, survival
skills, vocational goals, and citizenship goals.
Instructional team members (teachers, curriculum specialists,
etc.) can develop and modify the banks of objectives,
instructional materials, strategies and diagnostic test 1tems
~ as needed to reflect the IEP goals of an.individual student.
IEPs are keyed-in and printed at both a central site and at
school-based remote terminals.

w
N
Materials Avai]ab]e . A resource manual which contains over 4, 000 obJect1ves is
and Cost available for purchase.
If you are 1nterested in purchasing the Computer-Ass1sted IEP
Resource Manual, thBre is a $35 fee to cover processing and
o : ‘dupiication costs Please make check payable to Montgomery
- S - ~—--County. Schools, and send to the Educational Services Center,
' - Director, Division of Data Processing Operations, Room 131
850 Hungerford Drive, Rockville, MD 20850.
Computer costs vary, depending upon degree of modification
‘required.
Equipment Mainframe (unspecified)
\
CAl 82-59

5/17/83 | 11 195




) . Lo,

System PRISM -REKORD: ~Special Education Coordirator's Version

' Title
Address . _ ~ The Psychological Corporation - c
: 757 Third Avenue -
New.York NY .10017
) L b -
Contact Person ' W. Michael Shaffer

S (212) 888-3500

Description of System . REKORD stores persona] student data, emergency and medical
: - information, class schedule, p? acement and services, . .
assessment IEP information, performance and parent infor-
mation. Any or all of the stored information can be recalled
_for any student or group of students. The number of records -
stored on each diskette is determined by.the number of data
fields used (20 fields for 48 studerts 40 f1e1ds for 74 -

' students)
'Materia1s Available Diskettes cost $495.00
.and Cost : ‘
Equipment Apple 1I+, TRS-80
2
N
CAI 82-59 . 162
5/17/83 o : 19"_)
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System
Title

Address

Contact Person

Description of System

Materials Available
and Cost

Equipment

(e d

CAl 82-59.
5/17/83

)

N . L,J
PIE (Programming for Individualized Education)

Green Valley Area Education Agency 14
Green Valley Road -
.Creston, Iowa 50801

5

Douglas Archer

The system uses an input demographic information,

diagnostic/clinical information, interVention history
(staffing, planning, documentation), and matches area(s) of

need with appropriate instructional objectives and
~materials/methods..

‘User Manual

Program and installation $2,500-§3,000
(includes one day of training)

Apple IT, Pet

o0
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System
Title -

~ Address

-Contact Person

Description of System

Materials Availabie
and Cost

Equipment

CAI 82-59
5/17/83

Project IEP -

Evans Newton, Inc. ' o o
7650 E. Redf1e1d Road, Suite D-5 . P
Scottsda]e AZ 85260 -

Robert Adams (EISI) .
(415) 969- 5212 .

s

"PROJECT IEP mon1tors m1n1mum administrative requirements for

initial student placement in special education, student home:

-and medical information, student diagnosis, student prescrip-

tions, IEP evaluation criteria, long-term goals, plus day-to-
day mon1tor1ng of student short-term objectives.

A clerk or teacher aide, e1ther in_the district office or

school, is required to 1n1t1a11y insert student IEP infor-

mation into the Microcomputer via keyboard. Thereafter, stu- -

dent test information on Mark Sense Cards is fed into an
Optical Card Reader connected to a Mi¢rocomputer to create
and update the student's short-term objectives file. Project
IEP prints fifteen different reports for teacher, parent,
student and special education adm1n1strat1ve review.

[

Project IEP software . - : - $2,495

~ Inservice training available

Commodore 32K or Apple II 48K
Optical card reader
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'System s
-Title .

Address J

Contact Person-

Description of-System

Materials Available
and Cost

Equipment

CAI 82-59
5/17/83

P

.

. ' -
Project PERFORM

1Y

"

Ingham Intermed1ate School D1str1ct
2630 W.."Howell Road : : 1
Mason, MI 48854 :

Qudrey Gomon

Project PERFORM's 8000 critérion-referenced performance
objectives printed in a catalog provide a resource from which
parents and professionals select goals which are processed as.
INDIVIDUAL EDUCATIONAL PLANS and PROGRESS REPORTS

The teacher selects twenty to- s1xty poss1b1e objectives for
the student; a six digit number for each objective is entered
on the "Possible IEP Input” sheet

After a. data entry procedure the computer prints a readab]e, _
five to fifteen page report listing the optional objectives
for the student. The "Possible IEP Report" is mailed to
parents for their study one week before the yearly
Individualized Educational Planning conference.

“ o

Objectives guide (8000 objectives with assessment procedures
and performance criteria).

Data processing is contracted by districts with the project

‘district.

Not specified.
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System ‘ %y
Title

Addfess;

"Cantact Person

Materials Available
~and Cost

Equipment

CAI 82-59
5/17/83

O

‘Description of System

RECIPE (Research Exchange”for Computerized
Individualized Programs of Education)

Sarasota County School Board
2418 Hatton Street
Sarasota, Florida 33577

[ Son g

Sanders Bell
(813) 924-5800 X141

The program is based upon an instructional management
system geared to basic skills.for increasing IEP objec-
tive attainment in elementary resource rooms for SLD.
The instructional management system consists of a 940
basic skills, criterion-referenced assessment system

and a bank of approximately 2300 teaching activities

correlated by number to the objectives.

Microcomputers or Mainframe computers provide the IEP
management functions of the RECIPE instructional
system., Software for either provides support Tor mana-
gement tasks involved in the production of stucent data
files, IEPs, and Parent Progress Reports. The system
produces the portion of an IEP including annual goals, ~
short term objectives, criteria, evaluation tools and

- cyrrent status.

RECIPE Kits . | $ 595,67
Micrdcomputer programs |
(diskettes and user manual) 300.00
RECIPE report paper : 110.00
Teacher trainfng , 400.00 B
Apple 11 h

TRS-80 Model II
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System SEIMS (Special Education Information Management System)

N T.it-le . ’ - . . . M ' . . \4‘4 %
f,i ) ' . . . ) '
Address School Committee, City of Boston - . - R B
’ -26 Court Street B N )
Boston,.MA 02108 - - - ) e )
Contact Person " Betsy Weaver - L L o - ;
‘ (617) 726-6200, X5933 PR o ]

Description of System The Special Education Information Management System (SEIMS)”
is a process of gathering, storing, sorting and report1ng the
ongoing status of a referred, placed or served Special Needs' -
student. SEIMS has the capab111ty to print IEPs and numerous
other types of student status reports. Student-and IEP : .
‘information are.gathered through data forms which fo]]ow,the
procedural and planning steps 1ead1ng to the IEP. .

The Directory of Goals and ObJect1ves conta1ns 3 760 specific
student objectives. The objectives are written 1n a manner °
L .. to insure that each objective has cohditions, behavior,

f*\\ resulte and criteria. Each objective may be written over 100
different ways by using a simple coding system. Each objec-
tive statement may be printed as either a Current Performance
Level or a Future Goal and ObJect1ve A

\ y
The ObJect1Nes are categorized in eight Goal Areas: - |
Cognitive, Social-Emotional, Self- He]p, Language, Motor, |
Perceptual/Sensory, Speech, and Vocational. There are 165 \
Sub-Goals-within the eight Goal Areas which helpg further |
categorize the Objectives. )
. : - | .
Materials Available Manual for objectives (350 pages) and for forms completion '\»
and Cost - (about 150 pages)
R :

Cost not spec1f1ed.

Equipment . Mainframe (type not specified) ‘

!
‘z:‘
CAI 82-59 o 167
5/17/83 " .




System
Title’

Address

Contact Person

Description of Systaﬁ

Materials Available

SERVE (Special'Education Review, Verification and Evaluation)

Educational Research Consu1tants
4436 Engle Road '
Sacramento, CA 95821

'Greg Smith

(916) 483-6417

System produces IEP face sheet with student information from
previous IEP meeting. Class lists are produced for program
managers, as well as various student count reports such as
December pupil count
Program summary counts.

System is designed to edit all data entered. Immediate

recall of pupil information is available through pupil
inquiry.

<

COBOL program software for méinframe and minicomputers'so1dﬂ

and Cost under an operatihg license (negotiab1e)
Microcomputer version in CP/M available for $5 000 (one time
charge under license agreement).
Equipment Apple 11
IBM-PC
e e ——e—
CAI 82-59 ~
5/17/83 168
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System
Title

Address

Contact Person

Description of System

Materials Available
and Cost

Equipment

-CAI 82-59
5/17/83

O

Special Education File

Anderson Software
19751 Caprice Drive
Yorba Linda, CA 92686

(714) 970-7511

The system provides reports that assist school district offi-
cials in monitoring on-going programs for exceptional pupils
as well as in complying with the requirements of Public Law
94-142 and the California Master Plan.

Pupil files are easily entered by clerical personnel. Each
disk holds up to 350 pupil files, consisting of 13 items of
information per pupil. The computer organizes the infor-
mation and prints various reports, including:

. Class lists for each teacher
. Summaries of each special education program
. Complete pupil counts, including:

___Pupils counted and sorted by age and special education
" progran S '
___New placements since any selectable cut-off date
Percentage.of total -district enrollment represented by the

special education population

The system is.supplied one two copyable disks with a complete
50 page instruction manual. Full price is $199.95

Apple 11, Applesoft language, 48K
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System
Title

Address

-

Cbntact Person

Description of System

Materials Available

Special Education IEP System

Control Data Corporation
Box O
Minneapolis, MN 55440

Jonathan Neuse
(612) 853-4377

The SPECIAL EDUCATION IEP SYSTEM stores necessary student
data, consolidates and prints up to 24 different reports and
lists, and provides convenient review and update.

Major functions performed by the system include: adding and
changing school and school district data; adding and updating
students; formatting an IEP for printing; printing federal
and district planning reports; and creating fixed lists of
personnel, strength/weakness statements, performance areas,
services and learning environments from which selection can
be made for each IEP.’ :

Complete system includes hardware, software, printér

and Cost
and services $9,995
Equipment Control Data 100 microcomputer
CAI 82-59 170
5717783 -

O
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System Special Education Information System
Title-

Address | o Sysdata International, Inc.
~ 7671 01d Central Avenue, N.E.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55432

Contact Person Daniel Bryan

. - (612) 780-1750"

Déscription‘of System The Special Education Information System has five différent
programs, with the first data base package required for each
of the others.

Basic student data--reports and mailing

Package 1 -
labels; hq]ds 1500 student records.
Package 2 - Service reports--class 1ists, terminations.
Package 3 -~ Due process--referral, assessment, placement,
‘ reassessment tracking.
Package 4 - Report generator--lists students as defined
' by administrator according to locally-defined
characteristics. . : :
Package 5 - Student incident system (for severely'
handicapped).
Materials Available '
and Cost " Package 1 - $650
Package 2 - 375*
Package 3 - 425*
Package 4 - 485*
Package 5 - 425* _ !

- *Requires Package 1

Equipment _ " Apple II (48K) with 3.3 DOS, two drives or hard disk, and
: printer. _

CAl 82-59 o _ -

5/17/83 171




System ’ Student Information Record (SIR) and .
Title _ Behavioral Objective Plan (BOP)

Address - EX-ED Computer Systems, Inc.
71-11 112th Street
Forest Hi11s, NY 11375

Contact Person - Mayer A. St1sk1n
' (212) 268-0020

Description of System The Student Individual Record will provide the following:

. A complete summary of each student's vital statistics
inc]uding‘handicapp1ng condition, recommended program P1a-
cement, dates of "Committee on the Handicapped Review.

. A comp]ete record of all clinical and educational
assessments and results.

. A record of special medical ‘conditions affect1ng the
student (medical alert), special appliances that may be
required, a child's current and past medication regimen.

. A record of related services including the nature of the
serv1ce, the times per week administered, length of each
session, name of the provider, dates of 1n1t1at1on and
term1nat1on

. A description of student strengths and weaknesses and a,
list of recommended educat1ona1 and behav1ora1
prescriptions.

This portion of the IEP provides an individualized plan in
each curriculum and related service area.. This plan
includes annual -or long range goals, short term objectives,
the student's present lTevel of performance, the activity or
material be1ng used to master the objectives, the criteria
for measuring attainment of the objective and theé implemen-
tation and mastery dates. , .

Materials Available. . Student Information Record Software Package under CP/M“is
and Cost ) now available at a uniform price of $2,499.
- ; - Behavioral Objective portion of the Software Program under
CP/M is available for a one-time licensing fee of $1,249.
. Licenses for both packages are available for a spec1a1
" reduced fee of $3,375.00. Mini-version of SIR plus BOP
- for comb1ned 11cense fee of $1, 995 00

Equipment Microcomputer us1ng CP/M operat1ng system or
9 paen * - Mainframe (Data Point or HP3000)

CAI 82-59 | a7
5/17/83 - :
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System

ni P
Title Unistar 1 re-1EP |
Address ‘Southern Micro Systems for Educators /
P. 0. Box 1981 o
Burlington, NC 27215 .
Contact Person Thomas M. Elder

(714) 244-9187 - ,
UNISTAR I is a micro computer-assisted ap roach to developing
Individualized Educational Programs (IEPS? UNISTAR I is
designed for children with learning d1sab111t1es at :
.Elementary through Junior High School.' This program will
provide you with a printed, pre-1EP wh1ch can be used in the
School Based Committee meetings. The IEP gontalns all the
_ components required by law. - |

Description of System

This program is individualized because on]y appropr1ate goals
and obJect1ves based on each student's scores are printed.
There is space for the teacher to write in the P( jected
Accomplishment Date and the Actual Accomp11shmentiDate as
well as criteria for the individual student

3
|
I T
&.
|
L
f

- . b - e o et n A s wnn Am e aa——— \ H
= _ %
Materials Available " .Included is an 86 page manual with complete documentation, .
and Cost '~ back-up diskettes, up-dating of the program as reSePrch
warrants, nearly 700 goals and instructional objectiives
$650.00
Equipment .A Apple 11, I+ or III
v ' TRS 80 Model III
h . A' /‘r ‘
CAI 82-59 ﬂ , R
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Hesperia School District IEP

Individualized Educational Flan for MARY JONES 7-19-82
I. SCHOOL IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION
! . . . ]
: 1. School System Name: KINGSTON
1l
2. Schoal Syétem Address
Street: 7473 KINGSTON
. City: HESPERIA
state: CA
Z1p: 92345
Poe I1. STUDENT IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION
1. Name: MARY JONES 2
2. Birthdate: 7/28/73
3. Grade Assignment: 3
4, Schoal: KINGBSTON
5. Student I.D. #: . ;
: i
6. Dominant Languaga: ENGLISH i
7--Parent(s) Name(s): Father - JOHN JONES e ’
. Mother — JANE JONES !
’ 8. Address \\‘\\Q;\
Street: 444 - LARCH ST
City: HESPERIA T
State: CALIFORNIA
1ip: 923435 . T
?.Home Phone: 948- ggs8s >N“*“\~x\\\
19.Wark Phone: Father - 269- 3333 ) "'\“\‘wxx‘\i
: Mother - ) " 4 Te—

o Q§§h
1II. I.E.P. IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION \2
R . /1

TO BE COMPLETED AT PLACEMENT/IEP COMMITTEE qFETING

. - . Lo .
t. Type of meeting: (circle one) Initial/Review/Exit

- 2. Meeting Date:

3. This plan LS.tD begin on:

" and-will end on:

i o
o ] - 212 S
ERIC ” o | | |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1EP
Fage 2

IV. STATEMENT OF PRESENT LEVEL OF EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE

1. Sources of assessment data

SOURCE/TESTS

S0CIAL/EMOTIONAL
GCODENOUGH  ~
FINE MOTOR ABILITY
BENDER
GROSS MOTOR ARILITY
AGE EQUIVALENCY
VISUAL DISCRIMINATION
MOTOR,FREE
WRITTEN EXPRESSION
WoODCOCK~JOHNSON
SPELLING -
WoODCOCK—~-JOHNSON
READING RECOGNITION

WoODCOCK READING MASTERY .

READING COMPREHENSION

WwooDCOCK READING MASTERY -

MATH COMPUTATION
. KEY MATH
MATH REASONING
KEY MATH :
MENTAL ABILITY
WISC-R — MENTAL AGE.
ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR

FUNCTIONAL ADAPTIVE LEVEL

MOBILITY

FUNCTIONAL MOBILITY LEVEL

VISION

FUNCTIONAL VISION LEVEL

HEARING

FUNCTIONAL HEARING LEVEL

i

: Date
" ADMINISTERED. LEVEL
7-15-82 ALE.= 12
7-15-82 A.E.= §
4-20-82 AE.= 9
) 7-~15-82 " AE.= 9
7-15-82 G.E.= 1.b
7-15-82 3.2.= 1.2
4~19-82 G.E.= 1.5
4-15-82 G.E.= 1.4
" 4-16-82 G.E.= 2.8
4~16-82 "G.E.= 2.8
7—i5—az AE.= 7.02
4-2-82 Above Average
7-15—82 Averagé
' 7-15-82 Mild Disability
< 7-15-82 Average

2. Profile of Present Level of Educational Performance:

Wepman Auditory Discrimiantion Test

Below level of adequacy.

House Tree Person

discrimination skills.

Insecurity.

ON NEXT PAGE

Poor auditory
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-1.E.P.
Page 3
3. Additional Statements on Present Level of Educational Performance
(write in at I.E.P. Meeting) -
e ————————— ———— .
. -

77 o

- 21

<
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




1.E.P.
Page 4

V. ANNUAL GOAL3 AND SHORT-TERM INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES ARE ATTACHED AT THE
_END  OF THIS REPORT ‘ :

vi. STATEMENT OF SPECIFIC EDUCATIONAL SERVICES, WHEN INITIATED AND DURATION

T0 BE COMFLETED AT PLACEMENT. IEP COMMITTEE MEETING

? 3 . Date
Type of ' Frequency Service

Service/Placementx Personnel and Duration Begins

»such as: resource room, speech therépy, consul tation, physical thgrgpy,
el f~contained .class, work study, hospital, homebound, vocational skills
centers, special physical education, mobility training, etc. -

ViI."STATENENT“OF"EXTENT*TD“NHTGHmSTUDENrwwILLmBE,ABLE»IU.PARTICIPAIE IN
REGULAR EDUCATION PROGRAMS.

TO BE COMPLETED AT PLACEMENT/IEP COMMITTEE MEETING

Type of Regular : Total Hours
‘Educational Programs Personnel Per Week

©

©

4
D
i
i
<
e
\
|
!
Ay

: o 178 . '
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

IEP
Page 5

.

VIII. STATEMENT OF PROPOSED EVALUATION PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA

™~

- Through teacher observation and testing a judgement will be made as to
At the time of

Section V of this plan
under the "Actual Accomplishment Date® (AAD) next  to coch objective
All annual goals and short-term instructional objectives will be reviewed

when each short-term instructional objective has been met.
judged accomplishment, the date will be entered in

once a year and up-dated as appropriate.

IX. TEAM PARTICIPANTS

TO BE FILLED ouT AT PLACEMENT/IEP MEETING
. s

Name " : Role * Signéturé

J -

* Chairperson, teacher, L.D. specialist, ‘parent, student, dsychologist,

guidance counselor,-principal;—etes-.-—---

X. STATEMENT OF SCHOOL SYSTEM APPROVAL AND PARENT PARTICI“ATION'
TO BE COMPLETED AT PLACEMENT/IEP COMMITTEE MEETING

1. This plan was completéd and agreed upon by the'placement_team.

‘

Team Chairpersaon:i

Signature/Date

2. I have participated in this placement / IEP committee meeting and
understand the, Individualized Educaticon Program presented herein.

——

Parent/Stuaen%/Guardian/SurEcgate:
' Signature/Date

179 - 217
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1.E.P.
JFage &

SOCIAL/EMOT IONAL

Discrepaﬁcy not great enouéh or

ZINE MOTOR ABILITY )

Niascrepancy not great enough or

GROSS MOTOR ABILITY

Discrepancy not'great enoucn or

VISUAL DISCRIMINATION

Discrepancy not great enough or

28
.* WRITTEN EXPRESSION

. WRITTEN EXP./SPELLING GOAL 1.1
Organize Ideas and Feelings Bef

Short-Tarm Instructional Object

PAD __/__/__ PAD __/_.7

1.1.1

sequence when given three pictures illustrating a series of rglated events.

o«
o -

Goals

Goxls

- Goals

Gbal =

- The °
ora k-

ives!

.

% Ubjectives not included at this level.
" R
~

’
. "

% Objectives not included at this level.

-
' o

% Objectives not included at this level.

L)
-

% Nbjectives not included at this level.

i : - »

&

wrner Will Be Able To Clarify and
ng. .

Is a.ls .o placée pictures in apprdpriata

-

Critg(ia:

PAD __/ AAD /7

1.1.2 I Y
will be written,

Criterial___

Is able to 6rally organi:e-tthghts that

bafore writiny Lt~ or more sentences.

13
A

i

WRITTEN EXP./SPELLING GOAL 1.2
' Simple, Regular, One Syllable W

- The
ords.

v ~

Learner Will Increase Ability Tg'Spell }

\

Short-Term Instructional Objectives:

AAD /7

1.2.1 PAD __/__/__ 1s
two-latter, phonetically regular words,

of, it,etc. .

able to ﬁpell the most commonly used

e.g.,; be, no, at, to, or, an, in, .

v

4

Criterial

2N .

L



’ c Marin County IEP
. , -
IEP computerized face sheet;
other parts of IEP do not use computer. . ’
. .
. MIS D
—---szm:/nsvxswf-—-;fmxixn SPECIAL EDUCATION REGSON--—-- ID: MOULJ G12566
o _ 1a.LAST NAME: " Ib.FIRST NAME: ° le.M.INIT.:
) 2.BD(YY/MM/DD) : ' 3.SEX (M/F)i  4.LIVE W/PARENT,FOST,LCI:
. 5.PARENT /GUARDIAN: 6 .ADDRESS:
7a.CITY: 7b.STATE: 8a.:zIP: 8b.TEL:
9.RESIDENCE DIST. NAME: - 10.RES.DIST. #:
11.ETHNIC GRP: 12 .PRIM.LANG . HOME : ' 13.ENG. ABILITY:
14 .GRADE LEVEL: . 15.PRIM HANDICAP: 16.LAST ASSESSED(YY/MM/DD):

17 .PUPIL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS-:

. . 2: 3: 42 5: 6: 7: "8 9: 10:-. 11:
17a.PERCENTAGE OF ATTAINMENT i
i 1: ‘2: 3: 4 5: 6: 7: 8: 9: ©10:. 11:
18.NEW PUPIL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS
1 2: 3: 43 5: . 6: 7: 8: 9: ‘10: 11:
19.1mscmrz—-msriwc:' "LUNCH: TRANS: REC/BRK: TOT.INTEG MIN:
20a.PLACEMENT DIST:  / 20b.PLACE.DIST #:
21a.PLACEMENT SCHOOL: 21b.PLACE.SCHOOL #:
22a:TEACHER-LAST/INITIAL : be ’
- 22¢.PROGRAM~DISTRICT/MARIN: ° d:
22e .ENROLL DATE' (YY/MM/DD): £:
~ 23.KEXT REVIEW (MM/YY): 24.FINAL EXIT (YY/MM/DD): .
25.ACTIVE (Y/N): 26.MEETING DATE (YY/MM/DD):
27.FORM NUMBER: . . " .28.PROGRAM LAST DEC.: .
29.SIGNATURES: N
Revised 9/7/82
. . « Lol M
e <> - .
* [ o,
. 181 21 9 ’
O e e ' \ ,
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‘ * FORM: SAS001 SIMI ValLLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT PRINT DATE: @8/31/82
‘ . _ 1.E.P. FOR THE 1982/83 SCHOOL YEAR : PAGE 1 OF 3
Co _ .
| baw SCHCOL 30  GRADE 11 pos ., SEX B ° TEACHER 108 LAST CHANGE DATE: 6,/18/82

NAME REFERRAL DATE: 0,00/00 CLASSIFICATION 32-BENAVIOR DISORDERS ’ ’

ADCR 'PLACEMENT DATE: '1/17/77  PLACELENT 04-SPECIAL DAY CLASS/RECULAR SCHODL CauPUS

UNIT . Pp gox ANTICIPATED PLACENENT DURATION 05-7 10 9 yEARS
CITY SIMI VALLEY  CA 93083 .
PHONE (0S5

LAST ASSESSMENT  3,,0/80
PRESENT LEVELS OF FUNCTIONING:

LISTENING COMPREHENS 1ON- ADEOUATE {132).
REASONING-VERY DEFICIENT (176), -

REGULAR PROGRAM FARTICIPATICN C5-WiLL PART!
FrYSICAL ECUCATIGN PROGRAM 03-ADAPTIVE

RELATED SERVICES (6)-SPEECH/LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION:
YEAR SERVICES. o

METHODS &ND WATERIALS 40-MULTISENSORY EMPMASIS. §

GRADUATICH STANDARDS: IN ADOITION 10 MEElth UNIT AND ATTENDINCE RCQUIREN:
WILL BE MET:

LEVEL, 33-wILL PaSS STANDARD MATH PROFICIENCY ExaN

-REVIEW +06 DATE 6/04/82

PURPDSE 04-ANKUAL REVIEW

MOTOR FUNCTIONING-VERY OEFICIENT (46)., ADAPTIVE B
; COMPCHENT - LEAPNING POTENTLAL-ABOVE AVERAGE (81). ORLL LXPRESSION-MARGINAL {113},

ANCAT ELEM LEVEL, 77-EXEMPT FROM TIME LINITS

PRIMARY LANGUAGE: MOMZ ENGLISH STUDENT:

ENlVIbR-[NTERPERSONAL ADJUSTMENT'HEALTN
WRITTEN EXPRESSION-VERY QEFICIENT (126).

READING COKFIEHELSINN-BASIC READING SKILLS-MATH CZLCULATION-YERY CEFICIENT (165). MaTH

CIPATE IN REGULAR PROGRAM FOR DESIGNATED INSTRUCTIONAL

SEE FILE. 0B-0C.L%SELING, GUIDANCE AND PREFENENTIAL SCHEDULING. 19-EXTENDED &Ch:00L

3-TCAEN REINFORCEMENY. 54-SDCIAL REIN'CHCEMEQT. 55+TIME ouT,

ENTS THE FOLLDNING PROFICIENCY STANJARDS B
12-WILL PASS STANDARD READING PROFICIENSY EXAN AT y.H. LEVEL. 22-WILL PASS STANDARD LANGU

AGE PROFICIENCY EXAM AT ELEM

B00Y 01-1.E.P.T, - SCHOOL
~

RECCNMENCATIONS 8ASED O REVIEW O5-CONFIRM GLASSIFICAI]ON ANG PLACCMENT - MOOIFY/UPDATE I.g,P.

PARENT RESPONSE 05-ACCEPTS EDUCATIONAL pPLAN
PARENT PARTICIPATION D8-NO pARENT ATTENDED CONFERENCE

PARENT RCSPONSE: (CIRCLE ONE)
. 1 MAVE BEEN INFORMED OF My RIGHTS....YES - KO

I HAVE PARTICIPATED IN THE DEVELOPWENT OF THIS IEP..,.YES » NO
I ACCEPT PLACEMENT IN SPECIAL EDUCATION....YES - ND

PAREWT SIGNATURE

. v DATE
u .
R PARENT SIGNATURE DATETTTT
. \\
DalE AREMINTSTRATIVE DESTGNEE BATE """ SPECCA THERAPIST DATE OTHER
CaE T TEAcAER » DATE SCHOOL, RUASE DATE OTHLR - -
y  CalETTT PSYCHOLOGIST
) 1/ i
- . \
!
bTe \ ’
3 Aa‘j -
i
‘.\‘
O

ERIC
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"FORM: sAS001 SIMI VAMALLEY UNIFIEO SCHOOL DISTRIGCT PRINT OATE: 8/31/82
I.E.P. FOR THE 1982/83 SCHOQL YEAR : PAGE 2 OF 3

<.

1
R ¢ EDUCATION PLAN GOALS REPORY COOE

......... ..............._.__...__..,_...__........--..............._._._.............-.o.._._............-..........................

0go ANNUAL GOzL: OEVELOP MOTOR FUNCTIONiNG.

3035 134 ___ 70X OR MORE OF THE TIME . JHE STUOENT PERFORMS PHYSICAL . .
FITNESS ACTIVITIES AS MEASUREC BY TEACHER OBSERVATION ANO
REPORTED ANNUALLY BY THE AGAPTIVE PE TEACMER.

3 0354 134 ___ 70X OR MORE OF THE TIME. THE STUDENT PERFORMS STRENGTH
i CEVELOPMENT EXERCISES AS MEASUREC 2y TEACHER OBSERVATION ANO
i REPORTEO ANNUALLY BY THE ACAPTIVE PE TEACHER,

3 0358 1 3 4 __. 70X OR WORE OF THE TIME. THE STUOENT PERFORMS

CARDIO-RESPIRATORY EXERCISES AS MEASUREO BY TEACHER -OBSERVATION
ANC REPORVEQO ANKUALLY BY THE AGAPTIVE PE TEACZHER. .

200 . ANNUAL GOAL:  QEVELOP.SOCIAL - EMOYIONAL FUNCTIGMING.. .. ... . . .

32134133 ___ . 70% OF MCRE OF THE TIME. THE STUOENT INCREASES LENGTH OF
WORK1NG '

TIME AS MEASUREO BY TEACHER OBSERVATION ANO REPORTEC ANNUALLY BY
THE SPECIAL cLASS TEACHER. :

2149 1 33 ___ S0X OR MORE OF THE TIME. THE STUGENT INCREASES ATTENDANCE
. 0AYS AS MEASURES BY TEACHER GDSERVATION ANO REPORTEGC ANNUALLY BY
THE SPECIAL CLASS TEACHER. . o
82230 133 ___ 30X OR LESS OF THE TIME. THE STUOENT ATTENOS A REGULAR CLASS
FOR INTEGRATION oS MEASUREQ BY TEACHER OESERVATION ANG REPORTEQ
ANNUALLY BY THE SPECIAL CLASS TEACHER. : B

~ 3cH ANNUAL GOAL:V'OEVELOP ORAL/WRITTEN COMMUNICATION.

3376x 233 ___ 70X GR MORE OF THE TIME. THE STUGENT WRITES SPECIFIEO
: SENTENCE USING CORRECT CAPITALIZATION ANG PUNCTUATION AS MEASUREQ
BY TEACHER MAOE-TEST ANO REPORTED ANNUALLY BY. THE SPECIAL CLASS
TEACHER. N : _ E
33844 233 ___ 70% OR MORE OF THE TIME. THE STUOENT SPELLS TWO SYLLABLE

WOROS AS MEASUREO BY TEACHER MAOE TEST ANO REPORTED ANNUALLY-BY
THE SPECIAL CLASS TVEACHER. .

a00 ANNUAL GOAL: OQEVELOP REAGING SKILLS. . *

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



FORM: SASJQO1 ’ SIMI VaLLEY UNIFILEOD SCHOOL DISTRICT - PRINT OATE:  £8/31/82
1.€.P. FOR THE 1332/83 SCHUOL YEAR : PAGE 3 OF 3

P EE! R . . - : : .

LOBUWCSR ¢ - . ECUCATION PLAN GOALS : REPORT CGGE .

24335 233 ___ €0% OR MORE OF THE TIME. IME STUDENT ‘HhEROS VERBS wITH ' h

INFLECTIONAL ENDINGS AS NCLSURED BY TEACHER INADE TEST AND
" REPORTEO ANNUALLY BY THE SPECIAL CLASS TEACHER.
3 2BC 233 ___ 70N OR WORE OF THE TIME. THE STUCENT IDENTIFIES LEVEL
. I PREFIXES:. 'N. NON. IN, 1M, OIS. RE. MIS, I'10.0VER. UNDER. PRE,
POST. ANO AUTO AS MEASURED E% TEACHER "ADE TEST ANO REPOR.EO
ANNUALLY 8Y THE SFECIAL CLASS TEACHER.

5C0 ANNUAL GOAL: OEVELOP MATH SKILLS.

35318 233 ___ 70% CR MORE OF THE TIME, THE STUDENT FINOS FRACTIONS EQUAL 10
A GIVEN FRZCTION OR WHOLE NUMGER (EQUIVALENT FRACTION) AS

MEASURED BY TEACHER MADE TEST AND REPCRTED ANMUALLY BY IHE

(SPECIAL CLASS _TEACHER. oo i-mom— o o e et o

3930 133 ___ 70% OR MORE OF THE TIME. THE SIUOENT IMFFOVE CAREER KNOWLLOGE
OF CHOSEN CILUSTERS A4S MEASUPED &Y TELCHER CLSERVATION AND
REPORTED ANNUELLY BY THE SPECIAL CLLSS TEACHER.

3 832 33 ___ 70X OR MORE OF THE TINE, !kE STLDINY FERFORMS TASKS SHGWAING
TOENTIFICATION OF CAPEER CLUSTER CHCISE A% 1S RELATEO TO VALUES.
INTERESTS ANO ABILITIES AS I'ESSUNED BY TEACHER OBSERVATION anO
KEPORTEO ANNUALLY BY THE SPECIZL (145§ TEaCHZIR.

-

3633 133 ___ 70X OR MORE OF THE T1ME. THE—STUOENT PERFORMS TASKS SHOWING
- TOENTIFICATION OF SKILLS. KESFCHNSIZILITIES &hD REOUIREMENTS OF
CHOSEN CLUSTER JOBS AS MEASUREO BY 1£ACHER OESERVATION ANO
KREPORTED ANNUALLY BY THE SPECIAL CLASS TEACHER. :

3 S7v 1 33 . 70X ‘OR MORE OF THE TIME., THE STUDEMT PERFORMS SKILLS IN
- ORIVER EOUCATION FOR THE HANLOICAPFED AS MEASURZO BY TEACMER
OBSERVATION ANO REPORTEO ANKUALLY BY THE SFECXAL CLZSS TEACHER.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ISTUDEH! IDs

I

sommebise

NORTH EAST ORANGE COUNTY SELPA

&
_PRQROSED- INDIVIDOALIZED EDICATION PROGRAM (IEP)

SPECIALIST: REID, S.

L L] - G s gy wn lewn o apen

ANNUAL REVIEW DUE:
THREE YEAR EVALDATION:

North East Orange_‘ouﬁty.IEP

IEP DATE: 3/14/88
3/14/89

2701785 !

**Wf——~iauns*nnucuncz:;sncnxsu

IDISTRICT OF RESIDENCE:
, DISTRICT OF ATTENDANCE:

|SECTION ¥ DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

l K - e - -
'BIRTHDATE: 1/01/69 CA: 14 SEX: F 'GRADE: 08

!nnnnsss: & : CITY: BREA ZIP: 92621

| ’ ) .

| GUARDIAN: . PATHER" PHOEE &

ENGLISI PROFPICIENCY: FEP

BREA OLINDA SCHOOL DISTRICT
PLACENTIA SCHOOL DISTRICT
| SCHOOL OF ATTENDANCE: ™ TUPFFREE JURIOR HIGH

)= - HORK

A S
N0 INTERPRETER REQUIRED

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

lsecrion 11

woomnesessecancersbessebiseohini

PRESENT LEVEL OF

PERPORMANCE,

S - -

GOALS- AND OBJECTIVES.

SELF HELP/DAILY LIVING SXILLS (1000)
SKILLS ARE ADEQUATE

COMMUNICATTON SKILLS (2000)

i

DEFICITS ARE NOTED IN THE AREAS OF:
2110 ORAL COMMONISATION SKILLS

SCORES, TEST/DATE):

TN

)

l
|
|
!
|
I
{ PRESEHT‘ LE'EL or PERFDRNIHCB (}'BST.
|
!
|
|
|
)

AS DETERMINED BY:
EVALUATIDN COMMENTS

"

.- PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECI

GOAL: 2110 ORAL COMMUNICATION SKILLS

TEACHER OBSERVATION
AL OAY CLASS TEACHER

OBJECTIVE 2112AN ->BY _./__ STUDENT. WILL:
RESPOND TO0/COMCEPTUALIZE ABSTRACT QUESTIONS

ACCURACY: 50 % OR MORE

-

SR

185

OBJECTIVE FULFILLED ___

|

e e e e ey

/
/
tf




| ' - - PLGE 2

' PROPOSED IEP FOUR

D e L LT Ty SEUPRPS NP S iy S SO RN PR S hmemame:

'CUNTINUING SECTION 1I PRESENT LBVEL UF PERFORMAHNCE, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

ehead noovacvechhbocs r aeheoecbdas In

CUHHUNICATIUN SKILLS (2000)
GOAL: 2110 ORAL COMMUMICATION SKILLS

|
!
l OBJECTYIVE 2112AP = BY 3/84 STUDENT HILL:
! uxs;xucuxsu BETHEER SPOKEN MESSAGES WHERE IHFORMATION -
CHANSES
| . AS DETERMINED BY:" TEACHER OBSERVATION  ACCURACY: 50 T OR HORE
| PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER
| EVALUATION COMMENTS
|
|
|

OBJECTIVE FULFILLED ___:

OBJECTIVE 2112BL == BY 3/84 STUDENT uxnn.
USE MEW HORD(S) APPROPRIATELY IN SEMTENCE IN COMTROLLED
SBl‘l‘I!h!
AS DETERMINED BY: TEACHER OBSERVATION  ACCURACY: 60T OR MORE
PERSON RESPONMSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER - :
EVALUATION COMMENTS

. : ' : OBJECIIVE FOULFILLED ___
' OBJECTIVE 211382 =-: BY 3/88 STUDENT WILL:. -
- USE CORRECT SYHTAX IN SENTENCE PATTERN
AS OETERMINEO BY: TEACHER OBSERVATION ACCURACY: 703 OR MORE .
PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER '
BVALUATIDI CUH!EHTS i i o e e

h . s — —___ OBJECTIVE FULFILLED —_

PSYCHOMOTOR SKILLS (3000} .
SKILLS ARE ADEQUATE

ACADENIC SKILLS (4000)-

DEFICITS lRé NOTED IN THE AREAS OF:

4110 READING
4210 HATH
4310 SPELLING

186
\‘1

ERIC
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PROPOSED IEP. POR

v

. CONTINUING SECTION IT

cosbocnas - ccmivmeewn

-/

N

PRESENT LEVEL DF PERFDRHINCE' GOALS AKD 'OBJECTIVES

ACADEMIC SKILLS (4000)

--i---.----- - od booe

l

i _ ’ _
'4' PRESENT LEVEL OF PERFORMAMCE (TEST SCORES, TEST/DATE): :

i - .

|

GOAL:S 4110 READI NG

AS DE

" PERSOR RESPONSIBLE: SPBCIIL DIY CLASS TEICHER
BVILUIIIO! COHHENIS - x

OBJECTIYB 4115AV -- BY 3/84. STUDENT WILL:
IDENTIFY DEFIMITIONS FOR SPECIFIED WORDS FROM CUITENT IREAS

TERMINED BY: SPACHE DIAGMOSTIC RE ACCURACY: 60% OR MORE

T T RO osascfxvz-runrxnnzn :

OBJECTIVE 411586 == BY 3184 STUDEHT HILL.
. IDENTIFY. ANTOHYM FOR NOUM WORDS, 'ERBS, ADJECTIVES,
PREPOSITIDNS, AND PROBOUNS
AS DETERMINED BY: DETRIOT TESTS OF LEA ACCURLCY. 60% OR MORE
PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DIY CLASS TEICHER
EVALUATIOH COMMENTS _. __:. : bt

9t 21y gty

_ OBJECTIVE 41164

— - TOBJIECTIVE FULFILLED
8 «:BY 3/84 STUDENT WILL: ' '

" DEMONSIRATE MONTHS GROWTH. IN COMPREHENSION SKILLS

AS" DETERMINED BY: SPACHE DIAGNOSTIC RE ACCURACY: 90% DR HORE .
PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLISS TEACHER

EVILUITIOﬂ COHHEHTS

e e e e e e  ———— — ———————

el To2TT T :"‘l" FE R A S it S P I -

GDAL: 4210 MATH
* OBJECTIVE

- ‘ —_ DBJIECTIVE FULFILLED

'8! 3184 SIUDBNT HILL'

—

EVALD

AS DETERIINED BY. KEY leﬂ DIIGHOSTIC ICCURACY. 90! DR HORE
PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL UAY CLASS TEACHER

ATIDE COMMENTS

. - . i OBJECTIVE FULFILLED _-_

|
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PROPOSED IEP FOR G

[y—y ccanba sesBectcccicnciotaccchsanobihoncn tenrcsenenneenns®adesnolsa"

PAGE 4

ICQRTINUING SECTION I1  PRESENT LEVEL OF PERFORMAMCE, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

] cetcehtesnrcssecocnccsatccbacchacboawe-

lClDBHIC SKILLS (4000)
GOAL: 4310 SPBLLIBG
0BJECTIVE 4312AN ==BY 3/84 SIUDENI WILL:

MONTHS
AS DETERMINED BY: PEABODY INDIVIDUAL A

DEMOMSTRATE GROHTH I! SPELLING SKILLS OF AT LEAST

ACCURACY b S St S
PERSON RESPONSXBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLISS fBlCﬂER

BVALUATIDN COHHENTS

*+  OBJECTIVE a3 BY __/__ STUDZNT NILL:

= - T . o=

OBJECTIVE FULFILLED

AS DETERNINED B!" ' 3

EVALUATIOH COMMENTS

- ACCURACY: ________ .
PERSON RESPONSIBLES SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER

PREVOCATIONAL SKILLS (5009)
DEFICITS ARE NOTED IN THE AREAS OF:
Siib PRE=VYOCATIONAL . -:FUICTIOIAL ACADENICS
PRESEHT LE'EL oF PBRFORHAICE (TBS! SCORBS, TESTIDATE).

OBJBCTIVE FULFILLEO

—-—

GOAL: 5110 PRE=VOCATIONAL - FUNCTIOMAL ACADEMICS
* ' OBJECTIVE ____:_ -*BY 6/83 STYDENT WILL:

"AS DETERMINED BY:.HORKSAMPLES

l
!
l
]
!
|
|
i
|
}
|
1
|
|
I
I
|
!
*
|
|
|
I
!
|
!
l
I
!
i
l
:

B'ALUATION COHHBNTS

ACCURACY: *_

PERSON RESPOKSIBLE: REGULAR PROGRAM TEACHBR

,188  "227

0BJZCTIVE FULFILLED
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I

i
1
!
|
!
|
i
|

enwmea

:PRDPDSED IEP FOR &

:CORTINUING SECTIDN IIX

0-

PRESENT LEVEL OF PERFORMAMNCE, GOALS IND OBJECYTIVES

oek

PREVOCATIONAL SKILLS (5000)

PAGE 5

GOAL: 5110 PRE-VOCATIONAL - FUNCTIONAL ACADEHICS

. OBJECTIVE

=: BY 6/83 STUDENT WILL:

ceosccstshacocssTeecssresreacsssesssrhns reesseveneee’

AS DETEXIMINED BY:

NORKSAMPLES, .
PERSON RESPONSIBLE: REGULAR PROGRAH TEACHER
EVALUITIDH COHMENTS

ICCURACY' X ———————-

SOCIAL SKILLS (6000)

SKILLS ARE ADEQUATE

O0BJECTIVE FULFILLED

e’

!SECTION YII PLACEMENT..

LI LT TS )

'DESCRIPTION

-d

Bde i

&

ool

SPBCIIL DAY CLASS / u0 DIS

‘PERSOR RESPONSIBLE

OIS

FREQUENCY

D s g

ARTICIPATED : DURATION

13(09/82

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

—td

o

-

EXT YR

YES

.SECTION IY

OTHER HEEOS

Soocad

e dv ey

>

&

=

MIRUTES/PERIODS

'PARTICIPATION IN REGDLAR EDOCATION PRDGRAHSIIC!IVITIES

PRDGRAH CDDES

a

STANOAROS.

(IF "YES™, COMPLETE lDDEHDUH_-‘GRADU‘ I0N REQUIREMENTS):

-

3

ALTERHle MERNS AMD MODES FOR MEETING OR EXCEEDING THE DISTRICT"S PROFPICIENCY



Lo R .. ) b ‘ PAGE 6
‘PROPOSED 1eP rOR B ;

ECUNTIHUIBG SECTION IV - UTHER., NEEDS .

| - chavea cncsshnbnacntncecncharbintbecenbhanee e ol es ok sme: PP .

| ' SPECIAL EQUIPHENT/MATERIALS/METHODS

!
¢
'
1

| SPECIAL TRANSPORTATIONZ
l o . : - . P . :
{LENGTH OF SCHOOL DAY: BEGINNING TIME =" __3__ ENDING TIME = __3__

|LENGTH OF SCROOL YEAK (IF DIFFERENT FROM THE REGULAR SCHOOL YZAR): _i_

|

|

I

i

!

|

| | . - | -
o ‘ |
|

|

|

|
|
I
!
|
|
|

ERIC. - - e
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PROPOSED IEP FOR €

\
!
!
i
1
|

itTHLS INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATIOR PROGRAM HAS DEVELOPED AND/OR REVIEWED WITH ME IN
'LAUGOAGE AND TERMS THAT I COULD UNDERSTAND. I WAS GIVEM SUFFICIENT OPPORTUNITY
'T0 PROVIDE INFORMATION, SUGGEST MODIFICATINNS, ARD CONSIDER PLACEMENT OPTIORS

(I UNDERSTAND THAT THIS PROGRAM WILL BE REVIEWED AT LEAST ONCE A YEAR, THAT I
‘HAVE THE RIGHYT TO REQUEST THAT MY CHILD BE REASSESSED, AND THAT I HAVE THE RIGHT
T0 REQUEST THAT THIS PROGRAM BE REVIEWED OR REYISED. I UMDERSTAND THAT I MAY
REPUSE CONSENT, OR MAY WITHDRAW MY CONSENT.TO ANY PART OF THIS PROGRAM AT AHY "
[fIHB-“'I'UHDERSleD THAT THOSE PORTIONS OF THIS PROGRAM TO WHICH I GIvVE CONSENT
SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED IMMEDIATELY. I HAVE RECEIVED A COPY OF THE PARENT RIGHIS.

|

! L1 I AGREE WITH THIS INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM AMD

' MY SIGNATORE SO. INDICATES. ¢
[ ’ : . .

| L3 I AGREE HITH THIS INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM

» WITH THE CHANGES AS NOTED AND MY SIGNATURE SO. INDICATES.
) § lGiBé OMLY NITH THOSE SECTIONS OF THIS INDIVIDUALIZED

C1
~ EDUCATION PROGRAM WHICH I HAVE IIITIALED.

i

i
|

! .
€3l 100, nor lGRBE WITH THIS INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAN.
C 3 I UMDERSTAMD, AND CONSENT TO MY CHILD X3 LONGER RECELVING
SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES.

\

PARENRIGUARDIAN SIGMA?URB

el i e : . et et
DATE PARENT/GUARDIAH SIGNATURE DATE

I3

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS PARTICIPATED IN THE DEVELOPHENT OF THLS IEPS.

! B

I?ERSOH RESPOHSIBLE ?OR sruneur- -DATE PSYCEOLQEIST * DATE
2 S - wd ek o
IPERSOH RESPOMSIBLE FOR SfUDEHf. DlrEJuf"SPECIlL EDUCATION TEACHER DATEB
| L SR 2 AR
!IHDIVIOUAL'(SRUDBHT) : - DATE HURSE. . DATE
i L ’ :
! - aad ek e ‘ Y S
lDHINISlefOR (OR DESIGHEE) DATE REGULAR CL;SSROOH TEACHER ] DATE
— ot d 2
SPEECH. AND FAIGUAGE SPECIALIST - DATE OTHER , DATE
- : . s Tz ot : __,_J._ . - —_,-._’.
INTERPRETER ) 'N “ > DATE OTHER . - ~ DATE
3
1 v
. —- \\\\\
4
L ' : 191 =

230

: A SR A A

Q
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Alper, Theodore G, Individual Education Plans, How Well Do They Work?
Hayward, CA: - california State University, Hayward, 1978. '
(ERIC Ed. 161 235). | e

Barrick, Stanley W. and Effel], Nahcy C. Paperwork in Special Education: An -
Analysis and Critique. : Carmichael, TA: San Juan Unified School District,
TOB0 (ERTC ¥4, 195 063). .

Barrick, Stanley W. Report on the District-Wide Interviews in Special
Education: Teacher Satisfaction, Student Integration, and Student
Satisfaction. - Carmichael, CA: San Juan Unified School District, Research
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Bennett, Randy E. Misconceptions in Developing Special Education Information
Management Systems._ (Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
Educational Research Association, Montreal, Canada: April, 1983.)

Brown, N.P. “Cameo: Computer-Assisted Management of Educational Objectives.
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