L et N » ) ' . " . . . , f ' .
'_. ] . o ‘. v '.no- LN ' . v * e
. [ - . . ' ’ " ) ] B
* ’ . - .
B ) I . . v ' . . [ ] ) . ’n

" DOCUMENT RESUME o oy
. ’ s ' , ‘. .A ) ' "' l. .. . ’. . .\ '
BED 256 116 [, - . I :72 518 . . ...
. CTITLE - - Bvaluation of the Work Ability Program, 1 8&;83: Ao
SRR SN ) 'Cooperative Program of Vocational Trainin§g and Work S
S+ -, Experience tor“Special Education Migh School . - "
S ~ studenty, S
*  INSTITUTION Califorfia State Dept. of Education, Sacraments. .
v PUB . glanning, Evaluation, and Research Div, - . « o oV
| PUB DATE. B4 o o T N
NOTE o .6Bp. . g % ’ ;Q/ - g
- PUB, TYPE + ‘Reports ~'Eva1uativo/veaaibi11ty (142) <0 -
'EDRS PRICE * . MFO1 Plus Postage. PC Not Available from.EDRS. - G
DESCRIPTORS ° *Agency Cooperation; Coordination; Cost ELATE
. . Effectiveness; *Disabilities; *Emp}oyment JPotential;  *
: . High Schools; Secondary Education . o .
IDENTIFIERS * . *Work nbiLity P:ognam cn~ : . co T
. - ) $ i . . ‘) i ‘.;?~ l ’
ABSTRACT ' - )

[ ]

The report presents’ eveluative data on the Work | '
Abi ity program in California, an in-school program for handicapped
high schoolers. Designed tb increase the employability of handicapped _
students,-the program focused upon work experience.i the grivate RO
_sector” accomplished thgough coqrdinateduse of training an RS
emplo ent resources state and local levels. Three state agencies
.- were'involved in pro?ram planning and evaluation, the) State -
Department of Education, the Employment Development Department and
- the Department of Rehabilitation. Project activities fell into three
. ma¥nh groups, each having a variety oIcomponents: project s upport
'  activities to generate interagency and community involvemdnt (parent
" and employer involvement); work :expariende (job developme A -
placement, followup); and work r adinegs (student intake, diagnostic e
assessment and career exploration). A 'three part analygis of the . '
program analyzes the impact on student employment, examines program
- cogts by components and project staff ratings of the effectiveness
and 1mportance of those components gisg .+ .
th cost sharing by the participating
agencies cost. 9aV1nzl accruing to these agencies,.and reasons for
 differential expentiitures by local districts. Amon? major f£indings /[
¢t are that: agenc es reduced their per glient expend Qures because °£A A
- . cost ring and the exchange of s:gdent assessment data or unjque '
" service¥; on-the~jobl.training had gnificantﬁimpact on smployers and
sgudents, and more than one-third of Work Ability Students began the
‘transition from school to employment. (CL) ‘ - '

o

'Y

1] » ’
o~ , . . . 4

. N Y
v .
N v '

*****************kﬁ***********&****************************************

%" Reproductionsmsupplied by EDRS are the best that’can be made % .
C* from the original ‘document’, ¢ N
* ******ﬁ***************************** o :

***n******ﬁ***q*e***n**********#h




; Sy ooy T s R Ry e ot
[ ‘ . :
us DEPAN'M!NY of (DUCA"ON
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

- N X ' . . EDUCATIONAL RESOUNC ES INFORMATION
- . oo / CENTER (HpC)
. . ' ) \ \ Thia documunt has  boan 1oprodacet  as
- . /‘ . . . : \ . a , v rocwivad from  thy POIBON Or Grgunization
< ‘ l . ' s »I “ . . ) '. . - \ . c ongnating n
' L S ‘ r X < Miner cha
\ . P . - N . et have besn made to mprove
. ’

: o ' h . : . o 5 rprodisc ion q.,‘.my
. . . N . b i ", .
; o . S \ ® Pau
R “ - . N o ' \\ . i . onts of view o “"""”"5 stated in this dogy
. ] "
‘ . -t .. ° e . ) MONT G Dot o sssanly 1eprosant otficiat NIt

i
L
-
’ .'

4
. . M . U , . B . e . . - '\\ . . } POWTON o ;mlu,y
. » T A N ~ '
,‘\ : . - - N ] ’ »
. q, LI ' °
' .
L b * o j ' ¢ | L
RN Ll
v N , ' K Ce A
/ e \ he -
v DR v N ' .«
- m . ‘ . ] A i ' Py .
w " ) l » ! v!
77 Y .
B . . .
‘ . .o - )
. ‘ - . . . 1 . . . . ) . N

7

L Evaluation of the Work Ability Program |
f . 1982-83 - B

-/

) L A Coopergtive Program of Vocat'ionaLTrainlng L |
| Lo - “and Work Experi#nce for Special Education S
i ‘ ngh School Students o .) -~

| N
| . u
| \ V7 1
| o
' )
! ’
! ‘ v
. v
{ - ’ ;“,
) ‘\. L
‘< . .
"’
“.
r . k
. @ N
. - -

3 R . . ‘
L s . . . a

0 * v . |
_ , | ‘ |
* : poo . “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS j - . |
v, ne \LMATERIAL IN MICROFICHE ONLY \. N . 1

LI : ! .~ ’ '

\ ‘" : .. ;. HAS BEEN GnANTfo BY S . . o« ‘
) ‘ s

) s ' VRVETIRY | P : - . v 4‘
|

y l‘, o ’ ( - e ‘ v . o -
I v ’( ' “ Lt . . ' C ‘ . ‘ R )
: \"j ) L ' : L

v ! .70 THE EDUCATIONAI RESOURGES ; o '
. 4 L . . 3 " ) .
. T cr 4 ' INFORMATION (.ymm(mu ) | ) . . \ "

S ~ . " CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION '
LV : BIll Nonlg--Buperiptendunt of Public Instruction . " | C
c. . o Baoramentd, 1984 L

FRIC W) .

B A ruivex: provided by Eric




‘.J . | |

i -
10 3

_ ' Thus tegislative raport, which was prepared by the Division

. N of Planning, Evaluation, and Research, Califorma State
i . ** Department of Education, was published by the Depart-

~ - ment, 721 Capitol Mall, Sacramentor CA 96814-4785.
; . Any quastions regarding the report should be addressed to
William J. McCormick in the Division of Planning, Evalua-

& ¢ . . tion, and Research (phone: [816] 322-5012). For informa-
: tion about the Work Ability Program, you may contact the _

| Youth Employment Linkagds Service umit in the Depart-» ©
| , " ment of Education {phone: [916] 324-3643). The report was .
‘ . ' distnbuted under the provisions of the Library Distribution o ‘
| : ‘ ‘Act and Governmental Code in Section 110986. .- :

1984 .

BEST COPY AVAILABLE |




-

-

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS .+ » » .

a

»

N\

BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW . . .

X The Problem

»

The Work Ability Solution . . .
. y R

The Evaluation Design' « ¢ « o o

~

al

L] L]
L

t

WORK ABILITY AS IMPLEMENTED . . . ..

' Project Support Activities . . s

. # Job development
Job placement .

Interagency involvement . . .
Educational staff involvemént
Advisory group involvement .
Community involvement . . « .

Parent involvement

W\ ®

Employer involvement

Follow—up

|- ————Work Experience

Work Readinegs o s

ANALYSI‘S OF TH.E PR(X;RAM 'o ¢ @ o' e o o

Student 1intake
Service mapagement

SR
~

Diagnostic “assessment
Studggg,support services . .

Classroom instruction .
Career exploration
Vocational® courses
Employment services .

|

/

*

L]

L] -
L]
*

e o o o

-~

St

Emﬁioyment OQutcomess s o+ o o o =

R

Component Analysis o o o e e o o
\ ‘ :

'Component‘costa

ffectiveness and importance

o p

\]

{
0
L4
. e o o e o [}
e e e o e, e o
.k
e o e o e o .,
'
e e e o v ¢ o
)
e e o o e e @
e o o o e o o,
A
e o o o e o @
' 4
e = e o e o o
e & o [ . o o
s'e o & ‘e e ¢
e e e o e e o
e o s @ e o o
e o o o e e o
e
-
e o o o e = @
e o e o e o o
. e o o e o @
e ‘e o o e o o
e o o o e o o
e e e o e o o
e e o o e e o
e o o @ o« 1
e o e o e o o
e o e o e e @
e o o @ e o o
’
e o o ‘e e o o
e o » o ¢ e o
K4
e .o a'e e o o
e o e o S, e 3
. 2
e o o o ¢ ot oo
o o o e o o
s ¢ o & e e o

11

11
12

.13

13
14
14

15

16
17 -
18

19

19
19
20
21

22
23
24

25

26
26
28

28.
30




o ‘ _ - ‘ Page
COBtAnalyBiB:...........-...-.3...._.'%".'.31 .

{. ‘ Costﬂhﬂrln,g‘,.......'...“.........-n:".‘.. 33 ’

' ‘ COSC' BaVIlngB e ¢ @ o o o -: o o e e o o o o :‘o . 'o e o 33
’ LEA expenditure differentials . . . . . . . . ((a e« ¢ s o« 35
.S . . K
Fl - ' ‘. ’ . . r
APPENDIX s, e o ® e ¢ o @ o\ . 'o/ e o o ? o\ e e o .V'.' ¢ & o e 0 v, ¢ o 39
L] N . ~
e’ A * ' l
\.. ’ b 3 v
} < - ) 3
\‘l ¥ ' A
R \
N . .,{—'—- _ -
!
\ .
. . \ ' |
‘ . ‘ . . i " A—.—_.—_—’—‘———A'———-_—_—_______—_
¢ L -v;__-_—__‘__;_____“_—-————*_'—/ o . . o
a - ’ ) ,
4 r
- .‘ * ~ ~ @ ’
. ' ( .
. - - ' . -
. ¢ ) " v Y
/ . : . .\"\__
- \\‘




'3SUMMAZY QF FINDINGS T g

]

Work Ability is a successful in-school program for high s8chool age handi-

Y // capped yo&th.\‘lc links the resbugces snd Speciali}ed services of ihe California
State Departmenc'of Educdtion (SDE), the Employment ﬁevelOpmenc Department
- (EDD),hand the Department of Rehabilibacion tDi) with local educational aéeneies
E}EAB)‘CO provide‘a comprehensive vncscional and -employment prenaracion program{/.
. The progrsm hs} three major componenCs° (1) Project Support accivicies that
generate interagency and\community i;solvement, (2) Wogk Readiness activities

and services that mocivace BCudentB and provide them with skills, enabling them

to obtain and keep jobs, and (3) Work Experience, principally in ‘the private

¥

sector, that completes the studenc 8 preparacion fggﬂgmglgxmgnne__

Significanc findings from the 1982-83 implementacion of Work Ability are

' highlighted, below: o . \

\

: , . ( ' .
o Agency and community response to Work Ability enabled LEAs to exceed the ’
N om . ) \ rd

expectations established in ‘the iniciacing interagency agreement :

— 1,903 studeﬁts, 36 percent more than projected -meceived classroom
instruetion. ' ‘ ' '
S N

-- 1,176 studentst 78 percent more than prnlected, were provided work
ererience training. I . , . . . /

o The 34 participating LEAs were representative of California's diverse
gengraphy and'edncscional units. They incln&edz

--. 18 pghlic school districts

~

-- 11 coynty offices of education

’ [ bl

v -~ 4 Special Education Local Plarhing Agencies
L : ra
. -~ 1 regional occupational program . -




" —— 3Q0'vocgtional education teachers .

-— 124 local DR staff =~

- 135 school’cbugselots

Work Ability.services were provided By a variexf of professional and

support staff: e ' ot . L

v [

"

-- 561 special education teachers —
A ) .

- 582'technicians and* aldes

— 101 community organization staff -

~- 100 local EDD gtaff

Of the 1,903 participating studentsg: \
’, B .' -
-— 49 pé;cent_were enrolled in resource specialist programs, 33 percent in

>

-éséaiﬁl classes, 14 percent in special schools or centers, and 2 percent

N . ‘ .
in regular classes. )
'

-- nearly three-fourths had specific learning disabilities, 24 percent were
severely disabled, and 66. percent had one or mofé_sedére ‘employment

limitations. . ' , v

»

~- 80 percént performed at or below the seventh grade level in

academic aclilevement.
' ot

‘Work Ability was a cost-sharing program approximating an estimated cost of

/ o .

.4

$2.8 million. , oo

-~ SDE provided.$97l,27? from program development funds .(PL 94-142) that ,
LEAs uséd as needed for program components,

-- EDD pro#ided $235,066 from Youth Employmént Development Act funds (YEDA)
for work experience wages. | \ ’

AY

-- SDE and EDD leveraged the remaining $1.6 ﬁillion from LEAs, employers,

CETA prime sponsors, and DR.
B '

B .
‘ * &j )




IS
-- LEAs contributad $1.4 millioh (half the total cost) thrOugh redirecting
.

"

!
»

contributed $115,000 /and $83,000,

9

|
-

| their regular resources to the program,

| .

[

' ——«Employers and CETAtprime,sponsor/

hi

; 'respectively, for work experiende wg&ss.
/ : : ¢ ' .
{
! -- DR's principal contrihution was/ in the form of services provided to
] : . . .
/ * students referred by LEAs.
s 4§

} the exchange of student assessmerjt data or unique services. .
fd Project Suppqrt actiyities cost pn estimated $529 000. ¥
| - State agencies and LEA staffg negotiated roles and responsibilities.’
=+ LEAs garnereaﬁgteeangge&w;; ggtt*;non;we;;e;tion;i staffs, narents, ,
community groups, and employ rs: . “ﬁ
o Work.Readiness cost an estimated $1,216,000. Students recei;ed preparation;
in the Following areas:
- Assessments of their Pbilitnes, skills, and interests ’ ’
-— Career ékploration in areag of vocationai interegt . :' R .
—-* Academic, vocationef, anq/pexsonal counseling ’ | v
. -j Classroom training id euiloyment related concepts, understanding /the
job market, employer e pectations,’jeb search skills, interviewing
techniques, and inde endentAliving
‘ -~ Vocational training/ on school campuses or at participating regional
occupational prb”éamq and centers
-- Employment serJices tuch as jop referrals, registration with employment
services, and resume preparation ¢ |
o Work Expe;ience ttaining eost an estimated §1,077,000.,
) == 1,176 students h;h one or more pald work experiences, primarily in jobs
projected to be in high demand through i990. bt " o
v " ' : ) !
‘ L .
5
é? - ‘. I
T




-~

- Project and cooperating agency staffs developed jobs, 61 percent of

* which were provided by private sector employers.

-- A typical student received $542 in wages

on-the—jobstraining-

»

or up:to 150 hours of

\

/ abled stuﬂents served and private sector work e periencea provided. - |

/ .

/ ' - Employefa gained first-hand'experience werkihg

their needs and capabilities. Employers also.

-
e

‘support services when ne\essary, follbw-up suppprt from'the LEA, and tax

train at ngicgﬁt_heinre_hiring~~Eeeeiving—traiqtng‘aséqﬁfﬁhéé and

-

-~

credits for hiring special students.
LY

Students learned firsthand the importance of de?eloping basic education

o / . !
skills, specific job skills, and meeting employer. expectations regarding

I o On—the-job trainipg‘had significant impact, on .em loyers and sgudents;

lwith‘disabled persons,

ad an opportunity to

+
i
|
. T ok LEA expenditure- differentials were explained b sthe numbhr of severely dis~
|

i\‘

on-the~job behavior and deportmeht, groomiag, attendance, and

I \\ pungtuality.

o ) ) - Studynts' exhibited increased self-confidence and self-direction, recog-

[

\

’
O : a

iziyg that paid work experience was real work and not school-activity

sfﬂmlations.~

\

.

school ﬂ? employment.

)

A

By Maj\l983, 335 students held‘unsubaidized jobs. Three~fourths of
\ J ) ‘

these stgéeﬂ,g obtajned jobs frod employers who had provided work '

-experience training.

An additional 369 students had,employet commi tments for jobs to begin-

when school ﬁas out in‘June. \\\

4 t

Students who chpleted work experience were

{ v
jobs or job co

‘v

tments as students with no wo

LN

b

.5 times as likely to have

>

experience.

o0 More thah one~-third of the Work Ability students began the transition from -




\rehabilitation,\and public assistance, all of which are dependent on taxpaye} /

e ——— s J T it

S
. ot
- .1’

BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

National statistics indicate that a high praportion of mentally and physi-
'cally disabled young people graduate or leaVe school "at risk" in terms Bf,
self-sufficiancy and economic independence. Many become chronically unembldyed,

a copdition castly fortboth the individual and society. ‘Most visible of these .

costs are increasedfexpenditutks for supplementary security income, vocational

\

doliars, ' v , . \ _/h

~

The Froblem ‘ "{/- - , / ’

Local edutational agencies (LEAs) provide handicapped students an academic

v \
In addition, they offer some vocational training and teach skilis for inS?penL

1]

itative job training and employment service assistance on a walk-in or refer

4

ral basis. Unfortunately the services of the LEAs and other agenoies are

separated and frapmented.\ As a result, students often fail to make a smoot

1

transition from gchool to, employment.

Aware of the problem,\the California State Department of Education. (S E)

conducted. a two-year ‘study of the vocational programs proviqed for special

education studénts.l The study had two purposes: to determine the current

condition were: . .

13

lcalifornia State, Department of Bducation, Vbcational Preparatiof for
Special Education Students at the Secandary’ Level - 1981



i~

Speciat/eduCation teachers tended to focus on teaching basic skills and ,

were uhprepared to teach a full ?ange_pf-vocational skillsl

- -  Regular voch#ional education teachers were unaccu;tomed to individualizing
| " " curricula to.meet the expectational needs of special'educ;tion st;dents. .
- Gaps 1n service occurred betweeﬁ échqols and community'agénoies of ten
! - , ' because of pfoblems'in joint plaqping, cboperéfive use of regou{ces,}
o advocacy for the han@icapped, and ,budget limitations.
On the other hand, exémplaf§.vocaéional training programs wére cha:act;rized
-  Strong administrative support for a coordinated sequence of vocational °
activitieSr -7 .
= - <Cooperation among pub%ic and private agencies and employ;ré in the
;coﬁmunigy t; provide érogram support, std&ent training, and jops, *
: p
- Regular follow-up studies of students that provided:data on programjh
efféctiveness. N
These findings formed the basis for planning a stakewiﬁe; interagency
o " ' ‘
solution €o the problem of providing for the vocational training and employment
, preparation of handicapped yodkh in'Califo;nia consistent with the‘requireménts
of Callfornia Statutes, Chapters 1218, 1276, 1353; (1980).
'~\ " The Work Ability Solution ot : . , /J» ;
) 1 In {2?2;vthéee quifornia state agenciesfcooperatéd to plaq for and fund
' an employment preparation program to be known as Work Abilitf. The State
. Départmeﬂf'of‘Education (SDE) allocaééd $921, 272 from PL 94-142, a federal -

source for special education. The Employment Development Department (EDD)
' / .
provided $235,000 for student-work experience wages from Youth Employment

Development Act (YEDA) funds, a state source‘for youth training projects,
: f

And the Department of Rehabilitation (DR) directed its staff to facilitate

‘ _ . // 11 o | ] ’ | ,,
’ ‘ | 69 .A . . .




early identification and servicea'for\eligible students in the Work Ability

’ v (I
Program. :

- ‘The goal of Work Ability was to increase the employability of handicapped .

“  high school students. To accomplish this, students would be provided with an

- .- N " . - .

articulated program clearly focused upon work experiefice in the private sector.
Implementation of the program was to be accomplished through coordinated use of

tratning and employméht resources at state and local levels. .Intéragency '
. Q N (‘
agreements uould\guide the program, cootdinate resources, and eliminate )

_ﬂ._\,___.__.___l__,,, [ . S R ———

duplication of services. Such agreements are required of agencies that share

é

' responsibility for providing seryices to the handicapped.

-

T At the state levely SDE, EDD, and DR staff provided_coordinated pfbgram

' . N ‘
direction.and technical support. Three state leveX workshops, cooperatively

planned\by state and local staff, dealt with state policies and issues of

local agency particiﬁation;w.WOrkshop participants exchanged-effective training

"procedures and community'igvolvement techniaues. : | ey ‘
~+ At the local level, potential project recipiemts developed, with state

assistance, plans for differentiated services to be provided by the LEA,. EDD,

. \;. )
and DR staffs. This close linkage, it. was anticipated, would produce benefits

for ,all agencies: Educators would pfovide EDD and DR staff with useful records,

{
> of student assessmegts and vocational training, thus facilitating EDD and DR

procedures for providing student services; and EDD and DR staffs w0uld assist

. ’ ~ the LEAs by improving school employment curriculum and by providing specialized

{

services such as job development. Each 'LEA application sppcifggd Ehe manner in
A which community~based organizations and local employers would be involved,

the studentg to be serveo, and the types of student and related gervices that
)

would'be provided. To assyre LEA administrative” approval and support of the

proposed project, signatures of administrators were reouired. Alao identified

[R]
~ . i N . \




! . . » " LY ’ . ) * T . v . , / ‘ ’
by . . _ ‘ ' . _ !
-were LEA project-directors respoﬁaible for ongoing advocacy and program

s . i . ' ., . . . /.
' coordination. . . - . . ‘ T . o Co .
. e B ) - LIRS . "\ b : .
%e Evaluation Desigg‘ “ ) ‘ ’ - | o . \ »
- The, Work Abilfty evaluation plan was c00peratively developed by the three )

\ r
gtate agenciea with the assigtance of an evaluation -advisory committee composed
° ’ / . . N

Pf project directgrs; These eValqation p;annefg saw te need for informatiop

2
v !
f0cubed\on‘the follb&ing ﬁqeptiohs: ,
1. "What types of particiéants (s;udgﬁts;'égency staff, aqd.coﬁmunity) werk . :f
1nv;Ibed in ‘the program? " | l. f ;h ) L : ~
2.\ How was the program implemented and what wére the setVices prpviJéd - '
students to 1aneaqe¢their employability? K ' v

3. How effective were thefpfogramfs different compohents and what were the

« ' ¢osts?

: é . - A
4. To what extent did the participating agencies and community groups

’

prgviﬂe res&ﬂrces and fu diﬁg for the program?
?. What wefehthe oytcomes.ii\@erms of student aﬁd'?gency_ggnefits?
Several data.sources were used, and the findings were shared among t;e

) ..
cooperating agehcies. EDD collected individual student data regarding enrollment,

4

q‘i:ices received, and the agencies providing the resources. EDD also conducted

on-site reviews of six projects, interviewing staff, employers, parents; and
“‘tudents. SDE collected end-of-year project data, 1néluding déscrﬂbtions of - |
¥, f:“l' ' s,

o | ol

program activities and eervices, cost estimateﬂ of sources used, and staffim At
. M W 'J

ratings of the relative 1mportance and efftctivenees of services provided. And

DR provided field office counts of student referrals and client classifications
va,” ’ o

~and counselors reports of how well the program was workRing in thelr regions.

. . . - e
-




"schools, 7 alternative achools, and 4 adult education schools.

tional career centers,’ vocationa‘l €ducation-programs, and work egperience. r
: ' ' /

programs. In these LEAs, project staff were able to cal] upon the resources‘and R

WORK ABILITY AS IMPLEMENTED-

.. R Ve
‘ W(,)}k Ability projec*g operated 1n 34 LEAs during the 1983—810 school year.

<

- .

These LEAs were representative of the State 8 geog;aphical regions--urban ¢

suhurban, rural*-and its educational agenciea (Bee Appendix Table A-1).

.Approximately half (18) o‘f\the LEAs were high school or unified school districts,

[

- the remaining p.ojects were locatéd in 11 county offices of education, lo special * \:

4 - 5 Lt
education planning agenciss (SELPAs), and one regional ocmpetion program = - h
/

(ROP). 1In all, "229 schools participa}ed. 162 regular public h.igh schoole, 30

special day sch&ls or centere, 14 continyation high schools, 12 nonpublic
X

o

Extensive state coordination .and direction were provided the p&ect' SN
’ N -
staff. Designated program and evaluation:staff fro;)n the three agencies gave -~

-

technical assistance, reviewed:the different agency requirements, and ch&i’on-

% e

. \ - :
ally modiffed them (e.g., student eligibility and work stipends) for the v
N v

pro—

- gram, Overall program direction and day‘o-day assigtance were provided by:the

\ o N
SDE project ‘director} ‘ | : o e / /

L]

. e
The average LEA grant was $34,000. /' SDE provided WOrk AbiliZy grante from

3'94 142 funda to pach participating LEA.>*EDD supplemented ‘thesk grarts in 20

LEAs with YEDA funds for student wages. The projécts served an average of 66 '

' - ¢

students, the number ranging from 19 to 23.students. ' \/ o

Ty

The/Work Ability projects reflected pre-exisbj.ng programs in the varioue -

LBAs For example, in a few LEAs-*—particularly thoee in large metropolitdn
v o~
arehs--WOrk Ability was the capstone of previously. formulated and fully opera- '

A ]

L

ol ]

'e'xpertiEe of local educational staffs to implehent"Work'Ability \fo,pspecial

) ’ M AL e 5w . LY ~»

| |
9, v
N
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»

- ) ' ‘ . A'\
education students. More commonly, however, projects operated in LEAs where

)

. e

] - ' A
vocational and work experience programs were either n existent or in embryoypic
- L T \ ) Y,

stages of developmeg;)for speci;k education students.

As of May 1983, 1,903 speciaﬁeducacion students between the ages of 15

and 22 years participated inm WOrk &lility projects througbout the State.2

Ninety*three perpent of the st%?ents were 16 years of age ot XIder, raflecting

L%

project focuq on serving students most ready for work experience. Sixty-nine
percent of the students were male. The racial/ethnic composition was as fol-

lows: 70 percent white, 16 percent Hispanic, 1l percent black, and 3 percent, -

"_:'.:_'_ ,,-/‘ ¢ »
# other. S w "

L}

Special learning disabilities impaired the functioning of 73 percent of’
J

¢ . - .
, \ //the students. These,disabilities included impaired understanding, speakipg,\ ' .

and/or writing. Sixteen percent were classified as mentally retarded with

¢

+ deficits in intellectual functioa}ng and adaptive behavior. Twenty-four percent
were claséified as severely disabled, a proportion largef than 18 found in the

statewide special education population. Other handicappfhg konditions exhibited
¢ N N N , ' . \
by participants arellistqd-in Table A-2 in the Appendix. .

-

Participants were”enroilgd in a variety of school settings. Nearly half
. | -
were 1n resource specialist programs in-public schools. Another 35, percent ’
1 .
\were in special classes in regular schools and 14 percent were in special day

schools or centers. The remaining 2:percent were enrolled in regular class-

1

rooms. Academically on standardized measures of achievement, 80 percent of the

students performed below the seventh grade level--that is, three or more years |
: R * b
below their age peers in regular“ programs. ' '

. KY
.
f .
= . | N Y
. b 4
. 5

-

. 2Anhddditionnl 200 students’ participated -in summer projects. The statis-
tics on these participants are not included in the analysis presented in this
’ document. . .t . .

N
s ¥ . ¢ "




Nearly two~thirds of thehstudenta|had ong or more severe employment limita-~

~tione. The five moet commonly noted limitations, in order from most to least
L(.\Q
frequent, were cogn;tive or perceptual, communication impaitments, short atten-.
)
tion spans or tenacity, social or emg!hbgal instabilities and impaired abili~ ~N

- ties to use public transportation.. The severely disabled ag might be expected

%4,
had two to three® times as many sl‘jloyment limitations as the othet participente

-~
“

in the projects. ‘ C L &
The operational focus of WOrk Ability vas work experience for special

qducation'students. To prévide these experiences, project staff performed or
’ ’ . N ’;‘ . ‘ N

ghgaged in a'wide range of activigies,'hgrviees, and tasks. These are gmouped
- ! * ‘ ‘

for purposes of discuﬁbion-as'followa: -project support activities, work

‘

experience related activities; andgwork readiness’_activit.ies..s
' 4

Project’ Support Activities R .
l v
Generating suppota for and involvement in Work Ability involved project
Y ?
staff:’in several activities, each of which contributZd to the sucgess of the
program. Rated 1n te’ﬁs of their relative importance, these activities included

inVOlving education personnel involving the community, recruiting employers,
developing interagency agreementBL involving parents,:and establishing advisory
",\'s
. 1 -
groups. Each of these activities is discussed in this section, in order of

*

‘their usual sequence in the projects.

N . f

. .
Interagency 1nvolvetg'__. Interagency cooperation and coordination of

LY

services were considered important concomitants of the program. Project

staffs opened communication channels with local EDD and DR offices to promote

¢

this coordination and cooperation. In jeint planning sessions often facilitated

by the SDE coordinator, LEA, EDD, and DR personnel met to clarify goals, define
' | 4 |

roles and responsibilities, Je&wg;pectations, and establish problem-solving

c . . : " .

procedures.
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x» From local ofﬁicps, 100 KDD and )24 DR staff participated in projects,

Both the type and amoupt of, interagency participation or 1nvolvdment varied

\

from project to project. In some prqjects, EDD and/or DR perao*nel provided

Y, osigni.ficant: amounts of hervi%e~to thd pfoject either in direet services or in '9

redirected services or-costs. These services included jab deve opment aweis~‘lhl
¢

tance and placement labor market 1n£ormation, job earch proce ures workahops, )

vocational counseling of students, sohe diagnostic aseessments, and transpor-
, ' : / T ) : x
¢t tation funds. In some.projects,_EDD‘and/oﬁ\DR had minimal involvement past the
. , ‘ . [{] . ]
Mnitial ﬁlqhning stages. Budget constraints were cited frequently as the reason- ;j/

’ - v

for limited.interagqpcy involvement. . oot

. \\ . - L4
Educational staff 1nvol3ement. In addftion to developing interagency

involvement, projects had to generate'suppo t and participation by the educa-

' ~
tional staff wi the projects’ purview. hat 1s; they had %o involve
- ‘ '
! teachers——special, regular, and vocational--ROP/C 1nstructore, counselors, and

“«

adminiatrators of relevant agqncies and pregrams.-:To do this, meetings were
\ " ’ :
held with the educatidnal staff and administrators of the different schools and

céﬁters involved. Project directors and other key staff explained Work Ability 8
goaif and disCuss:d ;he need for sequential and coordinattd services. During .,

s ' uh;se meetings, participati&n qudstiogz\and ;ssubs diﬁcussed and resolved .
included: cgiter a for student eligibilitx) student sur ce referral procedures, '

‘ ~and the reeponsibilities of each segment of the prujecn (e.g.. assessment

t

vocational training, and work exparience). ';f -ﬁ: v
» & M ' ™ «if -
The educational staff providing Work Abigfqy Jeryicgs ‘totaled 1,755.

Y Special education teachers, the group wit;\ﬂirect’responqibility ‘for moggkgf the
project participants, constituted 32’ percent of the\educacional staff. Thése
N
" teachers provided more tHan half of the omployment related ingtruction, taught, *

career exploration, and provided some diagnostic aaseaameﬂ¢s and employment

e . ’
e
o .0 /o
[ , )
. oot 1 . )
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services. Regular teadhera and vocational teachers constituted 21 percent and -

{Z percent of the education staff, respectively. Their activities cloeely
R / .

paralleled those of the special education teachera. Techniciane and aidee of

different types were important adjuncts to the certificated staff and consti-

tuted 16 percent of the total. They servéd in career and/or vocational assess~—s

A ‘
[

ment centers and providpd job debelopment, placement and follow-up servicea'iﬁ
. - . ( ‘ N .
many projects. =The remaining portion.of the educational staff ‘were counselors

~and other specialists, ueﬁally‘involved-éﬂ project support activities, eervice

. 1
management, and student services.

0

L} . .
Advisory group involvement. 'It was incumhent on each project to establish

‘an advisory group for“ita~program,- The size, composition, réle(s) and fune- -

Bl . - ’

tions, and the frequency of meetings varied considerably from pro Gt to'pro~

)

ject. Advisory groups varied‘iiaz*five to more thanufWenty individuals. In a l?

few projects, only educators were atanding members. More typically, the groupe a

were broad based and included representatives from the participating educational ’!"

units, ROP/Cs, interagency providers, community-babBed organizations euch,as ’.
™ : N
CETA Prime Sponsors, Private Industry Councils (PICs), Youth Employment Service

(YES) offices, pré-existing special education councils, and parents of

partfaipating students. ' ' . ‘ \\
Some advisory groups functioned primarily as steering committees and\,
sounding boards for ideas. These groups tenzea to meet only a few times during -

the program's M fe. ' More active advisory groups gave viaipilit to theé program
’ . : N . w

in the community, engaging in job development activities and occasionally

providing services. These latfer groups tended to meet more‘frequently and to

participate in the Ongoing monitoring of the projects.

Community involvement. /;Xojects used several techniques to involve the

‘community in Work Ability.';Some asked CBO, PIC, and YES representativea to

L

'13 .IE;.
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W N y w .
' ' _vee?;e an their adviso%y groups. But generally, projects attempted to give

y;aibiii y to xﬂe program through media coverage (e.g., newspaper articles,

television agg;radio spots), distribution of brochuree or flyé%e to service
d H ' .

organizacions (eege,s Kiwanie, ROtary,'Lions), and presentations ‘fo bueineee

"Jorganrzations (e.g., Chamber of Commerce, Businees-lnduetry Councile) Human

interest featuree bhat'Tocueed on individdal #dtudents, rather than the prograng as
. ept :
. v . L ) ] ‘ ’ .
. a whole were 2ometimea quite effective in raising community awareness of the
. . L v .
-pfoEt!h.\ One péoject,developed an effective slide-sound presentation to de-"

vséribe-its\program.to community groups. However, project staffs generally

reported that community involvement efforts generated few employer,/volunteers
- ' ;

for work experience training. L . J

Parent involvement. Project staff had two major tasks with respect to

parehth: obtainihg permission for their children to pafthipate in the program;
and actively involving parents in support and implementation. In many projects,
lettere‘explaining thegpyogram were the first eontacte, followed.by telephone
ca11;. The most effective technique fo}{gaining parental approval appe;fed to.
~}-be the Individual Education Plan (IEP) conferences. Du?#ng initial conferences,
etqff geecribed the WOrijbility program, obtained parentei,bermieeion'to
tpdnemit information foF DR evaluation, and developed job training and emeioy- " |
'ment plene: The'se;ond task, that of actively engaging parents in the program,
*Was more difficult. Project staff reported limite& success 1n getiing parents
to'qgtend meetings, provide job developmen; activities, or assist witﬁ

transportation. .

o~
Employer involvement. Generating employenr\ interest in. and support for Work

Ability was rated by project staffs as.one of the most impoftant of the project
égﬁport activities, Activities at this stage set the groundwork.for recruiting
employers for participating etud?gxé. Flyers, brochures, posters, and letters

. . p t 19
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called employers' attentibn to the program. In addition,’ project staff made (
[ . N
v

presentations to PICB,‘Business—lndustry-Education;Councilé, CBOs,- and other

o

business or service orghnizations in‘the community. More specific discussion of

: A
.. 'y . '
employer 1onlvement is contained in the next section ,under ‘the heading Job
Development. - . ’ L
' - }
Work Experience .y ’ -
—

18 t\

Thé main objective of-WOrk Ability’
the transition to,?mployment by providihg/yocat onalfand on—-the-job training.
Sﬁccessful implementation of work experience v¥rifies the adequacy of the chain
of program services that preceded‘itt *During the 1982-83 sch0ql yeér, Work

Ability pﬁovided paid\ﬁork experiences for 1,176 students, exceeding the

~
2

program's initial expectations.by 78 percent.3
. \

'WOrk_experience had direct impact not only on students but algo on their

teachers, paﬂgnts, and employers. Td illpstrate: Students exhibited -increased

self-confidence and self-direction, both in schdoi and at home. -Teachers and
parents noted that students attended to classwork more diiigently,’in pari due
to employer reinforcement of reading, writing, ébmmunication, gﬁd computation |
skills on the job. Epployers gained new perspectives aboyt handicapped pebpie,
their needs and their capabilities. The follow—up staff in one project re- -
ported,‘for example, that employers rated 86 pe;cent ;f the student workefs as’

meeting or exceéding expectations. Furtherﬁore, t%ese employers indicated they

would hire the special students if business conditions warranted an additional
v

_employee. - 3

~ /' »
Providing work experience for students involved developing jobs, plaq}ng

4

students according to their interests and abilities,»gnd providing'foll"Lup

’

.

g ~n

3Projects we?évnot asked to report unpaid work experiences which 4
occsionally preceded paid work experience. o . ,
|, ' 1520 ’ "‘ * "
e o )

>

o' prepéare hand}capged students for

A

<

’
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seryicee to students and employers. Each of these\dctivities is discussed 1n‘p

] ~ 4 /

the remainder of this section. - , ) ) -
. Lok : ' ’ /
Job development., LEA, *EDD, and DR job developers ‘generated l,jthwork /

experience opportunities for students. Sixty-one,pergent of éthese were provided
. \ ,

by private sector employers, 25 percent by schools, and 14 pefcent by other/
.“ 12 . N . Q I/‘
pdblic'agenciee. Job developmed%, however, was a highly labor idutensive gctivity,

. often ‘involving specialisfh,.qucial'education teachers, techniciang, aides, and -

]

others, . o * ;

Several techniques were uséd to develop jobs. One'hpproach was/%o circu—~s

fgte brochures and other informational leaflets to acquaint poiential ‘employers
o /

w{th Work Ability, its goals, 'and how pé&ticipqtion in the program coul@ benefit
. \ _ K .

employers. ‘'Then, follow-up contacts were made to further encouyage employers

and to identify types of work experience training opportunities available.

Another approach was to determime the vocational abilitieg and interests

of qtudents and then contact employers who q}ght~provide wprk experlences
) . :

for: these students. With thd s approach, the job developer provided evidence to
the employers that potential employees had been screen d for work attitudes,

competencies, and behaviors. This saved employer time and reduced his or her

risk. The job developer also responded to specifig questions, addressed employer
/

concerna,faed dsscribed other incentives availab}e. -

These incennives, including wage subsidies from YEDA ($235 000) and CETA- |
\

($83,000), were important leverages for ‘the Job developer. " Tosdefray all or -

[}

part of dn empfgyer' costs for training the handtcapped,femployers could

’

recelve prescreening &{ applic;nts by thﬁvLEA, no cost on-the-job training

before hiring, traihi and follow—up by the LEA, and tax credit for hiring

specihl youth. Project \staffs repopted and EDD on-site 1nterviews confirmed

that payinyg wages and workers' co?pensation enabled many employers to

participate.

\ CI |
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Job placement. A total of 1,176 students were placed tgtbne'or more work .

experlemces during the 1982-83 program. These experiences ranged from minimum

skill jobs such as assisting at a recycling Center and busing dishes to more _
“ o A ) ‘ . 1

skilled jobs such as cashier, retail salesﬁersonﬂﬁand'law‘office assistant.

" Based on a sample of 10 projects, the work ekper;ences fell. into the following

DOT (Dictionarz_pf'bdtupétiOnal Titles) categories: 4] percent in service ’/,F”

occupations; 30 percent in c1er1ca% or sales; 12 percent in the machine trades;

4

and, 17 percent in cagegories ranging from agriculture to benchwork to structural -
{ o . . K] R

wo.k occupations. Cleas}y then, students were being prepared for and trained in,
»

those types of jobs which thé B8reau of Labor Statistics has projected as high

need areas through 1990.

-

‘

For some students, particularly the lower functioning, some type of public S
sector work preceded private sector employmentw, Experiences in schooib assist-

ing teachers or in community ggencies assisting in hospitals, convalescent

homés, ;r similar sites allowed students to gain training in less competftive

surroundinés‘than they would have expériencéd in privatebsector jobs. Clearly,

work experlence presented new and challenging situa;ions for students. Oftenl

their school routines were disrupted aﬁq class schedules rearranged to accommo-

date for. off-campus work. Several types of.incentives were used 'to enéourage {

students to venture into these new challenées. Students received high school ‘ \

credit, lettersvof commendation and/or certificates,“and job referrals. ﬁﬁt the

greatest incentive to stuﬁents was wages. - , ‘ : ‘. ..
According to*pfolect repo:ts, wages gave greater importance to work experi-

ence than any singie incentiQé. Receiving. wages afgigméd to students that they

had “"real” jo%p and not Juét another school-type activity. The typical student - )

received minimum wages totaling $545 f#% up“to 150 hours of employment. YEDA \

L) . ‘
. v

U
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grants paid for 37'perc‘nﬁ of the wages; LEAs, for 19 percent; CET4, for 13
.percent; the SDE grant; 'or‘ll percent; employers, for 18 bercent; and other,
] ] \

for 2 percent.

,

Follow~ug. Once a st

tremely important. It pro

ent was placed at a job site, follow-up was ex-

. : . x
eddlinkage between the scHooIfand employeﬂ& allowed
~glte

job deveiopment and placement\ procedures to be reviewed, and provided o
assistance to students and employers, thereby fulfilling program commitmépts.

Follow-up étaff maintainea_contact with employers and students throug

frequent telephone calls and peniodic on-s{;L visits. This allowed them to

. : g ' o
provide progress reports and fee Qack to case managers and school staff aboutw

students’ successes and abQut the &ppropriéténess of job placement procedures

t

Follow-up staff also‘asked employeks\to evaluate the performance of students.

A '\> P
Sometimes these evaluations werd infoimal, but‘mpre often projects developed

e\e ployers. Most employers, both private
2 .

A

rating scales to be tompleted by
_and public, rated student ferforman ¢ 48 "good” to "very good.". Furthe}more,
- ; v o

'employerg typically reported positive é&titudes ;dwards Work Ability and were
willing to contique,trainiﬁg disabled sﬁudénts in the futﬁré.

. ' ’
Follow-up also included job-site assistance. Primarily, this took the
form of counseling with students and consulting with employers. At times,

follow-up staff were better able to communicate with students than the employers &>

' * ' é
and could explain procedures and tasks in meaq}ngful terms., Follow-up staff
. . ‘; !

were also-able to help employers adapt their methods to the slow~to-learn

-

employed. On rarf/:jjjglons, follow-up staff suggested minor job-site modifi-

cations or_studentf€upport services not anticipated at time of job placement.
Follow—up was the finér activity in the 1es of activities and seryicesv

comprising Work Ability., And, as might expected, activities and services

of earlier components claimed greéter staff actentioh. Several projects,




therefore, have indicated that greater lmportance and attention wi]ll be given

. . : R T ' fe . t J
thé follow-up in the future. : . ‘ : ’ - '

.
«

Work Readiness he ' s

-’(

To prepgré,students for the work exgeriencelphaée ofﬂthg'p:ojects, staffs
Ks engaged in and provided se&eral types\of services. ;Eight ;grvicq Aare de-
scribed in this section, each of which was implemented t; some ex:ent-in'all or ' -
most of the LEAs. Included for discussion are student intake, service manage—--
\ “ment,'diagnostic agseésment, student support services, career explloration,
! v »

classroom training, vocational training, and empioyment services, T

Student intake. Inthke into a project involved recruiting gtudents and

-7

screening their qualificgtions to deiermine eligibility for tﬁh\+rogram.

A}

' many projects, recruitment activities 'were broad based. Flyers,|brochures,

©

B

notices, and conferences were used to inform a variety of Fefegral sources about

the program's goals, objectives, and the eligibility criteria fofr student
-

intake. By and large, however, recruitment activities focused ch\the special
\' /
‘ education staff and others (e.g., counselors) most familiar with the targeted ’

student population. In a few projects, student self=teferral of parental
g referral played an important role in the intake procedures. ‘ - \
Typicaliy, students and special education staff participated 1ﬁ selection
proceedinés. Selection committees reviewed the applications, c&nsidéring
variables su;h as the student's skills, stated areas of interegt, previous
vocafional training and experience, and job readiness for plachent. The

committees varied in size and composition:' some had limited re¢presentation; .

others included special education and vocational teahﬁefs, counseiors and EDD\

and QF personnel. b :\B

Service management. . Management of student services involved coordinating i

the activities of the different educational and interagency sthfs participating\

\ 19 .




: - '3 . . : ' )
in a project.. Coordipation of services wasd accomplished by counselors and other
specialist staff,.either as teams or as caée manégers. Thébetaff used intake
- ‘. L] : ’ -
/ J
’ ' interview information and diagnostic assessment tha to determine student needs

v 4

» {
for work readinesa services and for work experiehce. Then classroom and voca-

>0
’

tional training plans were ,developed. Service managers also provided assessment

-

- and student need information to referral agencies, éuchxas EDD and DR.

r Special educafion staff were encoufaged to follow through on student
. AN

recommendations by including' these elements in the student's IEPh(Individual

\

: - f .
Education Plan). Im\addition, often a plan for support séfv;ces\was provided

v '
‘to vocational course instructors, identifying the specific needg of the stu-

‘dents. A project form illustrating this type of plan 1is inciuq;d in the.
] - .

Appendix (see Exhibit 1)« . . L
E;ghty-nine sfudents in the prograﬁ:were DR élients prior to/paf%icipaﬁioh
. 1in projects. \Another 1,191 were referred go this agency f5} services. By the
close of the project year, 26 percent (307 i}udents) had been evalﬁated, fouhd ' //
eligible for DR services, and had'employment preparation plans developéd.l\ N -7
'“%Twelvé percent Were féund ineligible or their cases ﬁere_kloéed brior to‘de§efi' .

opﬂgnt of a vocational development plan. Still under review were 62 percent of

the referrals. Projects reported typical time delays between submission of qﬁta

»

. to DR and feedback to the LEA of ome to three months. More timeiy responses
\ * N - ’
could have facilitated appropriate servicing of students by projects. \\
¢ -~ -Diagnostic ass®kssment. Planning for appropriate vocational training and \\\

, ’ rl P : \..\. \
////placement and referring students to DR required project staffs to employ several \\\
: . L

¥
types of diagnostic assessment. These ranged from paper and pencil measureg of A

: .
NP

/// achievement and/or 1ntérests, to manipu}ative measures of dexterity or skill
;// levels; té medical and psyghofogical/pqychiatric evaluations. Some diagnostic- X
. N . ‘

data were part of student records prior to project intake and were not replicated

.20,
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' 'additional types og assessment were needed. ' .

_(e.g., the»Wide Range AJ;ievement Test the Péabodz _the Brigance) and 84

Hfor evaluating student eligibility and drawing up vocational plans, DR contrib-

two years instead of.éﬁe. | -

o '(',‘S" T T e e >

P
(e.g., achievement testing, intelligence scores). Frequently, however,

-
1.
>

" A typiCal,studeni\iiiord cnntained three or four pleces of assessment

data..Approximately 85 percent of 'the records contained scholastic test data

1 bt

. 4

'percent had vocational latereste and qbilities data (e.g., VALPAR thpqnent Work ‘

S
Samgle, the. Purdue Pegﬁoard ggxterity'Teet, the Minnesota Clerical Jest). R .
Psycholog%gal and/or nsynhiatric enqi:axions nere 'fn 31 pefcent and 201pefcenu,
réspectively,_of the records. General and/6rispécial medical exanlnation N\ Lo /
RERN . . .
information wexe in ZO*peréént and iZ percent, respectively. And work . ' .ﬂﬁ oo
v . - ' ‘ . ' -~ t

competency evaluations were completed for 15 pexcent of the-stugents.

The range of.diagnostic asBessments reported reflect DR data requirements ’ \

uted fundn'for*and/or con}ucted gsome assessments in all the categories listed -

above, with the exnébtton of scholastic 'aptitude. DR’s'largest cqntributton was

for the cost of general medicals, where it was the primary or secondary funder
for nearly 70 percent of the{examinntions Leported. Some project staff believed

DR ‘should consider psychological evaluations as current if they were done within

-

\ 1
* ) M . \

Student support services. LEAs, DR, and EDD provided and/or funded student

*

snpport senvices for 95"percent nf the progect participants. Five major
classificaﬁigns of services are discussed below; .counseling, transportatiOn,
assistive devices, meals and/or clothing, and other. ) e .
General and specialized.counseling was providéd to 91 percent of the, |

L T

students. Topics included identification of general educational goals, specific
- t

vocational goals, post-secondary planning, class resgheduiing, ncceptance of

limitations, coping strategies, and independent living. skills.
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T e o s
Transportation assistafce was requined by and.proviqed to nearly half of

the students. Bus pasges or other arrangements were made to transport stydents .

tQ off*campus vocational training, fqr job hunting and interviewing, and to work

A}

sites' for employed students (at least until; the first paycheck was received).

1

Local mumicipal transit companies occasionally cooperated with projects,

providing free passes for_stndents as needed, “ ‘ﬁ . "‘ _ .
_ L e L |
Special assistive devices were provided for 44 students (2 percent) ThEse

included special tools or 1é§fdsab devices accommodating the eXCeptional needs

of physically, viswally, or learning impaired students. For example, picture

] Yo

board% of joh tasks pere prepared for some nonreading, severely disabled

students, o ‘:_‘ . o . ' , _ o ‘“"‘ttvziu
. , . * . e
e Approximatély 2 percent of. the students received special assistance in the

\ 4

form of meals and/or clothing._ Substantial proportiong of the costs were

14

-provided by DR and community-based organizations. -

©°

Finally, a wide variety of other student support services were prd’ided \

il [

to126 percent of the stydents.‘ Most frequently mentioned.in,this category of
service were teaching aides for very low functipning, students and interpreters
) E : Wyt " .

{

“~ . .
Yoy

or translators for the deaf or hearing‘impaired.|:"?-';; S > .

Classroon instruction. Employment related instruction was a common element .

provided to all participating students.: Instructors varied" 52 percent were “V -

\
,‘\:

ospecial education teachers, 21 percent Were other high school teachers, 23
5, ‘.-f.w
percent were ROP/C instryctors, and 4 percent were othens.,'
""Between 80 and 86 percent of. the students received’five"or qfre hours of

instruction in the following, content areas: employment related conceptd -

’ . ¢

(e.g., job market, payroll withholding; social security), employer expecta*
S
é
;tions Ge.g;,‘appropriate work habits and behaviors, attendance and punctuality,

K]
A




. dress and grooming);

freshman or\sophqgore years.
v o

N v . .
! S ' N .
N
. A .
\‘ .
3 & b
. . . .

v v,

nﬂ job seeking skills (e;g., ueing want ads, telephoniﬂg

for additional information, makLng appointmenrs). _Other_ingtructional contenﬁ

L]

included Job requirements (e.g., 8kills requiréd educational preparation, .

working conditions); employmenc Opporcunities (e.g., EDD job listings) "and

- independent living skills (e.g., using public transportatidn, handling money) .

The degreq to whibh each type of staff provided this 1nstruction 18 shown }n

the Appendix (see Table A=3). o

:-0‘ -
Project staff provided teacherslwith supplementary curriculum materials

as needed aqd as were available. They also emphasized the con;ent areas of
special need to students. Some projects were able to establish sﬁecial-employ- :
ment_preparatiou/JOb skills courses; the majority.of projects, howeuer, infused

the content® cited into pre-existing courses and classes. The,concénsus of

projects repbrting was that students needed additiondl teaching and reinforcing

"of employment related skills and that such training begin as early as' the

¥

-~ ' . ’ ‘ K
Career exploration., Projects reported that 90 percent of the students

- ; . )
explored career avenues, some_ prior to projeet intake and others as part of thg
. p . )

s

" program. Typically, this'exﬁloration_occurred im special education classrooms

» ’

. , - N -
and/or Career Centers where %4 percent of the students matched their vocational
interests and abilities (determined during diagnostic gssessment) to- clusters of

jobs., Then Career Center maCerials such as job dedcriptions, filmstrips, and

t

Career exploration experiences also included visiting job sites (47 per~-

L W

cent of the studenrs),.ihterviewing a worker or employer (26 percent), and

' pa¥ticipating in 3»Job Club (7 percent). Job Clubs, spongored and operated by

!

e © . T ' e
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- ‘EDD or DR,‘ghﬁe‘stndentstopportunities to'partigfpate'in videotaped mock in-
terviews and to practiceuusing the telephone to obtain interview appbintments.”
Students benefited from these experiences, gaining greater confidence through
.group support. |

'Other-bareer exploration activities included career days/nf&hts"and~
. . _ . .
. ' various guest speaker'programs.'.Through these.activities} students had the '>\§;

opporuntity to meet with and speak to employers and representatives of EDD,

DR, post-secondary schools and colleges.

- - +% Vocational courses. Fifty-seven percent of the students COmpletedwone‘or
more vocational education courses. The majority were traditional courses - 'N;?
of fered on high sehool-campuses, including industrial arts (26 peacent partici—

-

pation); trade and industry (15 percent), office occupations (8 percent) and

"

work experience (26 percent). Other courses«completed included home economics,

“

agriculture, heaith occupations, congsumer and technicai education, and
P, distributive education. = | N o,
For many sdudents, no special adaptation of cgurse content or accomodations
d were'necessary. HOWever,lfor others additional resources were provided, inclu- t
ding teacher aides to‘assist instructors, modify materials and equipment,  and \
assist students., A few projects developed special vocational conrses adapted to
special students. In some cases, the couraes provided specific entry-level job
- . 8kills; 1i# others, the courses prepared studenws for mainstreaming into regdlar
vocational courses. |

ROP/Cs played-a significant role 1in severai/é’pjects. In one ShLPA stu- '

dents enrolled in the following types of coursesz food services (16 percent V,
participation), restaurant training (12 percent), auto relateg skille and
merchandising (9 percent each), graphic artq\gnd grocery checking (8 percent
each), and assembly and machine tooling (5 percent each). ,ROP/Cs typically

Q ' a - - 24 29
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received no additionql compensation for serving special students. To help off~

. .

' set some of the excesstﬁfsts,‘LEAs frequently ptovided supplementary resources

and/or assistance to these programs and centers.,
- _ ,
Employment services. As-avpart of work readiness, projects provided :

employment éervices*tb students.. Spécifically, 42,§ercent of'the students
received employer referrals, 35 perceit rece1VeJ joblinterviewing counseling,
A 32 percl;t'were helped to prepare resumeq;ﬁ28 percegt were registered with EbD
employment services, and 24 percent participaééd in job searchnworkshops;
{ghe\eqployment‘services provided‘by EDD staff'weré\important fO{ the
progrém. In 1dcal offices where resources and personnel were'available,

students were registered and\interviewed. EDD staff also took the lead in \?\\\

providing job seargch worgshops and job referrals for students.
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»ANALYSIS OF THE PROGRAM ' . )

» o . ’ \ \l ’
This portion of the dreport_ 16 divided into three sections. The first '

analyzes the impact of Work Ability on ghe employment "of students, The second

A}

‘section contains a detailed exatmination of brﬁgiﬁm costs by components and
. .1isroject staff’' ratings of the effectiveness and importance of these components

.
L.

to the program. Finally, the third section is a cost analysis, dealing specifi- »

]

cally yith cost sharing by the participating agencles, cost savings a&;ruing .

: ’ g .
to these agencles, and reasons for differential expenditures by LEAs. . #

/

Employment Outcomes . o

. The long-range impact of Work Ability is the extent to which participants:

eVentually ob;ain and hold unsubsidized jobs. The short-term impact can be ' '.°L?

measured by reports from projects about student employment As,of May 1983. “As

of that time, 335 students had unghbsidized‘j;yp and 32% students "had emplbyér

commitments for jobs to.begin in'Junei . ” L J ’ij
However, students were in varipus stages of employment preparation, One

grpup had éompleted work readiness preparatidﬁ only; a second group had public ’T

sector work experience only; and a third group had private sector work experi- :

ence. The stage of.employment preparation:was related to the'type‘of employ-

ment studenta obtain (ﬁﬁblic versus unsﬁbai§ized private sector).and the time

at which they obtajned these jobs (May versus June).n These relatiopships are

shown in Table 1 and afe discussed below. '
Of the 727 students who completed work rea&inese érebaration.Only, 141 or.

20 percept obtained jobs. Two-thirds of the'jobs‘were commitments for June

employment and 61 percent were Qith private sector empldyera. The majority of

*

students in this stage were likely to be among the 1,052 students who planned

v

to return tqg high school in the fall.

. | ' L 4

P

“ ;6 31




| PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR EMPLOYMENT

Percqnt of Jobs According to gtagea of Preparation, : .

* |

Table 1

I.

S

& T T Percent, of jobs by stage of pregarationr
~Pfpe and time |Work readinesa |__Paid ‘work experienceé.
T of employment only Public " Peivate \
. i o - ~ ’
. w! ( (\ /. " . o
Public aectot \39. S| 2 76 8 :
by May ° o 5. 1 20 3 .,
o for June” C 3% ? 56 5
N : ; / D !
,'privat&'/&ector' e 24 92 |
. 'by May . 30 13 54
A . for June / 31 11 38
7 ," " 4 . - '
S Tptala, percent 100 . 100 100 -
S Jobs 141 - 15T 412

Stndentsﬁin the second stage of employment preparation, i.e., public

sectot work experﬁence,vwere most ltkely to obtain public sector jobs: 76

percent of theilSl jobs obt;ined were in the public sector,

v
. percent.,

June.
Students with private eecfer work experience formed the latgest group-—812

student§

v

Two-thirds of the jobs were.employer commitments f&r work starting in

These students had. the highest employment rate (51 percent)

Overall, the

employment rate for 364 students with public sector work en{:fience wée 41

Ty

The(

OVerwhelming majority (92 percent) of the 412 jobs obtained wdre in the private

sector.,

. “y .
of employment preparation, private .sector work experience students obtainedﬁe .

majority of their'Jobs as of May.

27

And, in contrast to the pattern of students in the oth

two stages "
- W

. g
. - T
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F{ﬁally. employers who participated in the Work Ability work expérience
training provided three-fourths ;f the 335 uqshbe1d1zed May jobs hel? by stu- .
dents.. of ;hégb employers, private sector empldoyers provided 217 (86 petcenti’ .
of the May jobs. |

Component Analysis ' ‘ S

Work Ability had three major components, developed and implemented sequen~
N
tially to obtain the goals of the program. Each component encompassed several
activitiés aﬁd services. This section of the report presents data on the

(~ estimated costs of each component and its constituent parts. It Cvncludes with
" .M : ‘ |
T project staff end~of-year ratings of the effectiveness and importance of the

' : o .

components.,.

) Component costs. Pnbjeéf:btaﬁfjrpported per student costs, including

estimated staff time costs, for\serviceé and activities included in each preogram
_component.4 Table 2 indicates the numbers of students served, the per student

cost distributions, and program costs (students times average per student

<.

costs). The data are listed in order of program costs for each of the '

components: project support, work experience, and work readiness. s
N 1

Project supporqgaciivity codts total $529,000 or l9opercent of the total

© “ .
.estfﬁated program cost. Most costly of these activities were interagency in- \\\\ |

I

’ . volvement and educational staff involvement. Per.student costg “Were found to
: '

vary considerable as can be seen ﬁhen eiamining the distributions. The.medi§n
or average cost is indicated Py Q2 (SOth percent‘he). The variabiiity is
indicated by the differéﬁce‘Letween Q, (75th percentile) and Q (25th percen- ”
. tile). For interagency %nvolvement, the median (02) cost was $109 and the Q4

and Ql costs were $178 and $22, réspéctively.

(¥4

4The directions.provided to staff appear in the Appendjx.(see Exhibit 2). ‘

N »




o ' Table 2 ~
* " PROGRAM COSTS BY TYPE OF COMPONENT*
. g Work ‘Ability Program, 1982783 T
Y -
* 4 . . ‘Per student cost %’ N
y distribution -Program costs
Number of E ‘In
N Type of component | students Ql Q2 Q3 | thousands Percent
Project Support: - | - $529 18.7
Interagency 1,903 $22 . $109 $178. $208 7.4°
Education staff 1,903 |- 39 75 179 143 5.1,
Employers 1,903 |, 7, 42 123 79 2.8
Parents 1 1,903 715, 20 _ 54 38 1.3
. Community . 1,903 7 19 31 - 36 1.3
'2 . Advisory groups 1,903 4 13 23 25 0.8
Work Experience: : ' $1,077 38.2
/- X
Student wages 1,176 ~ =, 545 - - $641 22.?
Follow-up 1,176 32, 137 280 161 5.7
Placement 1 1,176 49 136 402 | ¥ 160 ‘5.7
Job development 1,176 43 98 « 193 115 4,1
) Work Readiness: . |s1,216 43,1 °
Classroom B _
instruction 1,903 52  .162 438 . $308 10.9
Diagnostic '
. assessment 1,826 16 150 220 275 9.7
Service management 1,903 47 111 . 257 - 211 - 7.5
Intake screening 1,903 18 " 96 132 183 6.5
Student supprt . 1,732 . 15. 62 112 107 3.8
Employment ) , ' "
' gervices 1,322 .20 67 107 | 89 3.2 '
Career exploration 1,732 14 25 67 43 1.5
. b, . ’ ‘ .
Totals o= .- - - $2,822 - 100.0

t

*Cost of a component was reported by projects, ranging in number from 12 to
21, Studént wage costs were estimated using a projection of EDD diebureements
to 431 of the students. ‘ - '

u ";,};"
L

[}
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Work experience cost an estimated $1.1 million (38 percent of the total),

$641,000 of which was paid in wages to work experience students.5 The average

student recelved $545 in wages and Pther assoclated services costs: $98 for job

\
development, $136 fok job placement| and $137 for job follow—up. Amung the work
!

*

experience services the greatest va*iation 1n costs reported was for placdéent,
ranging from a Ql of $49 per student to a Q of $402 per student. The /nuinber
of severely disabled in work experience placements appears to have afflected the

cests substantielly, particularly for projects with large proportions of these

students.

:
Work readiness activities had an estimated cost of $1.2 miV¥lion (43 percent

.

of the total). The greatest variation in costs was reported for classroom

L 4

inetruction, where the average cost reported was $162 per student, but the
variability renged from $52 et»Ql to $438 at Q3. Diagnostic assesement was
7&{he second most costly activity with a median cost per student of $150.
Circle graphs are contained in the Appendix\(Figures/A l through A-3).
' " These illustrate in a different.format the relattonahips among constituent parts _{f

of each component.

-

4

Effectiveness and.importahce. At the end of the year, project staffs

evaluated their programs to tdentify strengths and weaknesses. Their findfhés
had local and state implications: individual projects identified areas for
future local program modification; end'the aggregated findings provided the
state with ihformation for'its future p;anning.
| -‘ Projects rated their program activities and services in terms of e%fectr
iveness and-importance,~from low to high on a scale of one to five. Effective-

ness (E) reflected ytaff judgments about the execution of ‘activities/services, o

and importance (I) referred to their centralrty to the program as a whole. These

, 5Thiq is a projection baaed on the $235,000 in YEDA (EDD). funds paid4to
431 of the 1,176 students.

+
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et o , . ) ’ (
data are shown in Figure | and will be discussed in terms of the three major
t 4 R i
K program cdmponentsv
i Among the-éroject Support activities, projects rated education staff f/\\;B

involvement highest in both E and I, and indeed, they spent the greatest percent

of Project Support dollars in this area. In eohtrast,-projects rated advisory
_ . s
group and parent ifvolvement relatively low in E and spent approximately 5

percent and 7 percent on these activities. However, the greatest difference
between E and I 18 noted for community and parent activities, suggesting the

projects wish to more actively involve both groups.

.

‘Among the Work Readiness activities, studentlnnpport was given the highest

N E rating and had the least discrepancy between £ and I. In contrast, Ubth .

employment services and career exploration received low E ratings, relative to'.'
, the other activities. Approximately 7 percent and, 4 percent of the compOnent

dollars were spent in these areas. However, employment services h{d a Very much

higher I rating, suggesting that projects see a need to offer more of these

4

Work Experience activities included job development, student placement, and,
0;

services to Job ready students.

follow-up services to students. E and I ratings were fairly consistent for

these activities, the greatest E to I diffenenee reported for follow-up--a very

labor intensive activity, o - ) N

1 ‘ 4

Cost Analysis . v . |

)

5
AJ

This section has three parts. “lt begins with cost sharing by the particf-.
Ay R . ]

<

pating agenciee, delinehting the proportions of eost borne by each to provide
diagnodf!c assessment, stndent support, employment services, and work experi~-
ence. Next-cost aavings are analyzed with 1llustrations of the significant per
client savings each agency,obtained. Finally, LEA expenditure differentials are
_examined in terms of amounts of private sector work experience and numbers of

’
severely disabled students. = ‘ . . -

K4

.~

4/
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v

Program components

3.4

Ratings of effectiveness (E) and importance (I)*

5, low to high)

4.6

(Means of staff ratings from I_}g
4 i 4.8

3.6 3.8 4.0 4.2

. Project Suppprt Activities

Education staff involvement
Employer involvement

teragency involvement
COmmunity involvement '
Advisory group involvement
* Parent involvement

ngk‘Readinees

Student support
Intake

Vocational courses
Diagnostic assessment
Classroom training
Services management
Employment services
Career exploration .

Work Experience

Job development
Student placement
Follow-up

A\

-

1

o

’

3.4 3.6 3.8 4e2 bobh 4.6 4.8

4.0

*E - Effectiveness refers to the execution of a project compohent.

I -~ Importance refers to the centrality of the component to the overall.

project.

[

o \
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FIGURE 1. EFFECTIVENESS QgD IMPORTANCE OF PROJECT COMPONENTS

Work Ability Program, 1982-83
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‘ | ' .
.post sharing. LEAs, participating state agencies, and |communities shared
T :

costs for Work Aﬁilety services. By redirecting their'resoumce;\ LFEAs used
’ . / ’ s - Ty °
their regular funding for approximately half of the estimated $2.8 million cost

of the\program;‘SDE and EDD.provided 33 percent and 8 percenr frpm discretionary

funds. To understahd more clearly the patterns” of cost sharfing as it operated

Al

at the local level, one needs to analyze student data reported by project staff

-

for‘phe following services: (1) diagnostic assessment;"(é)'atudent support; (3)
employment sefQices; and (4) work experience wagés. " Because these services
were the focus of interagency piéns for sharing roles and reronsibilities, ‘
the initial grants became the base line. The estimated costf of services are
shown in Table 3 together with the percent of student services provided by

n
each funding source,

.The major providers of diagnostic assessment were the LEAs (54(percent)
and the SDE (36 percent). Similar proportions of costs were|assumed by these
.agencles for student support and employment services. However; fot\work experi-

ence, EDD and communifiea°prov1déd two=thirds di\gpe wages. |Private sector

employers and CETA prime sponsors provided most of the community\?ﬁsding.

DR and CBOs also parficipated in each of the four categdries of”servlceQ i

DR's efforts were concentrated in diagnostic'assessment and sftudent supp‘:t.‘
A o P ) ;
.Figures and tables in the Appendix further delineate the cost| sharing (Tables )

)

A-4 through A-7). The circle graphs.(Figureg A-4 through A-7) illustrate the

percent of costs provided by agencies.

“

Cost savings. The cost sharing by participating agencieg resulted in

“substantial cost savingslto each agency. Examples of speéifi savings are

L Y

described in the following paragraphs,.

T S
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Table 3
- " . PRQGRAM COSTS BY TYPE OF COMPONE
. Work Ability Program, 1982-83
. Ty Percent of costs provIded’by agency
gtudent service |Total cost _LEAs _ State agencies Community Total
Diagnostic I O : |
_assessment - $274,000 54 43 ' 3 - 100
¢ - | SDE 36  CETA 1 -
. _ . EDD 1 “ CBOs 2
DR ~ 6
" Student support 107,000 | 49 46 5 100
. _ ' SDE 37 ' CETA 3
- | . ¢ EDD 2 CBOs 2
s \ DR 7
( Employment . o~
services 89, 000 39 55 6 " 100
. . ' SDE 37 ~ CETA 5
L . : EDD 15 ( CBOs 1
¥ ' DR 3 - b
Work experience R : _
wages - 641,000 19 49 ‘ 32 100
‘ SDE 11 CETA 13
EDD 37 - CBOs 1
DR 1 Employers 18
N

w

~

SDE allocated $921,272 to WOrk\Ability, anticipating in thelinitial

. interagenay ag;eement that 1,400 students -would participate, Therefqre, the
anticipated per student éoat to SDE was $658. But sharing of costs and sef—
vices permitted Work Ability projects to serve 1,903 students or 36 perceptl
more thar projected. Hénce, SDE'B cost per student was pgducéd 2§ perce;t

to $igk.

EDD cost savings were significant. Although this agency contributied YEDA
funds only for student wagea and associated costs (e.g., processing paIrolls),
At benefitéd from aervicee such as vocational assessments and counselipg pro-

vided for studenta by the LEAs and other agencipa. Consequently, its hork

VR
o o 39 |
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Ability per client expenditures were much lower than for its: typical YEDA (&
clientele. / : |

/ : :
DR costhavings resulted from service agreements with the LEAs for deter- : ~.

' mining clisZL eligibility and developing vocational and employment plansL. ‘- -

LEAs screenei\} 903 handicapped students and referred 1, 191 as potential DR

clientsy’ Based on the average per student costs reported by projects, $179, 000

. \

//r;orth qé diagnostic assessment information was provided to DR. For hon-Work
Abili}y clients, DR typically absorbed these costs. "
LEAs provided a comprehensive vocational preparation and training program '

to.Students which had a total estimated cost of $2.8 million.. Based on this

, figure, the per student cost was $1;483. However,.because of the Interagency
Agreement and resulting shari&g of eost and services, the actualfcos; te the
LEAB vas re;uced by agproximately half. Job'hevelopment illustrates‘one type
of cost savings to the LEAs. Many distriets contracted'with EDD or other

agencies (e.g., GETA) for job development at reduced or no cost. Without this

cooperation, the LEAs would have had to hire additional staff for this service.

LEA expenditure differentials. Significant differences in the per student
expenditures from $1,156,272 in state grants were found for different types'of'
LEAs. Whereas any number of reasons contribute to these differentials, two

were ldentified thatllargely explain the per student expenditures in the data

.
-
*

- reported: Work Ability's focus on private sector work experience and the

additional subport needs of severely disabled students. o 4 : x

Work Ability placed special emphasis on.developing jobs, placing students
¢ . » . ' ‘J‘

in positions that matched their interests and abilities, and-c*nducting follow-
, . R \ . ° "

up suppoﬂt_for\students and their employers. These activities Fomprised the
work experience component and were of necessity very labor intensive. Thus, the

more work experience a project provided students, the more costly the.brogram.

L B ! ’ . ’
!
. . . i
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stpdent expenditures, tﬂkﬁTf

the percent of severely d
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Furthermorcjjprivate séctor wotk‘experienees were'more costly than those in . .
the public ‘sector principallyibpcanae of‘developing_Job oppqrtunities, place-
ment , and providing?ﬂeeded follow~up sdpport:;»Conaequently,fthe proportion of
atudenta that weremprovided private sector work-experience affected the per.
student expedditnres, o l‘ . _ ~:h o o | '; : -
| The number‘ofvaeperely diaabled4students.alad a%fedted LEA costs. The

aeverely diaabledwaonstituted 24 percent of\nhe pa&ticipants but had 2,7 times |

q "‘y..g';'f

as many severe employment limitations than other atudents/had. They completed
Y

fewer vocational courees (20 percent fewer) feceived fewer employment services

v L3

- (24 pettént fewey), and reé:ived more student pupporﬁ services (31 percent more)'!l

D

. But the aeverely disabled participated equally in,terma of WOrk experience,

| having proportionally the same number of* work experiencea as the other partici- )

pants. There@ore, projects with high prppottiﬁns df severely disabled had
greater per etudent expenditures. ' |

vProgram focus on work experience and the additibnallaupport'needs4of the

- L ~

seyerely disabled.student explain a substantial gart of the per studeunt expen=

dit‘re differentials found in Table 4, Baaed'on the combined SDE and EDD

grants ($1 2. million), the average per student ekpenditure was $608. The 11

-

connty offices and four BELBAniexceeded this amount, however. By examining
. ! t ceede s an

\sabled in the LEA student population and the percent
v o _ ST

of work experience studenta ml;'ed‘iﬁ~the‘private ’ector; these variances from

R _ / -
: Qure cqp be underatood. AN .
' b e
tHat "the number of severely disabled had on per

.le~4\data_fon~county-offices are examinedﬂ~‘The

_ , : . o : N
S prqp&rtiqn of students served is used as a basia for establishing expecbftiona

+

" and, making conparisonc. Althouig;the'county ofﬁicea:provided "expected" amounts

@ ILd

of work experience (27 percent and 28 percent), considering the studenta served .

(26 pqlnent), they had 1. 4 time% as many aevereliNdiaabled student (37 percent




divided by 26 percenb)

program 8 averkge (3781 divided by $608).

v v
' \.,.,,... o o

. .

° -

N

Their grant~expendbture per student was.l.3 times the

Takenftogether, the'county office

rqgios (1.4 and.l.3) confirm that projects with~5;rger proportions of severely

. disaﬁled students experience gé'htet.per srudent e‘Penditures.

SELPAs, on the other hand,'had the same proportion of seVerely'disabied

students as students served (9 percent and:9 percent), but provided 1.8 times

as many private’ sector work experiences (16'percent divided by 9 percent).

|
\ | |
|

These pr jects also had larger per student expenditures,

for the' rogramw;

more pr

: ‘proportiﬂn7fzay,

-~

)
. Table 4

) ,
"LEA EXPENDITURE DIFFERENTIALS

Q

‘
A

1.6 times the average

»
These * SELPA ratioe\fl .8 and 1.6) verify that as LEAs provide

ate‘sector work experience; their per student expenditures increase

C .

' - Work Ability F;ogram 1982-83 .
(Percentage distributions explaining per student expendf&\ges)
‘ B ’ . |Severely (. Work expgr}ence _ “Grant -
} j Number and type| Students |disabled {Private [School and [expenditures °
~of LEA . | ‘eerved - |students [sector public per student -
.o 18 school - f ;
| ' districts X 42 45 64 $539
‘ i &1 county - »
offices 26 7% 27 . 28 §781
| 4 3ELPAs 9 9 . 16% 8 + |  $954
- P ot . - e | et e ey e | e AN ‘ .
’ e g '
: -1 ROP/C. 12 12 12 - 291 e
1 . . s ‘ a \ - , "‘. .l‘ ) . _;/:,/, "_T'm"- -
o © MTotals. - '\ . - i ,
. ’v o \ ‘ . ‘ é_w>
. » " Pepcent 100 100 , |- 100. 100
© ¢ Number- 1,903 458 816 * | 533 ,
. Average : 608
verage I 3 :

', “This percent 1e'eign1ﬁieantly>great§r than the percent of students served.

) 37
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R ' Finally, the data reported for the one ROP are ot consistent with the
| above analysis. At this pbiqt, the lower per tudent expenditure cannot be

\ eiplained,on the basis of the number of severely disabled or amount of prividte

/
sector work experience. The expenditure gifferontial is likely felated to the'

absence of school and public sector work experilence. o

“ ' . W

"




Py

EXHIBITS

I —
2 -

¥

FIGURES

A-1 -
A-2 --

.h_z -
A4 -~
A-5 —
A-6 --
A-7 -~

TABLES
< A=l -

A-2 —
AT -

APPENDI

Handicapped « « « « &
How to Determine Prog

~ Costs/Students ‘Serv

>

Project Support Costs
Work Experience Costs
Work Readiness Costs.
Diagnostic Assessment

Student Support , . o

Employment S ces .
Work Experience Wages

X
L

[ ] [ ] L] [ ] L] L] [ ] L] [ ]

ram Service
ed [ ) [] [ ] [ ] [ ] [} [ ) [ )

Local Educational Agency Projects . o+ .
-Digabilities of Students . ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢

Use of Teaching Resou

rces f'or_

Classroom Instruction . ¢ % ¢ ¢ o « &

Use of Funding Source
Diagnostic Assessme
Use of Funding Source
.Support Services .
Use of ‘Funding Source
Services .« ¢ ¢ o &
Use of Funding Sourcc
for Work Expe¥ienc

s for .

nts ‘e @ .0 o o o Ve

8 for Student :
o e o e o o p o

8 for\Employment

8 to Psy Wagea

[ [ * [

<

bt
45
46

47

48

‘49

50

51
52

53

54

935

56

57




N

. .'
. .

_ T N e e oy “~
Vocational class is: . Agriculture —— Distributive education ——- Consumer-homemaking w— Health oocupations
, cducation ' -
~— Home economics - Indpstrial arts . —— Industria] ‘education
related occupation Office education : .

»

is not succeeding or expected to succeed in a regular vocational education program because of the following: ~

{Name of student)

LY
o

* . ) N -

' DIAGNOSIS - PRESCRIPTION ﬁ . TREATMENT . )
Check the appropriate characteristics to identify Items checked are the programs or services neces- Describe services rendered: | '
student’s handicapping condition(s): - , sary for the student to succeed in the program: (’ ,

A. —— Mbntally retarded L , .y == Specialized vocational counseling 3
Describe: —w Extended community involvement
B. —— Hard of hearing » . Use of teacher aides
Describe: N \ " e Tutorial services and assistance : E
" C. —— Deal . v Integration of hasic education and vocational . =
& Descnibe: . subject matter C ﬁ :1
| D. —— Spooch impaired e Team teaching In special vocational programs ‘
Describe: , —— Curriculum modification (implementation, not . -
E. — Visually handicapped development) / ’
— Partially —~—— Blind ' o Programmed and individualized instructio
F¥™___ Seriously emotiopally disturbed ~—— Special teachers : : ) .
Describe: — Special teachers for job readiness evaluation ‘ P R :
G. - Orthopedically impaired . e Arrangements for transportation .- * ‘ ' .
Describe: — Specislized equipment ) ‘ ' - '
H. e Other health impaired person, or persons o = VOCational assessment - '
with specific learning disabilities wmee Other  (Describe) . o
Describe: — : S ) ’

An individualifed education program (1EP), developed in conjunction with‘vowipnil education personnel, must be on file for cach vocational secondary student served,

|
|

| | : 1

Refer to pages 3-33 to 3-35B, California Five-Year State Plan Jor Vocational Education, 1980, . . . - ‘
‘ \

|

|

|

Was the student able to succeed in the vocational program after the service was rendered? ___ Yes ... No

) FOR LEA ADMINISTRATIVE USE ONLY
If no, 'use reverse side to give a narrative account of the progress and to make recommendations. -

. _ \ Funds used are from:
__ ,_ \ ' > § 1 | SP 2. SPI___
Pnpmd.‘by , —— .- . , e . Dm\, ) , : i




\
Ay

E

PLACKMENT

> T

t

RELEKASE OF INFO.

v

APPLICAT ION

IZP PEYCH. REPORTS

MED ICAL KXAM

DEPT. OF
REHAB L, | TATION

¥

7

INTERV | WS

.

TITC VOUCHER'

OTHER

PLACKMENT

OTHER

»

‘lt”tlTIﬂ

cLANE

RIC -

-




'Exhibit 2 . o ?
% b,

How to Determine/Program Seryice Costs/Spgxénta Served*

Total -direct program costs for th//time\nfriod ivided by the total number

1

of students served in the program plus the indiksct cost per gervice unit -

cost/atudent served. \

1]

All direct service staff costs (salaries and\employee benefits) plus actual r

‘ :
program costs (books, supplies, equipment replacement contracted services,

\

\ )

’ .

Ntravel, etc.) = total direct Erogram costs.
All costs which overlie several program servioe4?reas divided by_the totalf
service: fits = the indirect cost per service unit. . Such coets can be adminis-
"trative and clerical staff costs, general office supplies, reprographic costs,
B office maintenadLe, etc. . C . \ |
Example: - You are to determine the program service\post/etudenf for Class-
- room Training that wao WOrk Ability Project related. Th¢ total Project served

-

50 students with the following breakdown per service received:

i

Students receiving Intake gnd Enrollment - e 50
‘ Students receiving Case ‘Management g 50
7 Students receiviiig Testing/Assessment | 40
Students receiving Student Support K:\ + 10
Students receiving Classroom Training . 30
Students receiving Career Exploration 20 !
Students receilving Vocational Training - 30
Students receiving Work Experienpce ' : 40 '

Students receiving Employment Services ‘ ‘ , 30

Total Service Units 300

L4

*These directions were provided by Dan Hulbert, Rehaéilitation Services

. Administrator of the Career Assessment arid Placement Center (a- jdint yenture of
the Whittier.Area COOperative Special Edycation Program and Whittier*Union
High School District accredited by, the National Commission on Accreditation of
Rehabilitation) : R

»

.‘\




s

Your total direct progtam‘coats(are_the staff costs (salaries and employee
) “ o ’ . M

benefits) of a work experience coordinator and an instructional aide who ahen{

#25 percent of their time on c{asaréom training.

*

Plus _ f T ;.37,500 | e
The Instructional Supplies gna Media Mate;iala.used.Wm,'f___ggg
Total Dir Cosats ‘ _ . 7,800 . (:
.Dividgd by Btudents served ) ' : B 50 '. .

. | Direct Cost of Classr;om_Tpainiqg/Student ' , - $ 260

The indirect cost per service unit is the administrative and clerical costs
of the Specihl Education Director who spends 25 percent of hié or her time on
the Work Ability Project; a éecretary who spends 50 pefcent of his or her time

;on the Project, and the Vocational Education Director who spends 10 percent of

his or her time on the Projébt.

N4

< - - T $24,000

o

- “Plus Genegal foiceSué?lies for the-Project / - ZOQ
P;us Reprographic Costa.for the Project | ~+__ 100 U .
‘Total Indi:;cf Costs | " 3243300
Divided by Total S€rvice Units - e300
Indirect Cost/Serviée Unit : s $ - 81 |
‘ ’§‘ - Direct Cgst of Qlassppom Training/Student ~ - $ 260
| Plup.Indirect Cost/Service ﬁnit . + 81

Total Cost for Classroom Training SZ?VlQ:s Per Student $  341-

e . -

. -
»
.
.

X

L T w3
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Table A-1 \ . .

'LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY PROJECTS

Work Ability Program, 1982-83

Bellflower Unified School District '

Berkeley/Alameda Unified School
District

Contra Costa County Office of
Education

‘ Culver City Unified School Digtrict
Fresno County Office of Education

Garden Grove Union High School
District

.Grant JointtUnion/Elk Grove Unified
School District

Huntington Beach Union High School
District :

Irvine Unified School District ~ %

Jefferson Union High School
District, Pacifica

LLake Tahoe Unified. School District

Los Angeles Unified School District

Marin County Office of Education “{'

Me tced CouQ}y Of fice of Education

_ " Napa County Special Education Local
| ‘ Plan Area .

| North Inland County Education Loc‘
Plan Area g '

North Orange County Regional

bccupation Progr’}tmu

\ Local .Plan Area

Oceanside Unifiedvéchool Dis;;}ct
Pajaro Valley Unified School District
Richmond Unified School District

Riverside/San Bernardino Counties

» Off%ces of Educagtion

San Francisco Unified School District:

jan Jose Unified School District

<

San Lorenzo Unified School District
SansMateo County Office of EduoatZLn

Santa Barbara County Qffice of
Education

™ Santa Clara County Office of

Education

«

Sutter County Schools Office

Tr i-Counts:s ﬁonéortium (Amador,
Calaver uolumne)

Trinlty County Office of Educatﬁon

Tulare County Office of Educneion

L \

Vallejo County Special Education

" Ventura County Special Education
Local Plan Area

\
\

Whittier Union High School District
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Table A~2
DISABILITIES OF STUDENTS :

Work Ability Program, I982~83;

¢

\ | ‘ Disébil!iy>‘ i} Number | Percent'
Mentally retarded « o o « o o o o o o o 308 | 1642
Hard of hearing s.4 « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o . 48 2.5
Deaf/ 82 43
Speech 1mpa1red'. * o o o ;’; v o e e e 67 3.5 !
: Visually handicapped . « ¢« « ¢« « « 4 & 31 | . 1.6
Sefiously emofional disturbed « « + ¢ 89 4.7 “
Voo - ornhopedic;uy topaired o ¢ o o 4 o o o - sl 2.7
\\ Other health impaired « « « ¢« ¢ « « « & 38 2.0
\ : | .
| | Specific learning disability . . . . . . | 1,381 72.6
\ T - . ‘
\‘-\\ Multihandicapped .« ¢ « o ¢ ¢ o o o o T 69 © 346 ’
\\ , " *Twenty-four péfceht (45&) ;re'classrfied as aever;ly.disab}ed - *

\ : according to California Education Code criteria.

\ tThe-se percents were based on the total number of disabled stu-—
dents (1,903), not the total number of disabilities. Of the
1,903 students, 201 had multiple disabilities.

\ . |
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Table A-3
USE OF TEACHING RESOURCHS FOR CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION
Lo b ‘
- Work Ability Program, 1982-83 -
. .
|
Instructional content Percent instructed by each type of tedgher*
High achool staff .

- » Voca~

: Students Special Work . tional

Five or more class— in- edu-(' exper- edu-
room hours each gtructed| cation |ROP |ience [Regular|cation |EDD CBO%Iotal
Employment concepts | 1,627 |- 74 2 ' 19 4 100

. C (17) (4> C9) (5) |(1)
Employer .. . 1,583 65 17 6 4 4 4 | 100
expectations (13) (10)| (12) |- (3) 1(5){(2)

N . b [ .
Job-geeking skills 1,526 8 | 3 5 4 3 100 ©
iy . SC4) 1@ AD (3) [(4) (1)

Job analysis 1,363 4 67 | 15 \ 6 6 100

' ’ : (2) |(28)] (6) (3) ((3)

tmployment ' | 1,336 61 | 22| 7 5 2 3 { 100

opportunities ( 3y [an|o) (2) |(5){(3)

Independent 1iv1ng 1,395 83 2 7 5 2 100

skills ‘ (°3) {(29)({C 9) (2) (3)

Other rel7éed‘cop1cs 994 | 52 | 8 s 28 6 | 100
, (28) | (39)|(11) . (7) |1 (3)|(D)

/.
/

*Two percents are provided in some cells. The upper 1s the proportion of
students for whom the type of teacher was the major source of instruction;
the lower, in parentheses, is the proportion for whom the rype of tiacher

' percents

was/a secondary source. /As a result of rounding, some of the ‘uppe
ma/ not total 100, ' C

/

/
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o - ) Table A-4 . '
USE OF FUNDING SOURCES FOR  DIAGNOSTIC ASSESSMENTS - . , . ,
‘Work Ability Program? 1982-83
P B )
s % .
| : ' Percent served by each funding source®
X | ' S T "_SDE
' ’ Voca~ »
Students Special cational i Community
‘Type of assessment served | LEA | education |education| DR |EDD|{CETA[CBO |Total
Scholastic aptitude| 1,625 [ 85 ° 15 - “|. - W0
- , ° : | (1) (14) | <
Vocational interest| 1,601 | 57 40 - 1 1 100 °
‘(3) (38) (17) (€ 3)[(3)
Vocational = 1,373 |60 |- 31 2 6 100
. abilities : (4) . (41) (19) (( 6) :
Psychological 588 74 15 : 10 ) 100
o - (13) ( 5)
Psychiatric ‘ 338 |- 30 55 4 8 1| 21 100
N . « - - R ( 2) ( _ .
» N R R ) . 4
General medical ' 338 24 2 {l 52 1| 20 100
| (.3) Lo lam
Special medical -~ 318 64 Y13 2 8 - 13 | 100
‘ H4C 1) ( 4) (1)

Work competencies - 282 43 20 | 2 | 5] 151 15} 100

( 8) (28) ¢ oD jee|cs]

: - &
‘ ) o o

*Two percents are provided in some cells: The upper is tﬂ% proportion of’
students for whom the funding source provided the major portion of the services;
the lower, in parentheseB, 1s the proportion for whom the funding source was a
secondary provider. 'Assa result of rounding, some of the "upper” percents
may not total 100

N

*
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Table A-5 .'1
USE OF FUNDING SOURCES FOR STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES
WOrk Abiliﬁy Program, 1982 83 |
& “ ‘ fv\
5: Percent served by each funding source*
SDE )
_ Voca- \
Type of Students| Special | cational Community| \,
student support | served | LEA e@gcatidn education| DR |EDD|CETA|CBO [Total
Counseling 1,726 | 72 18 1 41| 3 | 100 .
(-3) (44) (15) [a®|6)| (5| (3|
Transportation 911 70 21 - : 511 2 | 100
, (| e | 6D | (1)
 Assistive devices |* 44 34 5 16 | 2 7| 36 100
(27) S IENEOIROIE
» \ ,
Meals/clothing/etc. - 45 53 7 18 22 | 100
" ' ¢3) (13)
Other 103 - | 54 23 5 13 2 3 | 100
' (4) (497 | -

I

. *Two percents are providéd in some cells.

The upper 1s the proportion of

. o

students for whom the funding source provided the majqr portion of the service;
the lower, in parentheses, 18 the proportion fér whom the funding source was a

~ secondary provider.

may not total

1000 ’

As a result of rounding, some of the "upper” percents




Table A-6 - ~

USE OF FUNDING SOURCES FOR EMPLOYMENT SERVICES 5 !

o .
5 : Work Ahi}ity-Prdgram,_l982~83 - ~ -
¥ . / ' . .

Percent served .by each funding source*
~ | Students. |. . ‘ Community ‘
Type of employment service| served LEA | 8DE | DR | EDD | CETA | CBO |Total

Employment referral 793 ° 58 |- 28 | 9 4 100
Lo ' e €3)] (200 (1) | (3 -

Interview couﬁaeling 668 ~ 63 23 - 8 4 - 2 ‘160

(51)| (6) (2) | (3)
Employment resume’ 617 48| 31| 1] 10" 9 100
- ' - ( 3) (22)| (2)| ¢ 3| (2)
Employment registration - 538 - 23 40 5 25 7 100
| ()| (D @] as)| 3 3
. Job search workshop" 447 36 | 3| 7| 18] 4 | 100
' * ( 3)| (23)] (5)| (16)]| (3) | - C
> '

a2

*Two percents are provided in some cells: The upper is the porportion of )
atq‘ents for whom the funding source provided the major portion of the service;
the lower, in parentheses, 18 the proportion for whom the funding source was a
secondary provider. As a result of rounding, some of the "upper” percents
may not total 100, C - :

' o
, .
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S Y Table A-7 - ) o
' USE OF FUNDING SOURCES TO PAY WAGES FOR WORK EXPERIENCE | A
Work Abdlity'Pfogram, 1982~83
. ~
§ Pércent aid by each funding source*
: : - Community ) ¢
Job sites Students .| LEA | SDE | DR | EDD | CETA |Employer|Other| Total.
Private | 816 12 | 6 46 | 5 29 |2 | 100
enterprise . (4) (1) (1) (3) .
_ . : _ o) X :
School ' 340 37 |22 |-2| 4 | 29 4 2 100
~ : . . \(2) (8) . (6)’ (1)
Other .public 140 35 5 5| 22 29. 4 100
agency , (1) - (3) .
Community 53 | 24 6 4 | 21 26 6 |13 100
' _organizations ‘ (4) | €2) (4) (2)
and other

. .

*Two percents are provided in some cells: The upper is the proportion of
students for whom the funding source provided the major portion of the wages;
the lower, in parentheses, is the porportion for whom the funding source 'was a
gsecondary provider of wages. As a result of rounding, some of the "upper”
percents may not total 100. .

le{l(;w‘ ‘ o ' - ‘\‘ Q57; . (;:3 ) ;93462-0513194 7-84 900
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WORK-ABILITY PROJECTS N
: ) L T
i . ' \ g )
\ ’» , FUNDED_1984/85 = =~ A _
, : ' | ?ﬁﬁ- - . o | B
{ N e s st

1. ‘Alameda City Unified School Distxict - 9,
) Contact: Rina C, Hill‘ ..
. Administration Building
2200 Central Avenue
Alameda, CA 94501
(415) 522-6700 X430 \
’ 10.
2. Alhambra Upified School District
- Contact: Dr. Gordon Naylor
' 15 West Alhambra Road’
Hox 110 =+
Alhambra, CA 91802
(818) 308-2308 /
' - 11.
3. Clarcmon ’

Unified School District
Contact: v

Jack Smith/Phoebe Oljeto
2080 North :Mountain Avenue
Claremont, CA 911l
.‘(714) 624—9041 X226
12.
4. Fall River Unified School District
" Contact: William cummings :
P.0. Box 89 )
Cassel, CA'96016
(916) 335-4537
5. Fremont Unified School District - 13.
Contact: John Namkung
' Director of Special Eduoation'
40775 Fremont Blvd.
Fremont, CA 94538
(415) 657-3909
(415) 657-2350
) " v . 14.
6. Fresno Unified School District.
Contact s Gregory Pozovich
6235 North Brawley
‘Fresno, CA 93711
(209) 44l~337l

7. Hugboldt County Supt. of Schools
‘Contact: Dewell H. Byrd '
/ 901 Myrtle Avenue
EBureka, CA 95501
. ~ (707) 445-5411
' o ' : 16.
8. Kings County Supt. of Schools
. Contact: Larry Presley .
SELPA Diyector POobo
ol 1144 West. Lacey Blvd.
Hanford, CA 93230 A
2 (209) 584~1441

) ' Gntario, CA 9l762 ' R

, X pwswena o B4 BESTCOPYAVAILABLt

Livermore Valley Joint Unified School District

Contact: Jahn Car

‘ 685 Las 0sitas ‘Blvd. _
% Livermore, CA 94550 S
(415) 447~9500‘k229 :

Madera County Department of Eduqation
Oontact David Schepps
Eagle Mountain School:
43555 Highway 49 R
-Ahwahnee,. CA 93601 - -
/ (209)’673—6051

Mendocino County Office of Education

" Contact: John Haynes ce

2240 East Side Road

,{/ 'Ukiah, CA 95482 e L

(707) 462-2345
Monterey County Office of EducatiOn . ' f
Contact - Mary Pat George - e
+ SELPA Director b
P.O. Box 80851

Salinas, CA 93912

+ (408) 424—0654 C
Newport-Mesa Unified School District
Contact: Mark Hansen L=
'Director of Special Education /
425 East 18th Street _ /

Cqsta Mesa, CA 92627 ; . i
(714) 760-3506 S .o ;

Placer-Nevada County SELPA . _ ;
QQntact Janice Critchlow S /

360 Nevada Street ' BN ,\\

Auburn, CA 95603 . CoN

(916) 823-6222 v
Ssan Bernardino Courty Schools WESESR . ’
Cohtactg ‘Pqanne_Davis ) L~

211 West Fifth Street | :

(714) 983-3554[
San Dieguito Union High School District
Contact: Richard McCracken T ¥
625 Vulcan Avenue _ .
., Leucadia, CA 92024 '

'(619) 753-6491 ' .




Fundad 1984/85° - . i
Page 'two :

17. ® Santa CIara Unified School District
/’/'Contact. Betsy Nordmeyer
’ /1889 Lawrence Road
/ Santa Clara, CA 95052
(408) 983-2084 =, v

18. SaK{; Cruz City Schools . T
Contact: Lynda Raisanen ‘
133 Mission Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
o (408) 429-3696 \

19, [Shasta County Supt. of Schools
Contact: Sue Sawyer
, -.. 3220 Adams Lane
' ° “Redding, CA 96002
_(916) 244-4600
- }
20. Siskiyou County Supt. of Schoots
Contact: §haron N. Miller
609 South Gold Street
Yreka, CA 96097
(915) B42-5751

[3 .

N

21. Solano County ROP
Con):act Kath, Vasquez
/ 2460 Clay Bank Road
' - Fairfield, CA 94533
’ (707) 422-8330 .
22, South Bay Union High School Diatrict

Contact: Diane Clark
200 North Pacific Coast Hwy
Vo Redondo Beach, CA 90277
(213) 379-5421 X238

23. Stanislaus County Department of Educat
Contact: Jerry Trow
801 County Center Three Court
Modegto, CA 9535pH o
(209) 571-6597

24. Sweetwater Union High Sclfool District

Contact: Don Shofner

‘ 1130 Fifth Avenue E
: Chula Vista, CA 92011 V!
y - (619) 681-5536 .

&

25.

26,

ion

1

' {

. , ’ '\M_/
vista Ugified School District -
Contact: Jerry Figley/Bill Draper T //, L

1234 Arcadia AVenue A il
Vista, CA 92083. : '
(619) 726-2170 T -
Washington Unified School District - |
Contgot: -Betty J. Brewer -
" 930 West Acres Road ' i
West Sacramento, CA 95691 -/-
¢ (916) 371-9300 | /
/
/
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OPERATING SINCE 1982 ™ . = .

~

Bellilower Unified School Distrmct

CContact: Milton Wilson

i 16703 South,Clark Agenue .
F . Bellflower, CA 90706
" (213) 866-9011 X31 -

Unified School District
Vicki Van_gteenberg .
Berkeley High School-

Contact:

Assegsment Center o f:

2246 Milvia ,

“

)

Berkeley, CA 94703 N

Contra Costa County Supt. of Schools

Contact:_Marian Cornfield.
75 Santa Barbara Road
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523 '
(415) 944-3403

+

Culver City Unified School Dlstrlct
Contact: Vera Jashni
4034 Ir¥1ng Place
Culver City, CA 90230
(213) 390-2314

. klk Grove 'Uniticed School District

Contact: Danielle Draper. '
8820 Elk Grove Blvd.

Elk Grove, CA 95624

(916) 925-6098"

(916) 925-7611

Fresno County ROC/P

.Contact: Gail Egoian

' 5228 Bast Pine
. Fresno, CA 93727/
- (209) 454-0587

varden Grove Unified Scghool District
- gontact:

Hank Hodgdon

10331 Stanford Avenue
‘Garden Grove, CA 92640
(714) 638-6308

Contact: Diana Bowington
1333 Grand Avenue

Saorzﬁento, CA 95838
(9164 925-2761 X221

'

9.

ll'

12 ]

].-4.

15.

. Grant Joint Union High School District 16. Napa County Supt. .

¢

Huntington Beach Union High School District =

- ..Contact: Jeanette Johnson

- 10251 Yorktown Avenue
Huntington Beach, CA 92646 .
’(714) 964-3339

Irvine Unified School District o w
Contact: Beverly Huff ) o
Lakeside Middle School L
#3 Lemongrass e
 Irvine, CA 92714 L s
| (715) 551-1631 :

Jeffersow Union ngh School District
Contact: Judy Reagan/Robert Gross

40) Paloma Avenue ' i %

. Pacifica, CA 94044 : ' 0

(415) 355-4131 ' R

Lake Tahoe Unified School District |-
Contact: Madrsha Butler

P.D. Box 14426 " - .
Sowith Lake Tahoe, CA 95702 . W
' (9%6) 541- -4111 L y

nified School. bistrict
Konant z )
644|West 17th Staweet
Los|Angeles, CA 90015 _
(213) 742-7562 - | "'

Losfnngeles
Contact: Ji

Marin County»Office of Education .
Contact: Arlfne Zerkel/David Weiss

v . 111§ Las Gallinas Avenue . :
P.O} Box 4925 X !
San| Rafael, CA 94903 L
(435) 472-4110 L
--------------- e
Merc dmtgﬁﬁty Supt. of . Schoolg// - K
Contdct: Linda Gamble / ; o ]
' 632 West 13th Strjg% S '
Merced, CA 95340 '

(209) 3§5-8350

. Schools

Contact: Darlene Lance
‘Napa Valley USD
2425 Jefferson Street
Napa, CA’* 94558 ‘
(707) 252-5443 .
‘ 7 (707) 252~5352
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21.

22.

23.

24.

18.

North InlandgSpecial Education Region
Contact: Bill Clarke.
San Diego County Office of Ed.
7401 Linda Vigta Road
San Diego, CA 92111
(619) 292-3538

North Orange Count?\ROC/P e
Contact: Kay Turley . '
2360 West La Palma Avenue
Anaheim, CA 92801
(714) 670~8305

\
.

-

Oceanside Unified School District.
Congact: Jim Lindemann,
c/o Melody Hueschbuch
2111 Mission Avenue
Oceanside, CA 92054
(619) 757-2560 X276

Pajaro Valley Unified School District
Coytact: Carol Fitzbuck -
P.O. Box 630
. Watsonville, CA 95077
+ .. (408) 728-6337

Poway Unified School District
Contact: Jim Hansen
'y 13626 Twin Peaks Road
- Poway, CA 92064
(619) 748-0010

Richmond Unified School District
Contact: Devi Jameson ,ﬂ\
2465 Dolan Way
San Pablo, CA 94806
(415) 724-5940

Riverside County Schools -

‘Contact: John Grisafe

3939 13th Street
\ P.0. Box 868
Riverside, CA 92502

San Francisco Unifled School DlStriCt

Contagt: annné“Prieur/Jane Crinex
Program Manager, Special Ed.
241 Oneida, Room 83
San Francisco, CA 94412
(415) 586-6400 - Z‘t

. (415) 665-4969 h
y

¢

-

25.

26,

27,

A

. 28,

29.

30.

31.

32.

4 A .
Sd4n Jose Unified School District
‘Contact: Laetitia Carmack R
1605 Park Avenue 9
, Sah Jose, CA 95126 - o
(408) - 998-6326 '
o\ ‘ .
San Lorenzo Unified School District
Contagt: Marlyn Lawrence
. 15225 Wicks Blvd. : '
g Ssan Leandro, CA 94579 .

, ///'\(415) 895-3042 ° -

San Mateo County Office of Education
Contact: Linda Schroeder
4 ; La Esperanza Development Ct. So.
N * . 65 Tower Road

.\\\‘ San Mateo, CA 94402,
\ \ (415) 573-2621
N

'SantE\Barbara County Office of Educahion
Contact: Mary Scopatz )
-Career and Youth Employment
' “'P.0. Box 6307
Santa Barbara, CA 93160 6307
(805) 964-4611 x400
Santa Clara County Office of Education ’
Contact: Kathryn Thomas/Mark Murphy
100 Skyport Drive
San Jose, CA 95115
.(408) 947-6549

Sutter County Schools Office
Contact: Bob: Ginther '
Butte Vista School
2195 Blevin Road ‘
4 Yuba City, CA 95991 ‘
L (916) 674- 3469 _ . t

. J
\

Tri County Consortium for Special Educaﬂ&on
Contact: John Brophy

P.0. Box 760"

Altaville, CA 95221

(209) 736-4643

Trinity County Office of Special Education
Contact: Donald R. Stewart, Supt.
P.O. Drawer:AH *
Weaverville, CA 96093
(916) 623-2861
) w.

b



. .Operating Since 1982 . -
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“33, Tulare County-Office of Education .
ary Jo DeSio . '
Education Building '.ﬁﬁ?
County Civic Center ™™
Visalia, -CA'93291 _
(209) 733-6737 v

4

34, Vallejo Unified School District .
Contact: Edward W. Brower
101 Cobb Avenue
* vallejo, GA 94589
(707) 6430341

Ventura County SESA Consortium
Contadt: Milton Le Couteur
‘535 liast Main Street.
Venturd, CA 93009
(805), 659-3682
(805) 487-7711 X4215

[ %)
(521

36. . Whittier Union High School District
Contact: Dan Hulbert \
+ 9401 South Painter
. ' Whittier, CA 9005 .
. (21}).698~812l X287

L)

\

r




