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ABSTRACT

THE DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OF AN EVALUATION SYSTEM
FOR LOCAL DISTRICT ASSESSMENT OF COMPLIANCE WITH
MICHIGAN MANDATORY SPECIAL EDUCATION ACT

By

Velma Ruth Perkins Allen

Almost one year after the implementation of Public Act 198,

instruments for assessment of local special education program compli-
ance with the mandatory special education law are still not generally
available, State Department of Education pefsonnel and organizations
of administrators have attested to the fact that an evaluation system
is needed. In an attempt to meet that need, this study was designed to

accomplish the following objectives:

1. To develop a list of practices specified in Public Act 198,

the State Code, The State Plan for the Delivery of Special Educa-

tion Programs and Services, and the Guidelines and to classify

them as "in compliance," "highly recommended," "not recommended,"
or "illegal," based on an interpretation of those documents, and
using Goals I and II of the State Pian as a framework for the 1list
of practices.

2. To validate the interpretations of the requirements under
the mandatory law by a panel of experts from the Michigan Depart-

ment of Education.
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3. To develop a series of questionnaires to be used in sur-
veying five different categories of persons who are associated

with the program regarding their perceptions of program practices.

4. To pilot the questionnaires utilizing local and interme -
diate special education administrators, special education teachers,
general educators, and parents.

5. To develop a system for generating a profile of a local
district's activities which will provide a model for a concise,
viable means of looking at all different areas of the total program
and how they compare in terms of compliance with the letter and the
intent of the law.

6. To submit the system for field testing in a Michigan local
district which has a comprehensive special education program and
to validate the adequacy of the product.

7. To revise the evaluation system, based on feedback from the

field test.

Procodures Used in the Study

Five essential steps were involved in the design and develop-
ment of the evaluation system. These steps characterize the methods and

procedures for this research effort, and are outlined below:

1. Preliminary Planning: Discussing with special educators
their concerns regarding the need for assessment techniques; con-
ducting a preliminary investigation to determine the availability
of such an instrument; and writing all universities and all middle
cities special education directors in order to determine current

practices in special education evaluation.
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2. Review of Related Research: Reviewing 1iterature related
to the nature of evaluation, current evaluation practices in gen-
eral and special education, evaluation models, Legislative prece-

dents to Public Act 198.

3. Developing the evaluation system: Designing the question-
naire, validating the interpretations of the legal requirements
for program operation, preparing instructions, developing item
analysis feedback charts and program profile charts.

4. Piloting the instrument: Asking individuals and small
groups of special educators, general educators, parents and agency
representatives to respond to the questionnaire and to complete a
two-page feedback sheet on its usability.

5. Field testing the evaluation system: Presenting the system
to a local district for field testing.

6. Revising the system incorporating the recommendations and

suggestions obtained during the field test.

Conclusions

This study has shown that the evaluation system presented
herein can be used to assess compliance with the mandatory special edu-
cation law and to identify areas of weakness or strength in a special
education program through surveying persons closely associated with the
program: administrators, staff, general educators, parents and agen-
cies. The system also provides those persons an opportunity to express
their concerns about any aspects of program operation. This feature of

the system is useful in planning for in-service.
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Further attention to the problem of evaluation is warranted.
This study may be seen as a first step in the development of a compre-
hensive evaluation system which looks at student performance, the admin-
istrative process, and the information system as its components. Any
one of the subsections used in this study could be expanded into a sep-
arate area of evaluation for a more specific approach to the evaluation

process.



70 MAMA, who taught me the meaning of love
and the importance of "mother-wit"--
she had an abundance of both and

shared them unselfishly

1i



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I am extremely grateful to the following persons for their

assistance and encouragement:

- the members of my doctoral committee: Dr. Charles Henley;
Dr. James E. Keller; Dr. William Sweetland; Dr. Richard

Featherstone.
- Dr. Charles Henley, my chairman.

- Dr. Al Kloster, Administration and Higher Education,
Michigan State University.

- Mr. Bert Donaldson; Mr. Gene Thurber; and Dr. Harrold
Spicknall of the Michigan Department of Education, Special
Education Services.

- Dr. Edward Birch and his staff, Grand Rapids Special Educa-
tion Department, Grand Rapids Public Schools.

- My friends.
- My family.

ifi



LIST OF

LIST OF

Chapter
I.

II.

IIl.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
TABLES . . . . . . . . . . c r e e e e e e e e e e e vi
FIGURES L] [ ] . L] L] L] L] L] L] . [ ] L] [ ] [ ] L] - [ ] L ] L] L] [ ] [ ] » - vi 1.
INTRODUCTION * . L ] L ] L ] L ] L ] L] L] L] L] . ¢ @ = @ = s = L 2 L] 1
Need for the Study . . . . . . « v + ¢ ¢ ¢ v o o . 4
Statement of Purpose . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e 6
Statement of Objectives . . . ¢« + ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 v v 4 v ¢ o . . 6
Delimitation of the Study . . . . . . . . . « . . o o . . 7
Design of the Study . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e 8
Overview of the Study . . . . . . . + ¢« . ¢ ¢« .+ . . .« 10
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE . & + ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o« » 1N
Current Practices in Evaluation . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
Nature of Evaluation . C b e e e e e e e e e e e . 13
Evaluation in Special Education C e e e e e s e e e e e 16
Models for Special Education Evaluation . . . . . . . 19
Evaluation Efforts in Michigan . e e s e e e s 22
Legislative Precedents to Public Act 198 G« e s e 0w e 25
Public Act 198 of Michigan . . . . . . . . « « « . . . 29
DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE EVALUATION SYSTEM . . . . . . 31
Part I: Developing the Questionnaire . . . . . . . . 32
Deriving the Questions . . . . e e e e . .. 34
Validation of the Questionnaire Items e e e e s .+« 35
The Master Questionnaire . . . .. . . 40
Determining Respondents and Design1ng the
Questionnaires . . . .« ¢« v ¢ ¢ s 4 4 e e e e e e 40
The Master List of Mandates and Recommendations . . . . 48
The Pilot Study . . . . « « « ¢ v v v v o« o & « & . . 99
Part II: Developing the Evaluation System . .« « « 103

iv



Chapter Page

Overview of the Evaluation System . . . . . . e « « « « 103

Qutline of the Evaluation Process . . . . . . . . . . . 104

IV. FIELD TEST, SUMMARY, AND RECOMMENDATIONS . . . . . . . . . 128
The Field Test . . . & ¢ ¢ v v ¢ ¢t o v o o e« o o o o o » 128
SUMMATY « v ¢ v ¢ & ¢ o o o o o o o o o o s o s 2 o« o o o 137
Recommendations . . . . & ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« 4« ¢ ¢ e 4 e 0 e . . . . 139
REFERENCES . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 141

APPENDICES:
A. THE MASTER FEEDBACK CHART . . . + + ¢ ¢ ¢« v ¢« v o o « « « « 146
B. REVISED QUESTIONNAIRES . . . . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ v o o o o o 161



Table

-h?)N

LIST OF TABLES

Page
Sample page from set of items used in validation . . . . . . 37
Master 1ist of mandates and recommendations . . . . . . . . 49
Sample school district evaluation plan . . . . . . . . . . . 130
Field test response totals . . . . . . . . . . . . .« . . . . 132

vi



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure
1. Administrator questionnaire . . . . . e e e e . e e e
2. Staff questionnaire . . . . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ i o o e e e e .
3. General educator questionnaire . . . . . . . .+ ¢« ¢+ ..
4. Parent questionnaire . . . . . .. . .. c e e e s e e e
5. Agency questionnaire . . . . . . ¢« ¢+ ¢ 4 o . . e e e
6. Feedback form for questionnaire . . . . .« « « « ¢+ ¢ ¢ « o &
7. Form I: Preliminary decisions for the chairman . . . . . .
8. Form II: Instructions for team members . . . . . . . .. .
9. Form III: Tally form - one category . . . « « « « « « « &
10. Form IV: Summary sheet - one category . . . . . . . . . .
11. Form IV-A: Summary sheet - all respondent categories . . .
12. Form V: Line graph profile . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e
13. Form VI: Evaluation summary sheet . . . . . . . . . . . .
14. Preparing the evaluation report: A suggested format . . .

vii

Page
43
44
45
46
47

100
106
116
118
119
121
124
126
127



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Special education is well on the way toward becoming recog-
nized by all as a respected, necessary phenomenon in American education
which makes possible the realization of the premise upon which our edu-
cational system is established--that of helping every child "develop to
his fullest potential."” New programs in career education and individu-
ally guided education for all children are based upon instructional con-
cepts of meeting individual needs which have been inherent for many
years in the special education curriculum.

More and more educators are accepting the idea that before
meaningful programs for regular and special education students can be
established, it is necessary to realize that every child is an individ-
ual, complete with his own set of "intraindividual" and "interindividual”
characteristics, to borrow Kirk's terms (Kirk, 197?). In order to plan
the education of any child, these characteristics must be taken into ac-
count.

Though the special education field is described by some as a
"teapot in a tempest” (Lilly, 1970, p. 45), and harshly criticized by
those within and withoﬁt its ranks (Dunn, 1968), the future still looks
promising. Even though many children remain unserved, thousands more

each year are receiving needed services, and the general concern for



comprehensiveness and quality of programming is ever increasing. John
Cook discusses the effect of accountability on the special education

profession:

Parents and legislators are no longer accepting the special
educators' reassurance that the child has been "diagnosed,"
that he is in a "program," that his teacher is "fully certi-
fied." They are in effect saying that some (usually consid-
erable) number of dollars has been poured into the special
child's education and training and that certain tangible re-
sults should be happening which bear some relation (the more
the better) to the amount of money and resources invested.
(Cook, 1972, p. 5.)

Evidence of this growing concern lies in the fact that some
states have enacted legislation which mandates that appropriate educa-
tional services be provided all children. No longer is it being left
to the discretion of local districts in these states to provide educa-
tional services for some and to exclude others who are handicapped.

According to the April, 1974, Phi Delta Kappan, special edu-

cation gained so much attention in the United States in 1973 that it

was included in Ben Brodinsky's annual list of "ten major educational

events." As stated in the article, "Special Education--A Major Event

in 1973," seven states passed comprehensive laws in 1973 on behalf of

children who deviate from average children physically, mentally, or

emotionally and require special schooling and care. Those states are

Arkansas, Arizona, Colorado, Maine, Maryland, Mississippi, and Missouri.
As reported in the Kappan article, nearly all states in the

Union require that school districts offer special education programs

for most handicapped children. The 1973 judicial rulings came after

the 1971 U.S. District Court required Pennsylvania to educate all



children 4 to 21, regardless of cost. Within two years, the "right to
education" concept has been extended to include physically, mentally

and emotionally handicapped.” (Phi Delta Kappan, April, 1974, p. 513.)

At the same time, however, special educators are being pres-
sured to show evidence of their achievement of the goals which they
have adopted. In other words, accountability has, out of necessity, be-
come important because some means of determining whether a district com-
plies with the law must be available. Evaluation, in some form or an-
other, must exist if local school districts are to be monitored and if
the responsible agency, be it the State Department of Education, the
Intermediate District Office, or the local district itself, is to know
what practices are being followed in a given district. Local districts
must have some means of determining what practices and attitudes are
prevalent within the district and must have some type of information
system or evaluation procedure to help them to make this determination.

In 1971, Michigan Public Act 198 stipulated that by July, 1973,

mandatory special education would become effective in Michigan, thereby
giving districts two years to prepare for the implementation of the law.
Accountability for this implementation was to rest with the Intermediate
District, although responsibility for provision of services was given
primarily to the local district.

During the two years prior to the actual effectuation of Pub-

lic Act 198 in October, 1974, no written procedure or evaluation system

based on the new State Code was available for general use to provide a
means by which a local program could be evaluated either by the State

Department, Intermediate District, or local district personnel.



Preliminary guidelines for the interpretation of the rules and regula-
tions only became available in December, 1973. There is, then, little
or no tangible evidence at this time to indicate that practices in
local districts have changed significantly since the rules went into
effect.

What does appear to be the case, from very limited observa-
tions (i.e., discussions with participants in Michigan State Univer-
sity's Extern Program for Directors of Special Education and with the
Middle Cities Education Association Special Task Force on Special Edu-
cation) 1s that now, some months after the implementation of Public Act
198, many local administrators are not altogether sure that they are in
compliance, but are interpreting the law as best they can and operating
their programs in good faith. Some administrators are not sure that
their staff members are following the mandates of the State Code, even
though they have made some effort to acquaint them with the legal re-
quirements for program operation. Others are not worrying too much
about the implementation of the new law, declaring that by the time the
“dust setties,” they wili have had pienty of time to compiy.

The inevitable result of a lack of a specific evaluation pro-
cedure from an authoritative source is that interpretations of the law

differ and confusion prevails.

Need For The Study

A search for prevalent evaluation procedures and instruments
currently in use in Michigan and other states yielded such meager re-

sults, that one might conclude that there is a genuine lack of systematic



evaluation of special education programs. Much of the evaluation at
the present time appears to be informal and highly subjective.

The need for an evaluation instrument is unquestionable. One
indication of this need is that the Special Education Task Force of the
Middle Cities Education Association designated the project invoiving
the development of an evaluation model for special education as a top
priority project for 1973-74. Discussions with the group revealed that
they would welcome any efforts along these lines to develop models or
procedures for evaluation.

Another factor indicative of the need for an evaluation in-
strument is that the State Department of Education has shown an active
interest in design and development of an instrument of this type. One
instrument was developed by State Department personnel in their eval-
uation of the Kalamazoo Special Education Program in 1972, but is not
in general use. This instrument will be discussed more thoroughly in
Chapter II.

Letters to all Middie Cities Education Association Special
Education Directors and all Michigan Universities requesting informa-
tion about available instruments or procedures yielded minimal results.
Many directors responded, however, that although they had no instruments
themselves, they would appreciate very much receiving copies of the in-
strument that would be developed as a result of this research.

Ben Herbert, Michigan State University doctoral candidate and
Dr. Harrold Spicknall of the Michigan Department of Education conducted
a similar survey of all State Departments of Education. The results of
this survey were somewhat more positive than the one conducted in Mich-

igan, but the need for more emphasis on evaluation is prevalent.



Also supportive of the need for this study is the fact that
the implementation of Public Act 198 will be facilitated by having a

simplified instrument which districts can use to determine whether they
are operating their special education programs in compliance with the
law, and whether the practices currently in use in their districts are
considered acceptable and in accord with the intent and the letter of
the law.

Beneficiaries of this research will most definitely be Michi-
gan Special Education Departments at the local, intermediate and state

level, and most importantly, handicapped students in Michigan.

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this research is to develop an evaluation sys-

tem to assess compliance with Pﬁb]ic Act 198 in eleven specific areas

of a local district special education program. Basic to the system is
an instrument based on the State Code promulgated to implement Public
Act 198 and the accompanying guide]ines.' The eleven areas to be eval-

uated are specified under Goals I and II of the State Plan for The De-

livery of Special Education Programs and Services (1973).

Statement of Objectives

The specific objectives of the study are the following:

1. To develop a list of practices specified in Public Act 198,

the Michigan State Plan for the Delivery of Special Education Pro-

grams and Services, the State Code, and Guidelines, and to classify

them as "in compliance with the law," "highly recommended," "not



recommended,” and "clearly illegal," based on an interpretation
of those documents, using Goals I and II of the State Plan as
a framework for the Tist of practices.

2. To validate an interpretation of the requirements under
the mandatory law utilizing a panel of experts from'the Michigan
State Department of Education, Special Education Services.

3. To develop a series of questionnaires to be used in sur-
veying persons in five different categories who are associated
with the Special Education Program.

4. To pilot the questionnaires utilizing local and interme-
diate special education administrators, general educators, parents,
agency representatives, and special education teachers.

5. To develop a means of generating a profile of a local dis-
trict's activities as a concise, viable means of looking at dif-
ferent areas of the total program in terms of compliance with the
letter and intent of the law.

6. To submit the system for field testing in a Michigan local
district which has a fairly comprehensive program and the means for
complete compliance with the law to validate the adequacy of the
product.

7. To revise the evaluation system incorporating suggestions

based on feedback from the field test.

Delimitation of the Study

This study addresses itself to those general areas of concern

to all disability groups in special education, and not to any specific



disability area. The study is not intended to provide a means of eval-
uating those practices which are specific to any particular disability
area, but instead, to evaluate the administrative process concerning
those practices which are described on a general basis in the State

Plan.

Though a Michigan local district will be used as a field test
site, this study is not primarilty concerned with an evaluation of that
district's special education program. The major purpose of the evalua-
tion effort will be to yield data regarding the accuracy, ambiguity, or
comprehensiveness of the instrument. Consequently, data regarding the
district’'s special education program will not necessarily be reported
unless the data illustrates some important feature of the instrument.

The evaluation system developed as a result of this study will
be limited to Michigan since it is based on the Michigan State Plan and
Michigan Public Act 198.

Design of the Study

The State Plan for the Delivery of Special Education Services

lists two major goals governing the delivery of special education ser-
vices in Michigan. These goals cover eleven subsections common to all
special education programs serving any disability area: Goal I refers
to comprehensiveness of programming and includes referral system, diag-
nostic service, placement procedure, continuum of services, and follow-
up system; Goal II refers to quality of programming and includes per-
sonnel, facilities, curriculum, leadership, integration and evaluation.

These eleven subsections will provide the framework for the instrument.



Under each of the eleven subsections, questionnaires were de-

rived in this manner:

1. Assumptions for each area are the same as the assumptions

underlying comparable goals in the State Plan.

Each area has an objective as specified in the State Plan.

. Statements reflecting recommendations and requirements of

the State Code, Act 198, Guidelines and State Plan were

developed for each objective.

. Questions, correct responses and suggested response rates

were written for each statement.
When all questions were compiled, they along with suggested
responses were submitted to a panel of experts for valida-

tion of the following:

. validity of interpretations of the State Code.

<)

b. validity of interpretations of the Guidelines.

c. accuracy of suggested responses.

d. clarity of questions.

Questions were designated and written for each of the fol-

lowing groups, as deemed appropriate:

a. special education administrators (category 1)

b. special education staff, including itinerant and diag-
nostic personnel, special education teachers, and in-
structional aides (category 2)

c. general education teachers and administrators, and itin-

erants {category 3)
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d. parents (category 4)
e. agencies (category 5)

6. A1l possible responses to each set of closed response ques-
tions were charted on a profile sheet.

7. The questions were placed on appropriate questionnaires for
the target populations to be surveyed.

8. The instrument was submitted to the local special education
director for field testing and revised incorporating the
recommendations and suggestions obtained from the field
test, if necessary.

9. The revised evaluation system is presented as the final out-

come of this study.

Overview of the Study

Chapter II of this study reviews literature which is related
to this study. Attention is given to current practices on a national
and state level, different views on the nature of evaluation, models for
special education program evaluation, and the results of a preliminary
inquiry into state department practices in the nation.

Chapter III describes the design and development of the eval-
uation system. Part I describes the development of the questionnaires,
and Part II describes the development of the complete evaluation system.

Chapter IV describes the field test procedures and gives a
brief summary of the entire study including problems encountered and
recommendations for further study. The revised system is presented in

Chapter IV as the Allen Survey System for Evaluating Special Services
(ASSESS).



CHAPTER I1I

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The review of the literature encompasses these areas: cur-
rent general evaluative practices, nature of evaluation, evaluation in
special education on the national level, models for special education
evaluation, evaluation efforts in Michigan, and legislative precedents

to Public Act 198 in Michigan.

Current Practices In Evaluation

The current trend toward accountability has wielded its in-
fluence upon all areas of education. Having possibly originated as a
means of assuring that businesses function at a maximum level of effi-
ciency and proficiency the entire approach has definitely forced educa-
tors to critically examine their policies and practices in the light of
cost and effectiveness.

John Cook points to Leon Lessinger, Deputy Commissioner in
the office of Education as the possible initiator of the accountability
concept by pushing it into the awareness of both educators and the
general public. He felt the frustration experienced by congress as
they sought to ascertain the impact of large sums of federal money
being spent on education. With respect to Title I, ESEA, for example,
it was difficult, if not impossible, to justify with any confidence the

11
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expenditures on the many projects that had been funded. Justifying
these expenditures was seen as necessary in order to determine a policy

for future expenditures. According to Cook (1972, p. 2):

The cost-effectiveness approach of the Department of Defense was
in vogue at the time, and questions raised within the context of
this approach were found difficult to answer by the Office of Edu-
cation and school people. Concomitant with this trend was a ris-
ing concern on the part of local school boards across the country
about the ever mounting requests for additional funds for educa-
tion. About the same time, data was also becoming available to
the public about the end product of the educational system, i.e.,
the students’' actual academic achievements on a nationwide basis.
In sum, Congress and the public were asking educators to be ac-
countable, to show the public that they (the Congress and the pub-
lic) were getting a "bang for their buck," and that learning was
occurring commensurate with the fiscal resources being committed
to the effort."

M. Schriven (1967) voices the concerns Qf many who assert
that if business firms can't keep people on the job or continue to oc-
cupy buildings that are not productive, then society should not have to
keep school personnel or programs that are not functioning efficiently.

The method of evaluation which has found its way out of the
business world into the worlid of education is a method known generaily
as the "systems approach." Frank Banghart is one of the many writers
who has attempted to apply the principles of the systems approach to
education. He noted that since World War II, a new technology, which
he terms "systems analysis" has profoundly influenced most decision
making in business and government. He insists that the "systems" tech-

nique can work as an evaluative technique for educators also (1969,

p. V).
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Common terms which identify approaches falling under the gen-
eral heading of systems analysis are Program Evaluation Review Tech-
niques (PERT), Program Planning and Budgeting Systems (PPBS), etc.

D. K. Tanner (1971) states:

Taxpayers are demanding to know precisely what returns they are
getting for money spent in our public elementary and secondary
schools; moreover, campus disorders, among other things, have mo-
tivated the public to question seriously the increased expendi-
tures in all areas of education.

Many state governmental agencies mandated the implementation of

program budgeting in education. Top officials in governmental
affairs have insisted on the need for educational evaluation.

Although program budgeting is not the same as PPBS, the Michi-
gan Department of Education has adopted PPBS as its accountability model,
in all probability, in response to the public's change of attitude, as

expressed in the preceding paragraph by Tanner.

Nature of Evaluation

As to the exact nature of evaluation, opinions are diverse.
Cook feels that accountability as a concept has struck a responsive
chord in both the public and the professional educator and that it also
means many things to many people (1972, p. 2).

Though Cook differentiates between accountability and evalua-
tion, he says that the notion of evaluation must be considered to be
implicit and intertwined in the whole concept of accountability. He
feels that the following are the essential elements of accountability
as a general concept (1972, pp. 2-3):

1. The educator must decide what he is after in terms of student
performance and be responsible for getting these results.
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The concept also implies streamlined management such as a con-
cise analysis of needs and arrangement of priorities, a precise
definition and description of the inputs, the processes, and
the output-related goals of the educational endeavor.

. Not least in importance is that the accountability process

should be communicable to the consumers (i.e., the public) in
an easily understood language of the particular public.

Finally, the whole process of governance in education must be
tied to a fiscal and/or time base so that the undertaking can
be demonstrated to be thrifty, sensible and, in general, pre-
senting evidence of good stewardship.

S. B. Anderson offers this distinction between accountability

and evaluation: (Cook, 1972, p. 3)

1.

Evaluation is concerned primarily with effectiveness (the de-
gree to which the institution or system succeeds in doing what-
ever it is trying to do); accountability is concerned with ef-
fectiveness and efficiency (the capacity to achieve results
with a given expenditure of resources). Thus the latter is
even more complex than the former, since it must encompass not
only attempts to determine success but aiso how much it costs
to obtain it and the relationship between cost and benefit.

Educational evaluation--though sometimes mandated in general
terms by a funding agency--is largely the business and province
of the education institution or system itself; and it stands to
succeed to the extent that it is viewed by administrators and
staff as a vehicle for program inprovement. Accountability, on
the other hand, carried with it the notion of external judgment
and control. The advocates of accountability view this as a
positive feature-~-the taxpayers have a right to know.

Evaluation in regular education has taken the form of perfor-

mance contracting, turn-keying, the voucher system, and incentive re-

wards in some systems (Cook, 1972, pp. 3-4). These approaches have had

varying degrees of success, and practical methods and models are still

being sought.

Richard Dershimer sees evaluation as an activity or set of

activities initiated or utilized to provide data for major operational
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decisions in the schools. Three other purposes it serves are: (1) pro-
viding more systematic ways of gathering data for many other purposes;
(2) sharpening the objectives of any organization; and (3) identifying
and clarifying aspects of the situation where revision or improvement

is most needed and/or desired. (Cited by Cook, 1972, p. 8.)

He proposes a three-part scheme with these major components:
(1) antecedent conditions or input variables; (2) intervening events or
treatments; and (3) outcomes or objectives.

R. M. Gagne, asserts, "For the person who wishes to study the
process of education, to analyze it, to perform research upon it for
the purpose of understanding and improving it, statements of educational
objectives as human performance are an absolutely essential starting
point." (Gagne, 1965).

Others hold that evaluation is the "collection and use of in-
formation for decision making purposes." (Swisher, et al., 1968, p. 8.)

Stake (1965) insists that both description and judgment are
essential to any evaluation.

L. C. Silvern (1965) and Andrew and Moir (1970) have also
made suggestions for developing evaluation systems in education. In ad-
dition, a wealth information is available in standard sources on gather-
ing and refining data.

With all the information available on procedure and technique,

the real problem is summarized best by Dershimer who states:

The solution far too often is to 'go through the motions,’' that is,
gather some test score data, tabulate questionnaire results, ob-
tain some testimonies, and write a flashy report; the data are not
resgegted and only slightly used--if at all. (Dershimer, 1968,

p. 7. :
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Evaluation in Special Education

In special education, the accountability crisis is making it-
self felt, especially in those states where special education services
are mandated. But even in states where mandatory laws do not exist,
there is a growing consciousness among special educators of the impor-
tance of being able to show the public that they are indeed seeing re-
sults. The requirement under mandatory that educational plans with
specific objectives for each child must be developed has provided some
means of determining the degree to which a teacher has helped a given
child.

Cook notes a slower response to the accountability thrust on

the part of special educators (1972, p. 5).

The response of the special educator to the accountability concern
has been neither as vocal nor as varied as his regular education
counterpart . .

Also, it has been only within the last few years that many special
education programs literally have moved out of the boiler room in
the school basement and have become the recipients of sufficient
resources to even attempt anything approaching exemplary programs
for the handicapped. An additional contributing factor to the
slower response to accountability of the special educators could
well have been that at the beginning of the 70s he was already off
balance having been inundated by children with assorted learning,
emotional and behavioral problems for whom regular education could
or would not attempt to provide learning experiences. In any event,
it would seem that the regular educators' concern with accounta-
bility at this time is very much a problem for the special educa-
tors as well.

Cook offers the following statements in support of his mild

rebuke: (Cook, 1972, p. 6.)

The statements which follow are representative of the feelings of
a large body of professionals and have yet to be seriously heeded
by the majority of special education policy makers and practi-
tioners (Lilly, 1970?:
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. « . Notwithstanding the many obvious and valid criticisms of
studies comparing special versus regular class membership, it has
yet to be demonstrated that the special class offers a better
school experience for retarded children than does regular class
placement (Blatt, 1960, pp. 53-54).

. . . While the special classes may be administratively convenient,
there is no doubt that the procedure has made special education
special, isolated it, and in so doing perpetuated the isolation
and attending mysticism which has stood in the way of special edu-
cation development (Fisher, 1967, p. 29).
. « « Let us stop being pressured into continuing and expanding a
special education program that we know to be undesirable for many
of the children we are dedicated to serve (Dunn, 1968, p. 5).
. + . Special education is helping the regular school maintain its
spoiled identity when it creates special programs . . . for the
"disruptive child" and the "slow learner" many of whom, for some
strange reason, happen to be black and poor and live in the inner
city (Johnson, 1969, p. 245).

. . There has been no reliable evidence produced to indicate
that differential benefits, either social or academic, accrue to
regular students as a result of either the exclusion or inclusion

of exceptional students in regular classes (Christoples and Renz,
1969, p. 373).

Evaluation of special education programs, though much needed
and sanctioned, is still done on a highly informal basis in many local
districts. Some state departments of education have developed or are
in the process of developing specific procedures or instruments to be
used in their constituent districts in order to determine whether state
guidelines are being followed, or in some instances, to provide local
districts with a means for setting down in some order, valuable informa-
tion about the district so that they can make an assessment of their own
practices.

Dr. Harrold Spicknall of the Michigan Department of Education,
Special Education Division, conducted a survey in the Summer of 1972 of

all 50 State Department of Education asking for copies of instruments
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or descriptions of procedures which are currently in use in their states.
The results indicated that few actual instruments are available.

The instruments which were available contained no measure of
quality against a prescribed standard, with the exception of Pennsyl-
vania's instrument which included the program standards. Some instru-
ments contained a Likert-type or some other rating scale or checklist,
but after the items were checked or rated, no system for determining
what the rating meant or for making a qualitative comparison with an-
other district's standards was in evidence.

Texas did not furnish an instrument, but instead sent an over-
view of a special project called PRIME (Programmed Re-entry into Main-
stream Education) which is being used as one of its evaluative tech-
niques. Project PRIME was initiated to investigate the effectiveness
of alternative special education instructional programs. The principal
question which the study addresses is for whom and under what conditions
is integration of mildly handicapped children into mainstream education
a viable educational alternative. (Kaufman, et al., 1973, p. 1.)

The study is described as unique by the authors because of
wide-scale employment of direct observation of classroom interactions.
(Kaufman, et al., 1973, p. 9.)

Clearly, Project PRIME addresses an important need in special
education evaluation, but its purpose is somewhat removed from the pur-
pose of the study proposed herein.

Other studies have focused on the problem of evaluation of

special education programs in other states.
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Marilyn Jo Parsley of the University of Denver, developed an
instrument based on outcomes, instructional process and product. Part
I contains a "real and ideal" questionnaire form using a Likert-type
scale. Part II deals with process and product; Part III with leader-
ship behavior based on the LBDQ and Part IV contains recommendations.
(Parsley, 1971.)

Parsley's instrument was piloted in a school system and in-
volved special education teachers, special education administrators,
ancillary staff, school administrators, regulér teachers, prinéipa]s,
and parents.

John T. Cassell of the University of Connecticut developed a
guide for use in establishing or evaluating special programs for the
mentally handicapped. (Cassell, 1968.)

Edwin Ray Edmunds conducted a normative study comparing ser-
vices for exceptional children in Missouri with services which a panel
of experts described as being necessary for the education of excep-
tional children. Two hundred and seventeen Missouri Public Schools
were involved in the study. (Edmunds, 1960.)

Anna Barbara Crumpler Smart developed in 1970, a proposed spe-
cial education program for the State of Alaska with emphasis on rural

schools. (Smart, 1970.)

Models for Special Education Evaluation

Edward Ahr and Howard Sims proposed an evaluation model for
special education which represents, in the authors' words, "A system

analysis of the components and activities in a district or joint
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agreement special education program.” Their model is structured around
three evaluation dimensions: the administrative process, the curriculum
process, and the information requirements. Based on a three-year imple-
mentation plan, the model is constructed on sound principles. However,
insufficient practical instructions are provided and many local adminis-

trators will find the model difficult to use. The authors state:

Evaluation is based on the process of: (1) first agreeing upon
program standards; (2) then determining whether a discrepancy
exists between aspects of the actual program and the governing
standards; and (3) using the discrepancy information to identify
the weakness of the program. Utilizing performance standards for
students, the evaluation can be accomplished through the employ-
ment of appropriate levels of standards. Through the use of com-
prehensive evaluation practices, improved education can accrue to
youngsters, teachers, and parents." (Ahr and Sims, 1971, p. 1.)

A second model, produced by the Organization for Special and
Technical Innovation, Inc. (0STI), was designed for state departments
of education to plan and evaluate educational services to the handi-
capped. As used in the manual, planning and evaluation means: (1)
gathering information on the system of educational services to the han-
dicapped: (2) using that information to set objectives for the system;
(3) determining which department strategies will contribute to the sys-
tem objectives, taking into account the influence of a Department of
Special Education in the context of the total environment that affects
educational services to handicapped children; and (4) comparing actual
to described impact of the strategies emp]oyed. (0STI, 1970.)

Even though the model is designed for Special Education De-
partments at the state level, the section on "Implementation of Evalua-

tion" contains specific steps which helped to provide a basis for the
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construction of the instrument developed in this study. The specific
steps involve specifying performance objective indicators, monitoring
performance indicators, and setting up specific evaluative criteria to
determine whether the initial objective has been realized.

An evaluation model was developed in response to needs which
became apparent after ESEA - VI -~ A began in 1967. The needs which dic-
tated the form of the model were needs for simplicity and inexpensive-
ness of project write-up and evaluation, coherence and simplicity in
data collection, as well as meaningful feedback to the administrative
personnel at various levels. (Cook, 1972, pp. 8-9.)

Cook explains the model:

The basic evaluation model is two-dimensional with data and infor-
mation source and receiver on the vertical axis and the phases of
project operation on the horizontal axis . . . . Since feedback
loops, communication channels, etc. are an intrinsic part of the
accountability-evaluation model as conceptualized, more dimensions,
lines, circles, arrows, and so forth could be added to the model.
Such an approach tends to be confusing for the reader so an attempt
will be made to let the written word carry the brunt of the commun-
ication thereby keeping additions to the scheme at a minimum.
(Cook, 1972, pp. 10-11.)

Cook states that these expressed needs have not all been met
in an optimal fashion and that more work needs to be done in conceptual-
ization and in the how of 1mb]ementation (1972, p. 10).

Prog;r criticizes the proliferation of evaluation models, and

gives his definition of the Proger Principle. (Cook, 1972, p. 9.)

In a conceptual hierarchy every concept (i.e., evaluation models)
eventually rises from a specific level of applicability to a gen-
eral level of functional incompetence through "logical analysis."

He pleads further that educators should do something with the

existing models.
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Evaluation Efforts in Michigan

Available literature shows that at least three systematic at-
tempts to evaluate special education programs in Michigan have been ini-
tiated during the past years.

One such study was conducted by Kenneth W. Brown of Wayne
State University in 1961. His study, "An Administrative Survey of The
Special Education Program in Oakland County, Michigan," describes a pro-
cedure of developing an instrument acceptable to an expert panel, ar-
ranging for the panel to visit a selected cross section of existing pro-
grams in Oakland County, analyzing the results of the study and report-
ing recommendations based on the panel's findings.

Possibly the most comprehensive study conducted in Michigan
was a study conducted by a Special Study Team of the Michigan Department
of Education at the request of the Superintendent of Kalamazoo Public
Schools. The study was to have begun in January of 1971, and was con-
ducted by July 1, 1971.

The eleven (11) areas which are subtitled under Goals I and

II of the State Plan for The Delivery of Programs and Services form the

framework for the questions, and general assumptions regarding sound
practices in each area helped to generate the questions.

When taken out of the context of the total study, the instru-
ment itself is not accompanied by specific explanations and instructions
which would permit its use in a self-evaluation by a local district.
This fact is understandable since the study was conducted by a team and
was not designed to be a self-administering instrument, and it has not
been distributed by the State Department of Education as such an instru-

ment.
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The Kalamazoo Study and the instrument designed as a part of
it, have been extremely valuable in the development of the instrument

herein, since both are based on the State Plan for the Delivery of Ser-

vices and contain the same basic objectives,

The third study involving the development of an evaluation
model was done by Gordon Bergman in 1972. Bergman saw a need to apply
a systems approach to program planning in special education and bears
some resemblance to the plan developed by Ahr and Sims. His approach

included these distinct stages:

1. Delineation of existing programs and services.
. Gross determination of needs.

Real needs assessment.

S W oM

. Estimation of priorities for implementation of programs

and services; immediate and long range.

(3]

. Allocation of resources.

6. Implementation of plan.

7. Evaluation of plan and pupil product (Bergman, 1972,
pp. 33-35).

Bergman's plan allows for collection of information needed
for making important decisions. Its purpose,’however, is somewhat re-
moved from the purposes of this study.

The model developed by Bergman provides an information system,
but does not provide for evaluation in the sense that standards are pre-
sented, current practices are compared with standards, and discrepan-

cies noted.
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Michigan special educators have recognized the need for eval-
uation. Many studies have been conducted in Michigan to determine
whether graduates of special education programs were making successful
adjustments in the community and on their jobs. Ultimate realization
of the goal of successful community adjustment and job placement is
viewed by many as the only way to determine the success of a special
education program which has as its inherent goal, personal, social, and
vocational adjustment of the individual.

Documented studies concerning Lansing Public Schools--Special
Education Department (Beekman, 1959), Kent Occupational High School in
Wyoming, Michigan (Warren, 1965), and the Berrien County Follow-Up Study
(Henderson, 1973) have all shown some measure of success in the achieve-
ment of the personal, social, and vocational goals set forth by the pro-
gram by students who completed prescribed special education programs.

No one can dispute the value of such studies, but there is
growing concern that what happens along the way toward program comple-
tion also deserves some attention--certainly more than it has received
in the past.

One person who has expressed such a concern is Marvin E.
Beekman, former State Director of Special Education in Michigan, who
has been a staunch supporter of quality programs for exceptional chil-
dren and a leader in the field for many years, and has brought his tre-
mendous influence to bear in demanding the rights of exceptional chil-

dren. He observed:

As we look over this vast country, we see the gaps in services,
the disinterest of educators, problems of money, lack of teachers,
and research stacked to the ceiling but never applied to the prob-
lem . . . one cannot help but wonder. ("Indications," p. 18.
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Beekman, probably more than any other single individual in
the State of Michigan, bears responsibility for the passage of Public
Act 198 of 1971, Michigan's mandatory special education act. The final
passage of the law was the culmination of a lengthy, complex process in

which Marvin Beekman played a leading role.

Legislative Precedents to Public Act of 198

In 1969, a group of Michigan leaders in the field of special
education met and decided that there was a definite need to change Mich-
igan's special education legislation from permissive to mandatory and
decided that the way to do this would be to circulate a petition to show
the legislature that many in the State shared their opinion.

This effort was joined by various state organizations inter-
ested in the education of exceptional children making it apparent to the
Legislature that this was one problem which would have to be dealt with
this time, even though efforts in the past to persuade them to enact
this kind of legislation had met with no success.

At a public hearing, the Chamber was packed with people favor-
ing passage of the bill, even though there was at least one voice which
openly resisted the idea that mandatory legislation was the right an-
swer. Proponents including Lucille McCullough, Peter Coke, and others,
greatly outnumbered opponents, most of whom were silent and as a result,
the Bill was on its way toward passage.

The Michigan Legislature had by no means been remiss in attend-
ing to problems of the handicapped. Many studies and reports had been
completed and presented in the preceding years which no doubt provided

the background information and support which the Bill needed for passage.
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- In 1965, Sander Levin, Michigan Senator, was appointed chair-
man of a Senate subcommittee on Special Education in Michigan. The com-

mittee's recommendations helped bring about the following changes:

1. Reimbursement for remedial reading

2. Summer school programs

3. Administrative and supervisory personnel were included in
state reimbursement

4. Defining the school social workers role

5. State scholarships were granted to recruit and train per-
sonnel for special education

6. Authorization for five (5) additional people at the state
level.

7. A nine (9)- man advisory committee for Special Education

was created.

An indirect result of the report was that a State Director of
Special Education, Marvin E. Beekman, was appointed.

The Willenburg Report followed in 1967. This report was a
study of special education programs in the State Department of Educa-
tion and called for the following changes or modifications in the State

Department:

1. More personnel
. Emphasis on leadership at the state level
No mandatory legislation

Overhauling the reimbursement system

nn AW MN

. Assigning of State staff members to instruction
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6. Enlarging the Intermediate District

7. Revising the Teacher Preparation Program
8. Expanding the Teacher Counselor Program
9

. Expanding Pre-School Programs

As a result of the Willenburg Report, task forces on certifi-
cation, finance, and the rules and regulations were appointed. These
three committees issued reports in 1968 and 1969 which resulted in an
improved reimbursement formula for special education for the State,
and a move toward a competency based curriculum for special education
training programs and the establishment of specialty area competencies.

In August, 1969, the Michigan Legislature enacted Public Act
220 which required local school districts along with intermediate dis-
tricts to conduct a survey of handicapped children and youth in their
communities and to develop a comprehensive plan to meet the educational
needs of these handicapped persons. The purpose of the Act, as ex-
plained by Dr. John Porter, State Superintendent of Instruction, was
two-fold. First of all, Act 220 was designed to provide the Michigan
Legislature with accurate information concerning the number and type of
handicapped youth in Michigan and services currently being provided
them. These data were necessary so that the Legislature would have suf-
ficient information on which to base proposed statutory changes which
were being contemplated at the time to meet the needs of handicapped
children in Michigan.

The second purpose of Act 220 was to require local districts
to assess the educational needs of their handicapped children and to
develop educational plans to meet the needs of these children in their

own communities.
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The survey revealed that incidence rates in educable mentally
impaired, crippled and otherwise health impaired disability areas are
reasonably close to the national estimates of incidence, though some
confusion of terminology, (i.e., learning disabilities), and other prob-
lems led to worse discrepancies in other areas: speech impaired, visu-
ally impaired, hearing impaired, and multiple handicapped. These re-
sults certainly attest to a need for regular surveys since the national
incidence rates may not always apply in a particular school district.
(A_Study of Handicapped Children and Youth, under Public Act 220 of
1969, Report Number 1, pp. 3-10.)

Significantly, however, figures obtained from the study indi-
cated that over 100,000 children were in need of special education ser-

vices. Other conclusions drawn from the study are these three (p. 7):

1. A statewide survey such as the one conducted under Public Act
220 should be conducted every three years.

2. The legal provisions should be modified to assure the delivery
of appropriate educational programs and services to every child
in Michigan. In other words, permissive legislation did not
appear to work; also, coordination of aspects of the School
Code which affected the educational programs and services for
handicapped children seemed necessary.

3. Regional planning, coordination and evaluation of special edu-

cation programs and services should be required.

This study contributed significantly to the eventual develop-

ment of a Preliminary State Plan for the Delivery of Special Education
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Programs and Services which would serve, when finalized, as the vehicle

by which Public Act 198, passed in December, 1971, would be implemented.

Under the Preliminary State Plan, the responsibility of pro-

viding services to all exceptional children was assigned to the local
education agency. The Plan clearly delineated four basic assumptions
which were used as a basis for the development of the State Plan. These

assumptions were as follows:

1. Every handicapped child has a right to comprehensive spe-
cial education services and programs appropriate for his
needs.

2. These programs must contain certain components in order to
be considered comprehensive.

3. The organizational structure must enhance the delivery of
special education programs and services to handicapped
children.

4, The understanding and acceptance of the handicapped and
special education programs and services is a direct func-

tion of communications within a school system.

The revised State Plan was approved in March, 1973, and fol-

lows much the same format as the Preliminary Plan. The final State Plan

contains the two goals and eleven program areas which suggested the

framework for the questionnaires developed in this study.

Public Act 198 of Michigan

The Michigan Mandatory Special Education legislation, Public
Act 198, was passed in 1971. Section 252b.(1) states:
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For the 1973-74 school year and thereafter, the state board of

education shall:

a. Develop, establish and continually evaluate and modify in
cooperation with intermediate school districts, a state
plan for speciai education which shall provide for the
delivery of special education programs and services de-
signed to develop the maximum potential of every handi-
capped person. The plan shall coordinate all special
education programs and services;

b. Require each intermediate school district to submit a

plan pursuant to subdivision (a) of section 298c, in ac-
cordance with the state plan and approve the same.

The State Code and accompanying "Guidelines" were promul-
gated to help effectuate the Mandatory Special Education Law.
The problem does not end with the passage of Public Act 198,

however. As Romaine Mackie expressed it so well, "Legislation can
only go so far in special education as in integration--in the final
analysis, it is the professionals and other specialists who make leg-

islation a realization. (Mackie, p. 606.)



CHAPTER III

DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE EVALUATION SYSTEM

Six essential steps were involved in the design and develop-
ment of the evaluation system. These steps characterize the methods

and procedures for this research effort, and are outlined below:

1. Preliminary Planning: Discussing with special educators
their concerns regarding the need for assessment techniques; con-
ducting a preliminary investigation to determine the availability
of such instrument, and writing all universities and all middle
cities Special Education Directors in order to determine what ap-
pears to be current practices in special education evaluation.

2. Review of Related Research: The nature of evaluation, cur-
rent evaluation practices in general and special education evalua-
tion models in special education, Legislative Precedents to Public
Act 198.

3. Developing the Instrument: Designing the questionnaire,
validating the interpretations of the legal requirements for pro-
gram operation, preparing instructions, developing scoring proce-
dures, developing item analysis feedback charts, developing pro-
gram profile charts.

4. Piloting the Instrument: Individuals and small groups of

special educators, general educators, parents and agency

31
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representatives were asked-to respond to the questionnaife and to
complete a two-page feedback sheet on its usability..

5. Developing and field testing the evaluation system: De-
veloping the complete system, presenting the system to a local dis-
trict for field testing.

6. Revising the instrument, incorporating the recommendations
obtained during the field test and presentation of the final eval-

uation system.

This chapter is divided into two parts: Part I is devoted to
the development of the master questionnaire and Part II is concerned

with the development and description of the complete system.

Part I: Developing the Questionnaire

Upon consideration of expressed needs in the area of evalua-
tion of special education programs, the overriding concerns appeared to

be the following:

1. Evaluation based on objectives

Evaluation based on Public Act 198

Evaluation based on student gain

S W N

Evaluation which could be self-administered

5. Evaluation at the local district level

6. Evaluation which would be practical and inexpensive

7. Evaluation which would involve staff

8. Evaluation of delivery system and the administrative pro-

cess.
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A design for the study was then sought which would meet all
of the criteria listed above, or as many of them as possible. Using

The State Plan for the Delivery of Special Education Programs and Ser-

vices provided a useful organizational framework for the development
of the instrument. The Plan is built around two major goals for Michi-
gan Special Education Programs: Goal I is to provide every handicapped
child in Michigan with comprehensive educational programs and services
appropriate to his needs," and Goal II is "to insure quality educa-
tional programs and services for all handicapped children in Michigan."

Within these goals, eleven program areas are discussed and
objectives and strategies are set forth as guides to their realization.
It was decided, therefore, to utilize the comprehensive document as a
model and basis for the evaluation instruments, thus organizing the
mandates and recommendations of the law, rules and guidelines around
the objectives which are common to all Michigan Special Education Pro-
grams.

The various sections of the evaluation instrument, therefore,
were designed to correspond to the various subsections of the State

Plan as follows:

Goal I includes the following components which are necessary
for "comprehensive" programming:

a. referral system

b. diagnostic services

c. pilacement procedures

d. continuum of educational services

e. follow-up system
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Goal II includes the following components as being necessary

for "quality programming."

f. professional and para-professional personnel
g. appropriate facilities
h. instructional content

1. appropriate materials
2. adequate supplies

i. leadership

J. opportunities for integration of handicapped persons with
their "normal" peers

k. systematic program and service evaluation

Michigan districts have already been required to give atten-
tion to the aforementioned goals and objectives since each intermediate

district was required by Public Act 198 to develop a plan for the de-

livery of special education programs and services either separately or
in cooperation with other intermediate districts and/or Tocal districts.
Accordingly, each local district is required to cooperate with the in-
termediate district in the development of the intermediate district

plan.

Deriving the Questions

The subsections of the questionnaire are designed to corres-

pond to the eleven subsections of Goals I and II of the State Plan, and

the letters "A" through "K" are assigned to them to identify the pro-
gram areas. In other words, each question listed under "Referral Sys-

tem" would have the letter "A" as part of its number.
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In order to derive the master list of questions under each

subsection, the Guidelines, the State Code, Public Act 198 and the

State Plan were carefully screened for statements of required or rec-
ommended practices. These statements were incorporated into a list of

mandates and recommendations under each subsection of the two goals.

Validation of the Questionnaire Items

Validating the writer's interpretations of the State Code,

the Guidelines and the State Plan was the next step in the development

of the questionnaire. It was determined that an authoritative source
should be asked to validate statements and their sources and point out
discrepancies in the interpretations.

It was decided that the Michigan Department of Education, Spe-
cial Education Staff would be the most feasible source of a panel of
experts to perform the required task. Three staff members of the De-
partment were contacted and asked to read through the list of items and
indicate their agreement or disagreement with the information contained
on the list.

Each statement reflecting mandated or suggested practices was

re-written as a question. For each question, the following information
was determined:
T. tﬁe source of the question

2. the appropriate response

3. classification of the practice as mandated or recommended

No plans were made to re-submit the items to the experts to

obtain a concensus due to the amount of time required to complete the
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task. It was decided that every effort would be made to incorporate
all suggestions from the experts and to revise all problem items.

The experts were encouraged to indicate agreement or dis-
agreement with any of the items listed and to comment freely on any
item. Their comments were used to correct any errors in the list of
questions, responses and sources. For illustrative purposes, the sub-
section on the referral system is shown in Table 1 on the following
page as it was submitted to the panel of experts. As may be seen in
Table 1, two items were judged faulty: A-3 and A-4. These items were
revised before they were placed on the final questionnaire.

Item A-3 was eliminated because it was derived through infer-
ence and was not specifically recoomended. In addition, other ques-
tions in the section could be used to obtain the information from the
persons involved in the survey, without asking that question specifi-
cally.

Item A-4 was confusing; it was re-worded using the names of
all programs and services requiring the convening of an educational
planning and placement committee instead of the term "special educa-
tion referral.” |

The complete set of questions submitted to the experts con-
tained nearly 200 items based on mandated and suggested practices in

the State Code, Guidelines and the State Plan. As shown in the illus-

tration, spaces were provided for the comments of the experts and for
writing in "Yes" or "No" to indicate concurrence or disagreement with

an ijtem.




Table 1. Sample page from set of items used in validation.

e
——

pr—

SECTION: REFERRAL SYSTEM - CODE: I-A

——

Questions - Master List Source Correct Mandated or Do you Agree? Comments
Response Recommended Yes No
I-A-1 Act 198 Yes Mandated Yes
Is there a formalized procedure Sec. 298¢ (j)
for receiving and processing re-
ferrals?
I-A-2 Guidelines Yes Recommended Yes
Is the referral procedure
written?
[-A-3 S Guidelines Yes Recommended No should be
Is the referral procedure dis- eliminated
tributed widely?
I-A-4 R340.1721 Yes Mandated No confusing

Does every special education
referral result in an EPPC meet-
ing? (Note: a special educa-
tion referral is a legal notice
that a change of placement is
being requested.)

LE



Table 1. Continued.

rals?

SECTION: REFERRAL SYSTEM - CODE: I-A
: - : Mandated Do you Agree?
Questions - Master List Source ggzggﬁge Regommgndg; Y:Sy u 9;0 Comments

I-A-5 Guidelines, Yes Recommended Yes

Do supportive, diagnostic and p. 2
itinerant special education per-
sonnel refer students being seen
by them for appropriate special
education services, if warranted?
I-A-6 Sec. 298¢ (j) Yes Mandated Yes

Do you accept referrals from
parents and members of the pro-
fessional community?
I-A-7 Guidelines, Yes Recommended Yes

Do you accept verbal refer- p. 3
rals?
I-A-8 Guidelines, Yes Recommended Yes

Do you accept written refer- p. 3

8¢
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When the three sets were returned, the comments were compiled
onto one set of questions so that all contrasting opinions could be
noted. The compiled data were then studied and items were revised, if
necessary, to reflect the experts' comments. In some instances, one
expert checked "No" for an item while the others checked "Yes," or vice
versa. When this happened, there was usually a specific reason given
for the disagreement, in which case the item was changed. If no reason
was given, the erroneous item was revised by checking the source or
seeking further clarification from other sources. If the item was con-
sidered irrelevant or useless, it was completely eliminated.

Some items which were based on earlier guidelines were found
to be inaccurate, due to changes in the guidelines which had not yet
been publicly disseminated. Since the experts were involved in the re-
vision of the guidelines, they pointed out these discrepancies between
the old and new guidelines, and the item was changed accordingly.

In some cases, the language was not specific enough for one
or more of the experts. When this was pointed out, the items were re-
vised to adhere more closely to the actual wording of the sources.

Specific points which were not covered in the questionnaire,
but which should have been included were pointed out. These items
were added, if they were related to either of the eleven areas covered
in this study.

In summary, the validation was very carefully completed by
the panel of experts. Though the task was quite Tong and tedious, they
completed it very promptly after they received their copies of the doc~

ument. All comments by the panel of experts were used to revise the
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items to eliminate the problem identified. Further validation was ac-

complished through the pilot study and the field test.

The Master Questionnaire

Following the validations of the questions, a master question-
naire containing all questions was developed, coded and numbered.

The code for each item consists of the assigned letter for
the subsection and the number of the item. The first item under the
referral system, then, would be coded A-1: "A" representing the letter
assigned to the subsection--"Referral System"--and the "I" representing

the order of that item within the subsection.

Determining Respondents and Designing
the Questionnaires

If one accepts the premise that persons associated with the
special education program should be most knowledgeable about prevalent
practices, then it stands to reason that asking those persons about
these practices would be a valid means of obtaining information.

Since the school community consists of several distinct groups
who are closely associated with the special education program, a deci-
sion was made to tap each of these distinct groups for information re-
garding their perceptions of special education department operation.
Different questionnaires would also have to be designed for each of the
different groups, since it would not be appropriate to ask all questions
of all respondents, and the wording would not be as technical on some of

the questionnaires as on others.
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The groups which were selected to be surveyed are the follow-

ing:

Group 1 - Special Education administrators: directors, super-
visors, assistant directors, etc.

Group 2 - Special Education supportive, diagnostic and itin-
erant personnel; Special Education teachers, staff

Group 3 - General educators: teachers, administrators,
others

Group 4 - Parents: general and special education

Group 5 - Agencies: community organizations outside the sys-

tem who have a cooperative arrangement of a formal
or informal nature with the Special Education De-
partment.

The assumption was made that these groups would probably be
most familiar with the various aspects of program operation, or should
be, and would provide valuable data about their perception of the pro-
gram.

Each item's code number as found on the master questionnaire
is retained no matter which questionnaire the item appeared on, or how
the wording differed. This arrangement permits a comparative analysis
of data by providing a means for looking at different group responses
to the same item.

This feature of the system is considered to be one of the
most significant aspects of the system, since polling several groups on
the same item and keeping the responses separate could yield valuable
information for the local district if compérisons between groups should
be desired. A brief explanation of each questionnaire follows.

The Administrator questionnaire (1) contains all items in all

eleven areas of program operation.
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The Special education staff questionnaire (2) was originally

designed to contain all items, but the pilot study and the field
test revealed that staff members were unfamiliar with many areas
of program operation, and that they felt frustrated when asked
about practices in these areas. Consequently, many of the more
technical items regarding personnel, specific program requirements,
etc. were eliminated.

The General educator questionnaire (3) contains many items

concerning general program operation, and was limited to those
items which it was felt the general educator should have had some
opportunity to become familiar with.

The Parent questionnaire (4) contains items related to parent

and student rights, and general program operation which parents
should have been acquainted with. The language was changed some-
what to avoid technicalities.

The Agency questionnaire (5) contains the smallest number of

items since agencies would be least involved of the five groups.

it contains items reilating to general program operation and items

especially related to cooperation with agencies and other profes-

sionals in the community.

Shown in Figures 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 are the first pages of

the five questionnaires. These pages are shown so that the difference
in the wording of certain items and in the selection of items for each
questionnaire may be noted. As shown, the parent and agency question-
naires do not contain all of the items which are shown on the first page

of the master questionnaire for special education administrators. The
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ASSESS QUESTIONNAIRE

(1) Special Education Administrators

INSTRUCTIONS:

Please answer each question according to what is actually practiced in
your school district at the local level. If an item inaicates a

certain practice in your district, circle the "Yes" response. If the
action alluded to in the item is not the practice in your district,
circle the "No" response. If you really do not feel that you have
sufficient information to make a determination, circle the "?" response.

PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH QUESTION.

Item Code Question

A. Referral System

A-1 Is there a formalized procedure for receiving and processing
referrals for special education programs and services in your
district?

1. Yes No ?

A-2 Is a formal procedure followed which culminates in the convening
of an educational planning and placement committee (EPPC) meet-
ing for all persons referred for programs for the severely
mentally impaired, trainable mentally impaired, educable men-
tally impaired, emotionally impaired, hearing impaired, vis-
ually impaired, physically and otherwise health impaired,
severely multiply impaired and/or learning disabled?

2. Yes No ?

A-3 If a student has a permanent disability or a long-term illness
or injury, is he referred to an EPPC?

3. Yes No ?

A-4 Is it the responsibility of supportive, diagnostic, and
itinerant personnel (special education) to refer students to
an EPPC when their evaluation indicates that the student may
be mentally, physically or emotionally impaired or learning

disabled?
4. Yes No ?
A-5 Does the special education office accept referrals from parents

and members of the professional community with parental consent?
5. Yes No ?

Figure 1. Administrator questionnaire.
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ASSESS QUESTIONNAIRE

(2) Special Education Staff

INSTRUCTIONS:

Please answer each question according to what is actually practiced in
your school district at the local level. If an item indicates a
certain practice in your district, circle the "Yes" response. If the
action alluded to in the item is not the practice in your district,
circle the "No" response. If you really do not feel that you have
sufficient information to make a determination, check the "?" response.

PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH QUESTION.

Item Code Question

A. Referral System

A-1 Is there a formalized procedure for receiving and processing
referrals for special education programs and services in your
district?

1. Yes No ?

A-2 Is a formal procedure followed which culminates in the con-

vening of an educational planning and placement committee
(EPPC? meeting for all persons referred for programs for the
severely mentally impaired, trainable mentally impaired,
educable mentally impaired, emotionally impaired, hearing
impaired, visually impaired, physically and otherwise health
impaired, severely multiply impaired and/or learning disabled?

2. Yes No ?
A-3 If a student has a permanent disability or a long-term il1lness
or injury, is he referred to an EPPC?
3. Yes No ?

A-4 Is it the responsibility of supportive, diagnostic, and
itinerant personnel (special education) to refer students to
an EPPC when their evaluation indicates that the student may
3$ me?tglly, physically or emotionally impaired or learning

sabled?

9. Yes No ?

A-5 Does the special education office accept referrals from par-
ents and members of the professional community with parental
consent?

5. Yes No ?

Figure 2. Staff questionnaire.
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ASSESS QUESTIONNAIRE

(3) General Educators

INSTRUCTIONS:

Please answer each question according to your perception of what is
actuallx racticed in your local special education program. Circle
es", "No" or "' for each item.

PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH QUESTION.

Item Code Question

A. Referral System

A-1 Is there a formalized procedure for receiving and processing
referrals for special education programs and services in your
district?

1. Yes No ?

A-2 Is a formal procedure followed which culminates in the con-

vening of an educational planning and placement committee
(EPPC) meeting for all persons referred for programs for the
severely mentally impaired, trainable mentally impaired,
educable mentally impaired, emotionally impaired, hearing
impaired, visually impaired, physically and otherwise health
impaired, severely multiply impaired and/or learning disabled?

2. Yes No ?
A-3 If a student has a permanent disability or a long-term illness
or injury, is he referred to an EPPC?
3. Yes No ?
A-4 Is it the responsibility of supportive diagnostic, and

itinerant personnel (special education) to refer students to an
EPPC when their evaluation indicates that the student may be
mentally, physically or emotionally impaired or learning
disabled? 4. Yes No ?

A-5 Does the special education office accept referrals from parents
and members of the professional community with parental con-
sent?

5. Yes No ?

Figure 3. General educator questionnaire.
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ASSESS QUESTIONNAIRE

(4) Parents

Dear Parent:

Please share with your local special education office your perception
of how the program operates in this district. The questions below
should be answered according to what you feel is being practiced in
this district.

Please indicate by circling "Yes" or "No" whether a certain practice
is taking place in this district. If you have had no opportunity to
find out about any item on the questionnaire, please circle "?7".

PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH QUESTION.

Item Code Question

A. Referral System

A-5 If your child needed special education services, would the
special education office accept a referral from you?
| 1. Yes No ?

A-8 Will the special education office obtain the parent's per-
mission before processing a referral?

2. Yes No ?

A-2 When a child is referred for a program for the mentally
impaired, the emotionally impaired, the speech and language
impaired, the hearing impaired, the visually impaired, the
physically and otherwise health impaired, the severely
multiply impaired, or the learning disabled, does the special
education office arrange a meeting of the educational planning
and placement committee to determine eligibility and recommend
appropriate programs and services?

3. Yes No ?

A-3 If a child has a permanent disability or a long-term illness
or injury, does the special education office arrange an EPPC
meeting for him to determine appropriate programming?

4. Yes No ?

Figure 4. Parent questionnaire.
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ASSESS QUESTIONNAIRE

Respondent %ategory

INSTRUCTIONS:

As an agency representative, your perception of the practices of the
special education department are extremely important. Please use this
questionnaire to indicate your perceptions to the local special educa-
tion administration.

For each item, circle "Yes", "No", or "?". "Yes" means that the
practice is prevalent in this district; "No" means that the practice
is not prevalent in this district; "?" means that you do not feel that
you have sufficient information to make a determination.

PLEASE CHECK ONLY ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH ITEM.

Item Code Question

A. Referral System

A-1 Does the local special education department have a formal
procedure for receiving and processing all referrals?
1. Yes No ?
A-2 Is an Educational planning and placement committee meeting

(EPPC) held whenever a person is referred for programs for the
mentally impaired, emotionally impaired, hearing impaired,
visually impaired, physically and otherwise health impaired,
learning disablied, and/or severely muitipiy impaired?

2. Yes No ?

A-3 When a child has a permanent disability or a long-term illness
or injury, is an EPPC meeting held for him to determine his

educational program?
3. Yes No ?
A-5 Does the special education office accept referrals from

parents and members of the professional community with
parental consent?

4. Yes No ?
A-6 Will the special education office accept a verbal referral?
5. Yes No ?

Figure 5. Agency questionnaire.
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first pages of the general educator and the special education staff
questionnaires contain the same items as the administrator question-
naire, but they are not completely identical. As one may note by look-
ing at the complete, revised questionnaires which appear in Appendix
B, there are significant differences between all five of the question-

naires; no one questionnaire is identical to another,

The Master List of Mandates
and Recommendations

Once decisions were made regarding respondent groups, a
master 1ist of mandates and recommendations was prepared to facilitate
the construction of the questionnaires. This master list contains the
source of data and designated respondent groups for each item. A
space is also provided for indicating how all groups or a particular
group responded to each item in the column headed "Yes," "No," or "?" -
Responses. Then each item was placed on an appropriate questionnaire
as indicated by the master list which appears as Table 2 in this

study.



Table 2. Master 1ist of mandates and recommendations. (Contains all items, A-K.)

_  —  ——— —— —— —— — — — ____— __ — ———_— __ _ _——_——

SECTION: REFERRAL SYSTEM (A) Majority
Respondent Categories* Response

Statements of Required Practices Source 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No 7
A-1
There must be a formalized procedure for receiv- Act 198
ing and processing referrals. Section 298¢ (j)
R340.1722, 1723,
1832 (1.1) X X X X
A-2

Every referral for programs for the severely men-

tally impaired, trainable mentally impaired, ed-

ucable mentally impaired, emotionally impaired,

hearing impaired, visually impaired, physically R340.1722 X X X X X
and otherwise health impaired, severely miltiply

impaired and/or learning disabled requires the

convening of an educational planning and place-

ment committee.

A-3
If a child has a permanent disability or a long- N
term illness or injury, he must be referred to Guidelines

an educational planning and placement com- R340.1709 X X X X X
mittee (EPPC)

A-10

A11 referrals must be recorded according to the

intermediate district plan's specified proce- R340.1731 X X X

dure for recording and processing referrals.

*Code: 1. Special Ed. Administration 3. General Education 5. Agencies
2. Special Ed. Staff 4. Parents

6t




Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: REFERRAL SYSTEM (A)

) Majority
Respondent Categories Response
Statements of Recommended Fractices Source 1 2 3 4 s Yes No ?
A-4
Supportive, diagnostic and itinerant special educa-
tion personnel should refer students being seen by Guidelines, X X X
them for appropriate special education services, p. 2
if necessary
A-5
Referrals from parents and from members of the pro- Mandatory for
fessional community with parental consent must be ISD Rec. for X X X X X
accepted. local. Sec.
298¢ (3)
A-6
Verbal referrals should be accepted. Guidelines
p. 3 X X X X
A-7
If the referral does not contain indications of the
parent's consent, parents should be contacted to Guidelines,
assure their awareness and their consent. p. 3 X X X
A-8
Parental approval should be obtained before a re-
ferral is processed. Guidelines,
p. 3 X X X X

0s



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: REFERRAL SYSTEM (A)

Majority
Respondent Categories Response
1 2 3 4 5§ Yes No ?

Statements of Recommended Practices Source

A-9

If the referral does not contain adequate infor-

mation, the school should request additional in-

formation from the referral source verifying the Guidelines, X X X
existence of a handicap or containing informa- p. 3

tion which led the referral source to suspect

the existence of a handicap.

A-11
Records should be maintained for each student
which provide the following information: name,

date of birth, sex, racial or ethnic group, Mandated for ISD
type of handicap(s), date of referral, services implicit in the
being rendered, date special education programs rules (340.1731) X
or services were initiated and terminated, name for local dis-
address and phone numbers of parents and dis- trict

trict of residence.

A-12 -

Records must be maintained until the student is

no longer eligible, has completed a course of Mandated for ISD
study and graduated or until he reaches the R340.1731 (2)

age where he is no longer eligible for special
education.

LS




Table 2. Continued.

.  ——

SECTION: DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES (B)

Statements of Required Practices

Source

Respondent Categories

Majority
Response

1

Yes No ?

B-1

An Educational Planning and Placement meeting is
required for certifying the educable mentally im-
paired for special education programs and ser-
vices in your district.

B-2
For the educable menta-ly impaired a comprehen-
sive evaluation by certified psychologist, school

psychologist, or consulting psychologist is re-
quired.

B-3

To be eligible for programs and services for the
educable mentally impaired, a person must meet all
of the following requirements:

1. Must score approximately 2-3 standard devia-
tions below the mean on an intellectual as-
sessment - a standardized test.

2. Must score within Towest 6% on a Standard-
ized test in Reading and Arithmetic.

3. Must show unsatisfactory school performance
which must not be based on his social, eco-
nomic, or cultural background.

4. Must show lack of development primarily in
the cognitive domain.

R340.1705

R340.1705

R340.1705

X

X

X

cs



Table 2. Continued.
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SECTION: DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES (B) Majority

Statements of Required Practices Source Respondent Categories  Response
1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

B-4
An EPPC meeting is required for determining eligi- R340.1704 X X
bility of trainable mentally impaired.

B-5

A comprehensive evaluation by certified psychol-

ogist, school psychologist, or consulting psychol- R340.1704 X X
ogist is required for placement in a program for

the trainable mentally impaired.

B-6

To be eligible for programs and services for the
trainable mentally impaired, the student must
meet the following requirements:

1. Must score at approximately 3-4 1/2 s:gndard
deviations below the mean as determined by
intellectual assessment. R340.1704 XX

2. Lack of development primarily in the cognitive
domain.

3. Unsatisfactory performance not found to be
based on his social or cultural background.

B-7
An EPPC is required for determining eligibility for

programs for the severely mentally impaired in spe- R340.1703 X X
cial programs.

€S



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES (B) Majority
Statements of Required Practices Source Respondent Categories Response

1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

B-8
A comprehensive evaluation by a certified psychol-
ogist, school psychologist, or consulting psychol- R340.1703 X X

ogist is required for placement in a program for
the severely mentally impaired.

B-9

The following diagnostic criteria are required for
determining eligibility of the severely mentally
impaired for special education programs and ser-
vices:

1. Must score 4 1/2 or more standard deviations
below the mean as determined by intellectual
assessment.

2. Lack of development primarily in the cogni-
tive domain.

R340.1703 X X

B-10
An EPPC meeting is required for placement in a R340.1707 X X
program for the hearing impaired.

B-11
The following diagnostic personnel are required
for determining eligibility of the hearing im- R340.1707 X X
paired:
Audiologist and Otolaryngologist

4]



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES (B)

Statements of Required Practices

Source

Respondent Categories

Majority
Response

1

2

3

4

5

Yes No ?

B-12

To be eligible for programs and services for the
hearing impaired, a person must be certified as
having a hearing impairment which interferes with
learning.

B-13
An EPPC is required for determining placement in
a program for the visually impaired.

B-14
The following diagnostic personnel are required for
visually impaired program placement:

Opthaimologist or equivalent.

B-15
To be eligible for services for the visually im-
paired, a person must have a visual impairment
and one or more of the following:
1. A central visual acutity of 20/70 or less in
the better eye after correction.
2. A peripheral field of vision reduced to no
greater than 20 degrees.

B-16

An EPPC must identify person as having a physical
or other health impairment which interfers with
learning or requires physical adaptability of the
school environment.

R340.1707

R340.1708

R340.1708

R340.1708

R340.1709

GS



Table 2. Continued.
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SECTION: DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES (B)

Statements of Required Practices

Source

Respondent Categories

Majority
Response

1

2

3

4

5

Yes No ?

B-17

For services to the physically and otherwise health
impaired a student must be certified by an inter-
nist, orthopedic surgeon, neurologist, pediatrician
or equivalent.

B-18

An approved speech and language teacher with at
least 5 years experience and a Master's Degree must
dgtermine eligibility for speech and language ser-
vices.

B-19

The following criteria must be used to determine
eligibility for speech and language services. One
or more of the following disorders:

1. Articulation - Ominous, substitutions, distor-
tions.

2. Voice with inappropriate voice pitch, rate of
speaking, evenness or quality of speech.

3. Fluency of speech distinguished by special
interrogations (blocks) repetition of sounds,
words, phrases or sentences which interfere
with effective communication.

4. Inability to comprehend formulate and use
functional language.

R340.1709

R340.1710

R340.1710

9%



Table 2. Continued.
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SECTION: DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES (B) Majority
Statements of Required Practices Source Respondent Categories Response

1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

B-20

To be eligible for homebound services, a person must

be certified at least annually by a licensed physi- R340.1711 X X
cian as having a severe physical or other health im-

pairment preventing school attendance.

B-21
A person is eligible for services to the hospital
ized if he cannot attend school because of hospi- R340.1712 X X
talization.
B-22
An EPPC meeting is required to determine eligibility R340.1713 X X
for programs and services for the learning disabled. )
B-23
The following diagnostic personnel are used to de-
termine eligibility for programs and services for
the learning disabled:
School Psychologist
Certified Psychologist R340.1713 X X
Certified Consulting Psychologist
or

Neurologist or medical examiner qualified to eval-
uate neurological dysfunctions.

B-24
To be eligible for placement in a learning disabil-
ities program, the student must have an impairment

LS



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES (B) Majority

Statements of Required Practices Source Respondent Categories Response
1 2 3 4 5§ Yes No ?

B-24 Continued

of one or more of basic psychological processes in-
volved in understanding or is using spoken or writ-
ten language--which disorder may manifest itself in
imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read,
write, spell, or do mathematical calculation. He
must meet requirements in each of the following
categories:

1. Symptoms of perceptual handicap, brain impair-
ment, minimal brain damage, dyslexia or
aphasia.

2. Development at less than the expected rate of
age group in the cognitive, affective or psy-
comotor domain.

3. Inability to function in regular education
without supportive special education services.

4. Unsatisfactory performance not found to be
based on social, economic or cultural back-
ground.

R340.1713 X X

B-25
An EPPC meeting is required for placement into a

program for the severely multiply impaired. R340.1714 X X

B-26

The diagnostic personnel and information listed
below are required for certification of eligibility
for a program for the severely multiply impaired.

8S



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES (B)

Statements of Required Practices

Source

B-26 Continued
Medical records, educational history, and evalua-
tion by a neurologist, orthopedic surgeon, opthol-
mologist, or audiologist.

B-27

The criteria listed below must be used to determine
eligibility for placement into a program for the
severely multiply impaired:

‘1. Severe multiplicity of handicap in the physi-
cal and cognitive domain.

2. Inability or expected inability to function
without other special education programs which
deal with a single handicap.

3. Development at less than the expected rate of
the age group in the approximate 2-3 standard
deviation below the mean on an intellectual as-
sessment standardized test.

B-29
Data of a clinical nature must be collected for each
disability group by specified professionals.

R340.1714

R340.1714

R340.1702
through
R340.1714

Majority
Respondent Categories Response
Yes No ?

6S



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES (B) Majority

Statements of Required Practices Source Respondent Categories Response
- 1 2 3 4 5 YesNo?

B-30

The Educational planning and Placement Committee R340.1702

must see that sufficient clinical and educational through X X X X
data are available to make a verification of re- R340.1714

ferred student's eligibility or ineligibility for R340.1722

placement.

B-32

The special education department must refrain from

placing persons suspected of being handicapped in R340.1702 X X X X X

special education programs prior to determination
of eligibility by an EPPC.

B-33
The language of the evaluation must be the pri-
mary language of the student. R340.1735 X X X

09



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES (B)

Statements of Recommended Practices

Majority
Source Respondent Categories Response

1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

B-28

After the referral is received, one staff person
should be assigned the responsibility of collect-
ing diagnostic data.

B-31

Teacher consultants may be assigned to work with
a regular student for up to 10 days to obtain
diagnostic information to be used in determining
eligibility for special education programs and
services.

Guidelines,
p. 4 X X X X

Guidelines,
R340.1749 e X X X

L9



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: PLACEMENT PROCEDURES (C)

Majority
Respondent Categories Response

Statements of Required Practices Source
Tequired 1 2 3 4 5  VYes No?

C-1

A1l special education placements except speech and

language, social worker, and homebound and hospital- R340.1722 X X X
ized and psychological services must be recommended

by an EPPC.

c-2

Before a change in educational status is made, an

EPPC must have made the reccimmendation. (Same ex- R340.1722 X X X X
ceptions as noted in C-1 above.)

c-3
Changes from one type program to another, one level

to another and additions or termination of services R340.1701 (2) X X X
are considered changes in education status.
C-4
The responsibility for making changes in the educa-
tional status of the handicapped person rests with R340.1722 X X X X X
the Superintendent or his designee.
C-6
The EPPC must consist of one representative from .
each of the following categories, as a minimum:
1. Administration
2. Diagnostic personnel R340.1701 (4) X X X X X
3. Instructional and Supportive Staff
4. Parents, if they choose to participate

29




Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: PLACEMENT PROCEDURES (C)

Statements of Required Practices

Source

c-7
If the student is under 18, the student's mother,
father or guardian is considered the parent.

C-8

If the student is over 18, and has not had a legal
guardian appointed by the court, he is invited to
participate on his own EPPC.

c-9

The special education office must request in writ-
ing parent participation on the EPPC on a case by
case basis.

€-10
If the parent has not been notified of the EPPC

meeting, the student's educational status is left
unchanged.

C-13

The recommendations of the EPPC are implemented
when, as a minimum, the Superintendent or his
designee and the parents agree.

C-15
The EPPC must determine that the need for interven-
tion must exist and that the student have one or

R340.1701

R340.1701

R340.1722

R340.1723

R340.1723

Majority
Respondent Categories Response
Yes No ?

€9



Table 2, Continued.
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SECTION: PLACEMENT PﬁOCEDURES (C)

Majority
Respondent Categories Response

Statements of Required Practices Source

1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

C-15 Continued

more impairments as defined by law before that stu-

dent can be deemed eligible for special education R340.1721 X X X
services or programs, except for programs and ser-

vices in A-4.

C-16

If the EPPC decides that a handicapped student may

best be served by non-special education services, R340.1723 X X X
that student must not be placed in special education

programs and services.

c-17
If parents choose not to participate on the EPPC,

they are given prior notification of the Committee's R340.1723 X X X X
recommendation and allowed at least 7 days to agree
or disagree before placement is made.

c-19
The special education office must assume the respon-

sibility for making parents aware of the provisions R340.1723 X X X X
of Rule 24.

C-20
Parents must be informed by the Superintendent or
his designee that they may appeal to the State

9



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: PLACEMENT PROCEDURES (C)

Statements of Required Practices

Source

Majority

Respondent Cateqories Response

1

2

3 4 5 Yes No ?

C-20 Continued

Superintendent of Instruction if a decision is not
reached in the hearing with the local Superinten-
dent.

c-21

Parents must be informed of the availability of or-
ganizations, their addresses and telephone numbers,
to assist them at the hearing.

C-22

The EPPC must recommend regular and special educa-
tion programs and services according to the educa-
tional, social and physical needs of the handi-
capped person based on diagnostic and other eval-
uative information.

c-23
Prior to signing, parents must be given the oppor-

tunity to receive and review the written recommenda-
tions of the EPPC,

C-25

Parents must be given the opportunity at anytime to
request an EPPC to make a change in educational
status.

R340.1723

R340.1723

R340.1722

R340.1723

R340.1723
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Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: PLACEMENT PROCEDURES (C) Majority

- - :
Statements of Required Practices Source Bg%ggﬂg§93§993§993%§§- %§§E§§§§

C-26
Parents must always be notified before placement is R340.1723 X X X X
effectuated, denied or changed.

C-27

Placement notification must always indlude the fol-

lowing:

. Description of groposed action

. Specification of statue or rule under which

action is proposed. R340.1723 XX X X
Statement of reasons for action.

Specification of any tests or reports upon

which the action is based.

Notice of right to a hearing and procedures for
such.

. Availability of organizations to assist at
hearings.

7. Options of educational opportunities available.

C-28
If parents request specific persons from the school

staff whose testimony is vital to attend the hearing, R340.1724 X X X X
they must attend.

C-29
Parents may bring outside professionals or non-

professionals to the meeting if they notify the hear- R340.1724 X X X X X
ing officer prior to the meetings.

o o W N —
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Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: PLACEMENT PROCEDURES {C) Majority
\ . Respondent Categories Response
fR p
Statements of Required Practices Source 1 2 3 4 5  Yes No ?
C-30
Parents may provide testimony or evidence in
support of their position on the child's place- R340.1724 X X X X X

ment at the hearing.

C-33
Parents of handicapped persons may be repre-

sented at the hearing by any person of their R340.1724 X X X X X
choosing.

L9



Table 2. Continued.

T e e e e —

SECTION: PLACEMENT PROCEDURES (C) Majority

Statements of Recommended Practices Source Respondent Categories Response
1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

C-5
The duties of an EPPC are the following:

1. Determining eligibility
2. Recommending programs and services 4 s
3. Establishing instructional goals Gu1de1énes, XX X
4. Identifying outcomes expected as a result of p.
educational placement
c-1

The EPPC Chairperson, if appointed by the Superinten-
dent, may arrange the time and place of the meeting Guidelines,
and invite other participants. p. 7 X X X

C-12

A certified letter or a signed receipt of a hand de-

Tivered letter should be used to provide documenta- Guidelines,

tion of the letter having been sent to the parents. p. 7 X X X

c-14
One staff member may be appointed to arrange for the
implementation and follow-up of the EPPC's plan and Guidelines,

coordinate and record the committee's actions. p. 4 X X X
C-18
Parents should be given a copy of Rule 24. Guidelines,

p. N

>
><
>
><
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Table 2. Continued.

i

SECTION: PLACEMENT PROCEDURES (C)

Majority
Respondent Categories Response

Statements of Recommended Practices Source
1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?
C-24
The parent's signature of consent should be a part of Guidelines,
or attached to the comittee reconmendation. ("must be")
p. 12 X X X
c-31

The Superintendent or his designee should act in the
following manner after the recommendation of the EPPC

is made: _ _ Guidelines,

1. Place the student in an appropriate program, and p. 6 X X X
2. Assign special education staff

c-32

The Administration should consider the following when
implementing the EPPC's recommendations:
1. The skills of the teachers or teachers consultant
that can best provide for the student's needs.
2. The age range, number, and disability make-up the
students assigned to the program. Guidelines
3. The balance of boys and girls and compatibility uice 10 i X X X
of types of learning difficulties. P.
4. The relationship of the child's educational and
emotional needs to those of other children in the
classroom or group to which the child is being
assigned.

C-34

If the EPPC cannot verify the impairment of a student,

they should develop recommendations for regular edu- Guidelines,
cation placement or request further diagnostic study. p. 8
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Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: CONTINUUM OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (D)

Statements of Required Practices

Source

D-1
The special education program content must include
the following components for all handicapped stu-
dents who can benefit:

Personal adjustment training

Pre-vocational training

Vocational training

Skills training

Work-study

D-6
An instructional unit for the severely multiply im-

paired consists of at least one instructor and two
aides for a maximum of nine pupils.

D-7

At least one full-time instructor and one full-
time aide must be employed in every severely mul-
tiply impaired program.

D-8

Supportive services of a physical therapist, an oc-
cupational therapist, a speech therapist, and a
nurse must be reasonably available.

(severely multiply impaired)

D-9

The school year must include a minimum of 230 days

and 1,150 clock hours of instructional activities.
(severely multiply impaired)

R340.1701

R340.1748

R340.1748

R340.1748

R340.1748

Majority
Respondent Categories Response
Yes No ?
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Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: CONTINUUM OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (D)

Statements of Required Practices

Source

D-10

The program for the severely multiply impaired must
emphasize the treatment of the total child rather
than service to any single handicap in isolation.

D-N
Instructors are responsible for the instructional
program for the severely multiply impaired.

D-12

Instructors must coordinate the activities of in-
structional aides and other supportive personnet
in programs for the severely multiply impaired.

D-13

Instructional aides work under the supervision of
the instructor and assist in the daily program for
not more than three pupils in programs for the
severely multiply impaired.

D-14
Program assistants are used where necessary in pro-
grams for the severely multiply impaired.

D-15

Program assistants have the responsibility for as-
sisting the instructor and the instructional aides,
helping with toileting, feeding, lifting and indi-
vidualized care and clean-up activities for the
student in programs for the severely multiply im-
paired.

R340.1748

R340.1748

R340.1748

R340.1748

R340.1748

R340.1748

Majority
Respondent Categories Response
Yes No ?
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Table 2. Continued.

||
|

SECTION: CONTINUUM OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (D) Majority
Respondent Categories Response

Statements of Required Practices Source
Requirec v 1 2 3 4 5 YesNo?
D-16
If there are no program assistants, the duties men-
tioned in D-15 are performed by the instructional R340.1748 X
aides in programs for the severely multiply impaired.
D-17

Your district should provide at least one instructor
and four instructional aides for a maximum of 24
pupils with an average ratio of one aide per six
pupils in programs for the severely mentally im-
paired.

D-18

At least one full-time instructor and one full-time

aide must be employed in programs for the severely R340.1738 X
mentally impaired.

D-19

The school year for the severely mentally impaired

must include at least 230 days and 1,150 clock R340.1738 X
hours of instructional activity

D-20

The severely mentally impaired program instructor

is responsible for coordinating the activities of R340.1738 X
aides and other staff and maintaining a systematic

method of home-school liaison.

D-21

Instructional aides work under the supervision of

instructors and assist in the daily training program R340.1738 X
for not more than six pupils in programs for the

severely mentally impaired.

R340.1738 X

el



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: CONTINUUM OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (D) Majority

Statements of Required Practices Source Respondent Categories Response
1 2 3 4 5§ Yes No ?

D-22

Your program assistants may assist the instructors

and instructional aides perform the following func-

tions: toileting, feeding, 1ifting, and individ- R340.1738 X
ualized care and clean-up activities for the stu-

dent in programs for the severely mentally impaired.

D-23

The teacher-pupil ratio must be one to fifteen or

less with one aide or up to one to thirty with a max-

imum of three instructional aides with not more than R340.1739 X
ten pupils per aide in programs for the trainable

mentally impaired.

D-24

Visually impaired class sizes must be determined

primarily by the severity and multiplicity of the R340.1743 X X
impairments of the visually impaired.

D-25
A class for the visually impaired with one teacher
must meet the following requirements:
1. Not more than seven full-time pupils who are
blind.
2. Ten or fewer full-time partially seeing pupils.
3. Eight or fewer full-time pupils when blind and
partially seeing pupils are grouped, with not
more than four being blind or visually im-
paired and also otherwise handicapped.

R340.1743 X
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Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: _CONTINUUM OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (D) Majority
Statements of Required Practices Source Respondent Categorigs Response

1 2 3 4 5§ Yes No ?

D-26

The curriculum for the visually impaired must include
instruction in orientation and mobility, assistance
in early development of comprehensive communication
skills and pre-vocational and vocational experience.

D-27
The Michigan School for the Blind must be considered

a part of the total continuum of services for the R340.1743 X
visually impaired.

D-28

Applications for placement at Michigan School for the
Blind must be submitted by the Intermediate School
District Superintendent or his designee to the Super-
intendent of Michigan School for the Blind.

D-29

Persons are identified by the referring school dis-

trict as visually impaired in accordance with pro- R340.1743 X
cedures specified in Part I by the referring school

district.

D-30

The responsibility for establishing an EPPC rests

with the agency initiating a change of placement in- R340.1743 X
to or out of Michigan School for the Blind.

D-31
The ratio in the program for the emotionally im-

paired must consist of one teacher for not more than R340.1741 X X
the equivalent of ten full-time pupils.

R340.1743 X

R340.1743 X
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Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: CONTINUUM OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (D)

Majority

Respondent Categories Response

Statements of Required Practices Source 1 2 3 4 % Yos No 7
D-32
The ratio in educable mentally impaired programs con-
sist of one teacher for not more than the equivalent R340.1740 X X
of full-time students.
D-33
The teacher of the learning disabled must have the
equivalent of ten or fewer full-time pupils assigned R340.1749 X X
per teacher in a special class.
D-34
In the speech and language program, size and composi-
tion of groups are determined by the teacher of the R340.1745 X X
speech and language impaired.
D-35
The delivery of services is determined by the teacher
of the speech and language impaired in cooperation
with the district director of special education or R340.1745 X
his designee, and the building principal of the
school in which the pupils are enrolled.
D-36
The case load of the teacher of the speech and lan-
guage impaired must be no more than 75 pupils at any R340.1745 X
one time.
D-37
Homebound services for physically or otherwise health
impaired must be provided no later than 15 school days R340.1742 X

after certification of a medical handicap which re-
quired the person to be confined to his home.

SL




Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: CONTINUUM OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (D) Majority

. . Respondent Categories Response
P
Statements of Required Practices Source 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

D-38

The teacher of the homebound or hospitalized must

have twelve pupils or fewer assigned to him at any R340.1742 X
one time.

D-39

In homebound programs, progress reports for each per-

son are recorded in accordance with the intermediate R340.1742 X
school district plan.

D-40

The teacher of the homebound or hospitalized must in-

struct persons a minimum of two non-consecutive hours R340.1742 X
per week.

D-41

In the homebound and hospitalized programs, therapists

may supplement, but not substitute for a teacher's R340.1742 X
instructional time.

D-42

The programs for the hearing impaired must meet the
fg]]owing requirements for one teacher's special
class:
1. Seven full-time pupils or less with a severe
hearing loss. R340.1742 X
2. Ten full-time pupils or less if severely and
moderately impaired students are grouped to-
gether.
3. Three full-time pupils or less when they are
hearing impaired, and otherwise handicapped.
4. Twelve full-time pupils or less in a supervised
class at the secondary level.

9.




Table 2. Continued.

SECTIQN: CONTINUUM OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (D)

Majority
. " Respondent Categories Response
Statements of Required Practices Source 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?
Grou d
roup hearing aides are provided when deemed neces-
sary by the EPPC. R340.1742 X
D-44
Communication skills and language are emphasized as
an integral part of the curriculum for the hearing R340.1742 X
impaired.
D-45
The Michigan School for the Deaf must be considered a
part of the total continuum of services for the hear- R340.1746 X
ing impaired.
D-46

A1 applications for placement at Michigan School for
the Deaf must be submitted by the Intermediate School
District Superintendent or his designee to the Super-
intendent of Michigan School for the Deaf.

D-47

The person must always be identified as hearing im-

paried as specified in Part I of the rules and reg- R340.1746 X
ulations prior to application to Michigan School for

the Deaf.

D-48

The responsibility for establishing the EPPC rests

with the agency initiating a change of placement into R340.1746 X
or out of the Michigan School for the Deaf.

R340.1746 X

L




Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: CONTINUUM OR PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (D) Majority
Respondent Categories Response

Statements of Required Practices Source 1 2 3 4 5 VYes No?
D-49
The EPPC must include representatives of the Interme-
diate School District of residence and Michigan School R340.1746 X

for the Deaf when placement at Michigan School for the
Deaf is being considered.

D-50
The class size for the physically or otherwise health
impaired must be no more than 15 pupils per teacher.

D-51

The special classroom unit serving physically or

otherwise health impaired must provide at least 60 R340.1744 X X
feet (sq. ft.) of floor space per person.

D-53

Special education programs leading to a high school

diploma must be approved in the Intermediate District R340.1701 X X X X
Plan and as a minimum, include personal adjustment, R340.1733

prevocational and vocational training.

R340.1744 X X

N
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Table 2. Continued.

am—

SECTION: CONTINUUM OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (D) Majority

Respondent Categories Response
1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

Statements of Recommended Practices Source

D-2
There should be continuum of special education ser-
vices in your district for all handicapped students Guidelines,
including these levels insofar as they can benefit: p. 18 X X X X X
Pre-Primary
Elementary
Junior High
Secondary

D-3

There should be hierarchical arrangement of special
education placements available in your district in-
cluding the following based on the severity of the

6L

handicap:
Full-time regular class placement with supportive
services State Plan,
Part-time special class; part-time regular class p. 9 X X X X

Full-time special education class
Homebound or hospitalized services

Special day school Guidelines,
Residential placement pp. 19-20
D-4

The following special education supportive services
should be available in your district for all stu-
dents:

Social Worker Services

Psychological Consultation Services

Teacher Consultant Services

Speech and Language Services

Guidelines,
p. 21 X X X




Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: _CONTINUUM OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (D) Majority

Statements of Recommended Practices Source Respondent Categories Response

1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

D-5
The following instructional services should be avail-
able in your district for all students:
1. Teacher consultant for evaluation of regular
students during a 10-day diagnostic teaching
period. Guidelines,
2. Teacher consultant services for small groups p. 20 X X X
of special education students and general edu-
cation teachers who are servicing impaired stu-
dents.
3. Special education teacher serving more than one
disability group. (Resource Teacher)
4. Special education classroom teacher for a basic
classroom program.

D-52

Health care aides may be employed to serve in a sup-
portive capacity to the nurse, physical therapist,
occupational therapist in programs for the physi-
cally or otherwise health impaired.

R340.1744 X
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Table 2. Continued.

e

SECTION: FOLLOMW-UP (E) Majority
Respondent Categories Response
1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

Statements of Required Practices Source

E-1

A review of programs and services provided each han-
dicapped person must be held at least annually.

E-2

Parents must be provided a copy of the recommenda-

R340.1722 (d)

>
><
><
><
><

tions the annual review indicates. R340.1722 (d) X X X X
E-4

The Superintendent of the district of residence must

receive a copy of the review report. R340.1722 Lox X
E-5

If a change of placement seems warranted, an EPPC -

meeting must be held. R340.1722 X X X
E-8

The review must be conducted by one or more approved

special education staff persons as assigned by the R340.1722 X X X
Superintendent or his designee.

E-9

The review must occur at least once every 12 calen-

dar months since the date of placement or last re- R340.1722 X X X
view.

E-10

A review must be held whenever it appears necessary,
even if less than a year has transpired. R340.1722 X X X

L8




Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: FOLLOW-UP (E) Majority
. . Respondent Categories Response
f 4
Statements of Required Practices Source 1 2 3 4 &5 Yes No ?
E-1
The review report should contain an analysis of
the student's progress toward meeting his ob- R340.1722 X X X
jectives.
E-12
Each student must be followed for at least one State Code
year following termination of special education R340.1832 X X X

programs and services.

(1.5)
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Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: FOLLOW-UP (E)

Statements of Recommended Practices Source

d

Majority

Respondent Categories Response

1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

E-3

The review report should include the names of per-

sons who conducted the review; the information that

was reviewed, and a recommendation for either con-  Guidelines,
tinuation, additional services, or referral to an p. 27
EPPC for possible change of educational status.

E-6

The review should involve an analysis of the appro-

priateness of the present program including perfor- Guidelines,
mance objectives. p. 27

E-7
The review should involve an analysis of educational, . .. 4.
physical and psychological data. 6“13315?85»

X X X X
X X X
X X X

€8



Table 2. Continued.

e

SECTION: PERSONNEL (F) Majority

Respondent Categories Response
St ts of Required Practi S

atements of Required Practices _ ource 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?
F-3
A11 special education employees for whom salaries Guidelines,
are reimbursable must meet qualifications required State Code X X
by State law or State program regulations. R340.1781, -

Act 198

F-9

Teacher consultants must provide services to handi-

capped students in the classroom; or provide con-

sultation to regular classroom teachers who have R340.1749 X X X
handicapped pupils integrated into their classroom;

or provide itinerant services in one or more

school buildings.

F-10
Teacher consultants may carry no more than 25 stu-

dents on an active caseload. R340.1749 L
F-11

Teacher consultants may work with a regular student

for up to, but not more than 10 consecutive school R340.1749 X X
days.

F-12

The director or coordinator has responsibility for
the following duties as specified in Rule 50 i.
1. Developing and organizing and administering
special education programs.
2. Planning and conducting in-service programs.

v8



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: PERSONNEL (F)

Statements of Required Practices , Source

Majority

Respondent Categories Response

1

2

3

4

5

Yes No ?

F-12 Continued
3. Conducting program evaluation.
4. Providing liaison with school staff and commun- R340.1750
ity.
5. Preparing special education reports.
6. Supervising special education staff.

F-13
If the salary is reimbursed, the director must meet R340.1771
state requirements for approval. ’

F-14
If the salary is reimbursed, the assistant director
must meet state requirements for approval.

F-15
If the salary is reimbursed, supervisors must meet
state requirements for approval.

F-16

If their salaries are reimbursed, all teachers of

the handicapped must meet state requirements for R340.178}
approval.

F-17
If their salaries are reimbursed, all special educa-

tion interns must meet state department approval re- R340.1784
quirements.

R340.1771

R340.1772
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Table 2. Continued.
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SECTION: PERSONNEL (F)
Statements of Required Practices Source

Majority

Respondent Categories Response

1

2

3

4

5

Yes No ?

F-18

If their salaries are reimbursed, all supportive

personnel such as social workers, medical special-

ists, psychologists, licensed, certified, or reg-

istered by a governmental agency, certified by a R340.1792
legally recognized board, or association, or rec-

ommended by a college or university offering an

appropriate training program as approved by the

State Board of Education.

98



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: PERSONNEL (F) Majority
. Respondent Categories Response
Statements of Recommended Practices Source 1 2 3 a4 & Yes No ?

F-1

Roles of special education personnel should be made State Plan,

clear. p. 14 X X X X X

F-2

Inservice programs should be conducted to upgrade State Plan,

the training of special education personnel. p. 14 X X X

F-4

A11 special education employees should meet qualifi- State Plan,

cations for approval by the State Department of Edu- pp. 13, 14

cation. Guidelines-Code X X X

F-5

Annual reports on the status of all special educa-

tion personnel should be channeled through the in- Guidelines,

termediate special education office for monitoring. p. 8 X X X

F-7

Inservice programs should be provided for regular

education personnel who work with special education State Plan,

students. p. 14 X X X X

F-8

Personnel associated with programs for handicapped

yough should be encouraged and given an opportunity State Plan,

to visit other classrooms, communities, institutions p. 14 X X X

and agencies, and to attend professional meetings.

L8




Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: FACILITIES (G) Majority
. . ' Respondent Categories Response
Statements of Required Practices Source
SSQirec 1 2 3 4 5 VYes No?
G-1
New schools in the district are to be barrier free. Public Act 1,
1966 X X X X X
G-2
Regular and specialized equipment must be provided
for each special education program. R340.1733 X x X X
G-3
Special education facilities must be equal to fa-
cilities for regular education programs. R340.1733 XX X X
G-6
A11 special education classrooms must have at least
the average number of square feet per student as R340.1733 X X X
the regular classrooms in the district.
G-7
Teacher consultants and special education person-
nel must have space designated on a scheduled
basis in each building to afford individual and  R>¢0-1733a XX X
small group work.
G-8
Handicapped students must be assigned to educa-
tional programs and services which are housed in R340.1733a X X X X

buildings which allow for integration to take place.
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Table 2. Continued.

_— . __—— __—— - —— —— ____ —__ —— —

SECTION: FACILITIES (G) Majority

Statements of Recommended Practices Source Respondent Categories Response
1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

G-4

Materials workshops should be conducted in order State Plan

to acquaint special education personnel with the 15. 16 X X
latest instructional materials. PP- 19,

G-5
Teachers should be encouraged to use specialized

supplemental educational materials from other Statelglan, . X
educational agencies. p.

68




Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT (H) Majority
Statements of Required Practices Source Respondent Categories Response

1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

H-4 EARLY SECONDARY

A11 handicapped secondary youngsters who are eligi-

ble for special education, can benefit from and who R340.1733 X X
are interested in vocational education must have

access to such programs.

H-9

Students who have terminated their education be-
fore completing a normal course of study and
graduating.

Special education students who have not completed
a normal course of study and are between the ages
of 16 and 25 must be served by special education
in your district.

R340.1701
State Code X X

H-11  INDIVIDUAL INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES

A curriculum plan (with individual performance

objectives) should be developed for each student

in accordance with his needs in the cognitive, af- R340.1733 X X
fective and psychomotor domains with special atten-

tion to needs for personal adjustment training,

prevocational training and vocational training.

H-12

The performance objectives must be available to '
the parent. R340.1733 X X X X

06



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT (H)

Statements of Required Practices

Majority
Source Respondent Cateqories Response
1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

H-13

The performance objectives written for each handi-
capped person (R340.1733 c) may be reviewed by

the Superintendent of Instruction or his designee.

H-14

The methods of instruction must be consistent with
the performance objectives written for each handi-
capped person.

H-15

The instructional program for a school day focus
on the individual needs of the handicapped person,
as determined through the educational plan for
each student.

R340.1733 X X
R340.1733 X X
R340.1733 X X
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Table 2. Continued.

——st—.

SECTION: INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT {H) Majority

Statements of Recommended Practices Source Respondent Categories Response
1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?

H-1  PRE-PRIMARY
An instructional program must be provided for handi-
capped students in the 0-6 category. R340.1701 X X

H-2  ELEMENTARY
The regular educational sequences should be followed Guidelines,

whenever possible. p. 22 X X
H-3

The Handbook of Suggestions for Development Learning

published by the Michigan Department of Education Guidelines,

should be used as a general guide in developing cur- p. 23 X X
riculum to meet the unique needs of the handicapped.

H-5

The secondary curriculum should include the following
aspects as a minimum:

1. Continuation of academic skills training

2. Physical education

3. History, designed to meet legal requirements of

a normal course of study as prescribed in the (History)
Michigan School Code. School Code
4. Economics designed to help the student under- 340.361

stand the role or worker, supervisor and manage-
ment in a free enterprise system.
5. Home Economics designed to provide personal Guidelines,
skills needed to maintain an adequate life en- p. 23 X X
vironment.
. Business Skills
. Industrial Arts
. Health Science

O~
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Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT (H)

Statements of Recommended Practices Source

Majority

Respondent Cateqories Response

1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?
H-6
In providing the prevocational experiences each
teacher should be accountable for each of the fol-
lowing:
1. Teaching the skill Guidelines,
2. Providing related occupational information p. 24 X X
3. Assessing interests, aptitudes and abilities for
the purpose of recommending appropriate voca-
tional alternatives when the student completes
the earlier secondary sequence.
H-7
Handicapped students should receive driver education Guidelines
in your district, unless deemed inappropriate by the 24 i XX
EPPC. P
H-8
Handicapped students should be placed in regular vo- Guidelines,
cational education programs where possible. p. 24 X X
H-10
Referrals for students 16 - 25 who have terminated
their programs should be made to the following agen-
cies which are available to serve special education
youngsters: Guidelines,
1. Vocational Rehabilitation Services p. 24 X X X

2. Michigan Department of Education
3. Bureau of Blind Services
4. Michigan Department of Social Services

€6




Table 2. Continued.

e e

SECTION: _INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT (H) Majority
Statements of Reccemmended Practices Source Respondent Categories Response

1 2 3 4 5 Yes No?

H-16
The use of all sensory modalities should be State Plan,
incorporated into the instructional content p. 17 X X

for handicapped students.

H-17

Special education programs should be designed State Plan

to promote the development of social skills in 16 X X X
handicapped persons. P

v6



Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: LEADERSHIP (I)

Statements of Recommended Practices

Majority
Respondent Categories Response

1 2 3 4 5§ Yes No ?

Source

I-1

Members of the special education staff (administra-
tive & other) are encouraged to attend professional
workshops, institutes, and conventions in order to
remain abreast of the latest development in the
field of special education.

I-2

The special education program plan should include
philosophy, goals, objectives and strategies de-
signed to obtain meaninfgul and sequential educa-
tional programming for handicapped children.

I-3

Whenever the total number of professional person-
nel in a specific program or service exceeds ten, a
supervisor should be hired for that program.

I-4

Districts should cooperate with Michigan Univer-
sities by allowing their interns to work with spe-
cial education services staff.

Stated for State
Dept.; presumed
desirable for
local district
State Plan,

p. 18

><
>
><
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State Plan,
p. 18 X X X X X

State Plan,
p. 18 X X X

State Plan,
p. 18 X X X X




Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: INTEGRATION (J)

Majority
Statements of Required Practices Source Re?pongent3Cat:gor;es $e§P;"S$
es No ?
J-4 ;
The Educational Planning and Placement Committee
must recommend regular and/or special education
programs and services for each student in R340.1733 XX x X X

accordance with his needs and abilities.
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Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: INTEGRATION (J) Majority
Statements of Recommended Practices Source Responcent Categories Response
1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?
J-1
Handicapped children should be integrated into regu- State Plan,
lar classroom programs whenever appropriate. p. 19 X X X X X
J-2

Assistance may be sought from the State Department
in developing a cooperative vocational education
in the special education program.

State Plan,
p. 19 X X X

J-3

Coordination of job placement and skilis training
between teacher consultants for the mentally handi-
capped and the physically handicapped should be
done in close cooperation with vocational education
and vocational rehabilitation agencies.

State Plan,
p. 19 X X X

J-5

Are inservice training programs provided for regu-
lar teachers to acquaint them with the needs of the
handicapped?

State Plan,
p. 19 X X X

L6




Table 2. Continued.

SECTION: EVALUATION (K)

Majority

Respondent Categories Response

Statements of Recommended Practices Source
1 2 3 4 5 Yes No ?
K-1
Program evaluation should be undertaken to reveal State Plan
strengths and deficiencies of the program or service 20 ? X X X
and to suggest changes in the delivery system. P
K-2
An evaluation system should be available to measure State Plan
the degree of progress which students make toward 20 i X X X X
expressed objectives. P
K-3
Effort should be made to facilitate the exchange of
information concerning techniques of program evalua- State Plan,
tion, staff appraisal, etc. with other local dis- p. 20 X X X
tricts.
K-4
Measurable objectives should be set for the special State Plan
education programs and services so that they may be 20 ’ X X X
objectively evaluated. P
K-5
An effort should be made to set measurable objec-
tives for special education programs and services in State Plan,
p. 20 X

accordance with the state department's accountabil-
ity model. ‘

86
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The Pilot Study

When the first drafts of questionnaires were completed, per-
sons were selected in each of the five categories of respondents and
asked to complete the questionnaire designed for their group and a two-
page form on which specific criticism was requested. The two-page
feedback form appears as Figure 6 of this study.

Among the persons in the pilot study who were asked to give

feedback on the questionnaires were the following:

- Special Education Administrators

- Special Education Teachers

- School Psychologist

- Teacher Consultant

- General Education Principals

- General Education Teachers

- Administrative Assistant to the Superintendent
- Vocational Rehabilitation Representative

- Parents

Both verbal and written feedback was sought. After the feed-
back forms were returned, respondents were thanked for their criticisms
and were given the opportunity to ask further questions or offer addi-

tional criticism.

The most common criticism of the instruments was as follows:

1. Parents complained that they did not understand the word-
ing in many cases. The language, they felt, was too stiff and

technical.
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RESPONDENT :
POSITION:

1. Did the closed response nature of the questions prevent you from
including valuable information?

YES___ NO__ UNCERTAIN___

2. Are the instructions clear and easy to understand?
YES____ NO___ UNCERTAIN____

3. Do the statements agree with your interpretation of the law, guide-
lines, or State Plan?

YES___ NO__ UNCERTAIN_

If no, indicate specific items and state briefly how you interpret
them below:

4, Do you feel that any of the items are unnecessary?
YES__NO UNCERTAIN__

5. Do you feel that you are asked to provide more information than you
should be expected to know?

YES___NO UNCERTAIN__

6. Where is the questionnaire not sufficiently clear or not sufficiently
precise?

7. What important aspects of the special education program do you feel
were not touched by the instrument?

Qre these aspects covered by the State Plan, State Code, or Guide-
ines? E—

Figure 6. Feedback form for questionnaire.
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8. What parts would you delete for reasons of irrelevancy, redundancy,
uselessness or other reasons?

8. What general revisions should be made in the instrument?

10. What specific changes or revisions should be made in the instrument?

11. What errors did you notice in the questionnaire?

Figure 6. Continued.
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2. Special education administrators pointed out omissions
of specifics contained in the law; they cited ambiguities in
the questions which led to confusion on some items.

3. General educators--principals and teachers--pointed out
that they felt inadequate to handle some of the questions due to
a lack of familiarity with what the special education department
was doing and with specific program components in the district.
They also complained of the excessive length of the question-
naire.

4. The agency representatives complained that they were un-
familiar with the program and in many respects, they did not
feel competent to make judgments about the program.

5. Many respondents suggested the following general changes:

a. An improved format so that the lines to be checked
would be more easily associated with the correct
item.

b. Shortening of the questions

As a result of the pilot, the questionnaires were revised
to reflect the excellent feedback given by the respondents. Question-
naires for groups other than special -educators were shortened; tech-
nical questions were re-worded where possible. The language was sim-
plified for parents, and abbreviations were avoided unless they had
been explained when first presented. Minor errors were corrected,

and the instruments were submitted for re-printing.
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Part II: Developing the Evaluation System

Although the questionnaires are vital to the evaluation sys-
tem, the complete system contains, in addition, detailed instructions
and a set of forms to facilitate the compilation and interpretation of
the data collected through using the questionnaires.

The evaluation system is termed the "Allen Survey System for

the Evaluation of Special Services" and will be referred to as "ASSESS.

Overview of the Evaluation System

The local administrator of the special education program or
his designee is in complete control of the evaluation process. The
evaluation will be conducted by an evaluation team composed of local
district personnel; the administrator will serve as the "chairman" of
the evaluation team and will be referred to in that manner in this and
remaining sections of the study.

The questionnaires have been discussed extensively in Part I
of this Chapter, and will not be discussed again in this section. All
of the other components of the system will be presented and explained
in this section.

Although Part II of this Chapter contains a complete set of
suggested procedures for using ASSESS, the local administrator of the
special education program is encouraged to explore with members of his
staff, or evaluation team, unique approaches to using the system. It
should be noted, however, that the recommended procedures for using

the system are the ones which have been field tested.



104

Basically, the evaluation procedure involves surveying five
different categories of respondents regarding practices in eleven as-
pects of program operation, compiling the responses, determining the
majority response, and charting the information to identify areas of
non-compliance with mandates or recommendations appearing in the man-
datory special education law, the State Plan or the Guidelines. Once
this determination is made, a plan for bringing the district into com-
pliance is to be developed by the team. Finally, the chairman or his
designee prepares a final report of the evaluation effort including

findings and recommendations.

Outline of the Evaluation Process
The evaluation process has the following distinct phases:

1. Preliminary Planning
a. Selecting the team members
b. Sampling respondent groups

c. Determining required percentage of total responses.

2. Conducting the initial meeting of the Evaluation Team

from the district.
3. Procedures for compiling data
4. Procedures fo} analyzing data
5. Reconvening of the Evaluation Team

6. Preparing final reports
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a. Evaluation summary sheet

b. Suggested format for final report

Preliminary Planning

Prior to actually calling together a group of.people for
the purpose of evaluating the special education program, the Chairman
of the Evaluation Team should take certain preliminary steps. First
of all, he should become familiar with the complete set of materials,
including forms, charts, and instructions.

As the Chairman becomes familiar with the materials in the
system, he should make certain procedural decisions including select-
ing team members, selecting the evaluation plan, etc., and 1ist the
information on a form provided for that purpose called "Preliminary
decisions for the Chairman." (Figure 7, Form I)

It is not necessary to complete the form all at once, but
as certain decisions are made following each section of the instruc-
tions, the information is to be noted on the form. For example, the
first item on the form involves the selection of the Evaluation Team
members. When this section of the instructions is read and the team
members are selected, the chairman should write in their names on the
form. The same procedure applies to the dates, team assignments,
sampling plan, etc. Upon completion of this form, the chairman will
have a useful compilation of information that he will need for the

first team meeting.
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Specific Actions to be Taken by the chairman prior to the first team

meeting.

1.

(B
.

Decide who the members of your Evaluation Team will be. You may
choose the members of your supervisory staff, consultants, or you
may use a person representing each of several areas of the pro-
gram.

WRITE THE NAMES OF THE TEAM MEMBERS BELOW:

Decide on date for the initial team meeting, and while you're at
it, decide on dates for the other important phases of the evalua-
tion:

a. Initial meeting will be held

b. Data will be collected between and

c. Completed questionnaires should be returned to
on or before

Decide how you will assign team members.

Group I
Number of Respondents
Selected by
Group 2
Number of Respondents
Selected by
Group 3

Number of Respondents
Selected by

Figure 7. Form I: Preliminary decisions for the chairman.
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Group 4
Number of Respondents
Selected by
Group 5
Number of Respondents
Selected by

4. Decide on procedures for data compilation.

a. Data will be compiled between

and

b. Data will be compiled by

Team member of data processing center

c. If you will use data center, call them now and make an appoint-

ment for
(date) (time)

d. Team will be reconvened to consider data

(date)
5. Decide on procedures for analyzing the data.

a. In order for the comgined responses to be considered "Yes"
or "No," decide on a percentage of the total responses which
must have been earned by that response. If less than that
percentage is earned, the majority response Tor that iiem
should be marked "?" to indicate a lack of information by
the respondents.

b. The required response which you will use is %

c. If the data center will analyze the data, plan cooperatively

with them.

Figure 3. Continued.
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d. If team members are to tally the responses, give them the
tally and summary forms on which the data are to be compiled.

e. Designate team members to put data in dissemination form using
the summary forms and graphs provided.

These members are

6. Make sure you have enough questionnaires for all persons in the
categories you will survey.

7. Make sure you have packets for each team member who will be as-
signed a particular group. Packets contain the following:

a. Enough questionnaires for the population assigned.

b. A summary sheet on which data for a particular group can be
compiled.

c. A profile sheet on which the most frequently occurring re-
sponse can be charted for each of the 11 areas.

d. A memorandum from you giving specific times and dates: for com-
pleting the survey.

e. A list of instructions for the team member.

w

Reconvening of team will be on

Agenda:

Discuss data

Make recommendations

Appoint persons to carry out specific recommendations

Write the evaluation report for your records using the format
suggested at the end of this Chapter.

Figure 3. Continued.
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Procedures for Selecting
Team Members

The Chairman may use one of the two suggested approaches,

or he may devise his own plan.

1. The Team Chairman - The Director of Special Education

is the Chairman of the Special Education Evaluation
Team. He makes all major decisions including the com-
position of the teams since it is he who is ultimately
responsible for the special education programs.

2. Team Members - To achieve a comprehensive and objec-

tive evaluation, it is important that each team member
be carefully selected. The number of team members and
different abilities enlisted will depend upon the size
of the school system and the types of services it pro-
vides to handicapped children. It is recommended that
the team include some supervisory and administrative

personnel practicing in special education.

Several team arrangements are possible. Two suggested ar-

rangements follow:

Plan A: Persons who work with more than one exceptionality
roup.

a. Practicing special education administrators including
supervisors and others in an administrative capacity.
b. A teacher consultant. Special education teacher con-

sultants are all persons who serve handicapped students
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in the regular program and consult with other teachers,
regular or special education, regarding the education
of handicapped students. Since their work provides an
opportunity for involvement in many aspects of the pro-
gram, they should be able to offer valuable information

to the team. One or more consultants may be included.

. Psychodiagnostic personnel. This person may be a prac-
ticing school psychologist and/or a diagnostic pres-

criptive teacher, a social worker, speech and language
diagnostician or a supervisor of either or both groups.
Here again, involvement in many aspects of the program

makes this person an asset to the team.

. A parent. This team member may be the parent of a
handicapped child or non-handicapped child in the public
schools. The parent must reside in the community in

which the evaluation is taking place.

. A general education administrator or teacher. One per-
son who represents general administration or general
education should be included. This person may be a
principal, a director of instruction, an assistant di-
rector of instruction, a consultant to the regular pro-
gram, a subject area corrdinator, or a classroom

teacher.
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Plan B: Persons who work primarily with one exceptionality group.

An alternate plan for the team members would require using
representatives from the supervisory staff, representing different
special education program categories as team members, and assign-
ing them the responsibility of surveying a certain number of per-
sons in each of the five categories who are associated with their
assigned programs. For example, the supervisor of programs for
the mentally impaired could be assigned the responsibility for col-
lecting data from the administration, staff, general educators,
agencies and parents associated with the mentally impaired program.
It may be necessary to include more than five persons, or each per-

son may be assigned more than one program to survey.

Procedures for Sampling
the Respondent Groups

The procedure for selecting the persons to be surveyed is de-
termined by the team chairman. If the evaluation is to be statistically
representative of the entire community, then a random sample of persons
from each category may be surveyed. Any standard reference on sampling
procedures will provide instructions for drawing the sample.

For the sake of practicality and simplicity, however, team
members may simply be instructed to solicit responses from a variety of
persons in each category who are representative of the community at
large. This decision must be made ear]y‘in the evaluation process to
allow time for the sample to be drawn.

The chairman must decide how the sample is to be drawn, and

instruct team members accordingly.
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It is recommended that at least 20 people be selected from
each respondent category to receive a questionnaire. In the event a
particular respondent group is small (20 or less), then all the persons
in that particular category should be questioned. This may be true of
the special education administrator category since there would probably
not be 20 administrators of special education. In the event also that
the Evaluation Team Chairman saw fit to include more than 20 people in
a particular category, this could be done. Considering the time in-
volved in tallying the results of the questionnaires, however, the Eval-
uation Team Chairman might choose to 1imit the number to 20 or even
fewer.

If computer analysis or some other system of tabulating data
is available in the district, more persons could be surveyed. It would
also be highly desirable to include the entire special education staff
in this evaluation. There are many benefits to the staff ans to the
evaluation process in having all persons associated with the special
education program involved and made more aware of specific requirements
of the iaw.

A recommended sampling procedure for a team is one in which
each team member is required to randomly select five persons from
each of the 5 respondent categories to survey. The chairman may wish
to develop a similar plan using this format as a means of orgaqizing

the plan.
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Determining the Required
Percentage of Responses -

"A decision must be made prior to the team meeting regarding a
required percentage of responses which will be necessary before the
jtem earning a reasonable majority of responses can be determined.

That information is necessary in order to compile and chart responses.
For example, if 20 people are questioned in a particular
group, 5 of the people respond "yes" to an item and 5 respond "no" to
that same item, then how is the response to be charted? Is it a "yes"
response as the most frequently occurring, or is it a "no" response?
In that instance, the question mark category, which means "insufficient
information to determine” or "questionable," will be the category which
should be checked as most frequently occurring. In order for a response
to be a "yes" response, it is suggested that at least 75% of the respon-
dents respond "yes" to that item. Whenever fewer than 75% of the re-
spondents answer a certain way, the "?" response must be checked.
Again, the percentage is a suggested one. The chairman might choose to
say that 95% of the respondents should respond a certain way, or 100%
of the respondents should agree to an item before a definite "yes" or
"no" can be checked.

This decision must be made by the Evaluation Team Chairman.
It is essential that the decision be made prior to the time the team
members or others are given the responsibility of collecting data inas-

much as the data must be tabulated and charted on a summary sheet.
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Form I (Figure 7) should be completed prior to the calling of
the first team meeting. This form is designed as a convenience for the
chairman. Its purpose is simply to encourage the compilation of neces-

sary information prior to the team meeting in order to avoid unnecessary

time delays.

Conducting the Initial Meeting
of the Evaluation Team

Once the instructions have been thoroughly read by the chair-
man and the preliminary decisions have been made, the next step is to
call together the selected members of the Evaluation Team.

Form I may be used as a guide for the first team meeting, in-
asmuch as it contains all of the chairman's major decisions and provides
him with an orderly plan to follow in the meeting. Team members should
be asked to make a note of significant dates, times and places.

Persons are selected, notified and called together at a spe-
cified time and place by the chairman. When they are convened, a brief
introductory statement by the director is made explaining why the spe-
cial education department has decided to engage in an evaluation of
special education practices and procedures and giving a brief rationale
for including selected persons as members of the Evaluation Team.

Evaluation Team members are assigned specific groups to sur-
vey and are given a specifié date by which all questionnaires are to be
returned. The suggested amount of time to be allowed for the distribu-

tion and collection of the questionnaire should be no more than ten days.
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An additional amount of time must be given for the team members to com-

piete the tally and summary forms.

Team members are given copies of "Instructions for Team Mem-
bers," (Figure 8) and other necessary forms. The instructions and -
forms are to be explained by the chairman, and an opportunity for mem-

bers to ask questions is provided.

A detailed explanation of how to compile the data and use the

forms provided in ASSESS 1is necessary. The process follows below.

Procedures for Compiling Data

When the questionnaires have been completed by the respondents,
the next step is to compile the data for the subsequent analysis. If
the compilation is to be done by a computer, the initial counting step
is eliminated, but the remainder of the process is much the same, no
matter whether the computer center or team members prepare the compila-
tion, if ASSESS forms are to be used.

The instructions which follow are based on the assumption

nat the responses wiii be taiiied by team members. The chairman may

cr

appoint specific persons to compile all questionnaire data, or each team
member may be asked to compile the responses for the questionnaire for
which he was responsible and submit, instead of the questionnaires, com-
pleted tally sheets and summary forms for his particular respondent
group, or, if he has more tﬁan one, across all groups from whom he has
obtained data.

For the simple tally, Form III is used. A mark is simply made

in the appropriate column to indicate total "Yes," "No," and "?"
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10.

Distribute questionnaires to persons in the respondent group which
you were assigned by the Team Chairman.

Explain to persons that the special education department is con-
cerned about improving its delivery of programs and services and is
asking selected persons to answer questions about what procedures
are actually being followed in implementing the Mandatory Special

Education Law.

Ask them to complete the questionnaire based on what is actually
happening--not on what should be happening. Stress this fact.

Tell the respondents that you would 1ike to have the questionnaires
returned within ten (10) days; they may ask you to explain items
they do not understand, or failing this, they may write "I do not
understand" beside the jtem.

If they finish the questionnaires before you call for them, they
may return them to you in person.

If the data are not to be tabulated by you, return all question-
naires to the Chairman after you have checked them for double an-
swers, etc., that you may be able to clarify by asking the respon-

dent.

Wait for further instructions from the chairman.

You will reconvene as a Team to consider data on

Will you be involved in the analysis of the data prior to the next
meeting? Find out.

Make a note of all problems respondents reported to you in complet-
ing the questionnaire. This feedback can become part of the eval-

uation results and findings.

Figure 8. Form II: Instructions for team members.
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responses to each question. This form can only be used with one group
at a time.

In the illustration of Form III (Figure 9) the item in ques-
tion is A-2. (Either the questionnaire or the master list of questions
is consulted for the actual wording of A-2.) As shown, there were 5
"yes" responses, 35 "no" responses, and 2 "?" responses. Although "no"
is the most frequently occurring response, it must be determined whether
"no" received 75% or more of the total responses, since the 75% appears
at the top of the column and represents the required percentage already

determined by the chairman.

Since %g' = .83 = 83%; "no" is entered into the column
as the majority response since it more than meets the required percent-
age.

As shown at the top of the form, the subsection Code "A" indi-
cates the referral system subsection of the questionnaire; the respon-
dent category being used is the Parent Category (4). Total items on
the questionnaire in this section are four.

The Summary sheet (see Form IV, Figure 10) may then be used to
1ist the information obtained from the tally form. The following infor-

mation is entered in the appropriate spaces or columns:

Subsection Code (A, B, C, D, etc.)

Total Items in that Subsection
Respondent Category (Number, i.e., 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5)
Specific Group (Name, i.e., parents, agencies, etc.)

Item Code Numbers (A-1, A-2, etc.)
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Tally Sheet for

Subsection Code A
Respondent Category DPARENTS #4
Total Items 4

TALLY RESPONSES IN EACH CATEGORY;

WRITE TOTAL NUMBER IN BOX AFTER TALLYING " 75%
ajority
ITEM “YES" RESPONSES T "NO"RESPONSES T "?" RESPONSES T Response

M T N
Ta-2 M 5 Ml R 35 n 2 NO

2.

3.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Figure 9. Form III: Tally form - one category.
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Subsection Code A

Respondent Category 4

Total Items 4 Specific Group PARENTS
Item Response
Code Total Earning
Number Total "yes" |Total "no" | Total "?" [Responses |75% or more
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Figure 10. Form IV: Summary sheet - one category.
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Form IV-A is used to compile data across all groups. An il-
lustration of its use is provided in Figure 11.

Referring to A-1 in the Master list of mandates and recom~
mendations which appeared as Table 2 in Chapter III, the item states
that "Every district must have a formalized procedure for receiving and
processing referrals." In response to a question to that effect, the
figures indicate that:

Agencies responded this way:

(Yes ~ 10); (No - 20); (? - 5)

Parents responded this way:
(Yes - 10); (No - 20); (? - 5)

General Educators responded this way:
(Yes - 10); (No - 20); (? - 5)

Special Education Staff responded this way:
(Yes - 10); (No - 20); (? - 5)

Special Education Administrators responded this way:
(Yes - 10); (No - 20); (? - 5)
Total Yes: 50 Total No: 100 Total ?: 25

Obviously, "No" earned most responses--100. However, there
were 175 responses in all (TQQ/TZS =‘57%). Since 75% has been deter-
mined as the percentage to be required for "Yes" or “No," the 57% is
too low; consequently, the data is regarded as inconclusive and "?" is
entered in the column entitled, "Response Earning 75% or more of re-
sponses."

A second example is given in the same illustration. Briefly,

for A-5 "Yes" earned 450 responses, "No" earned 80 responses, and "?"
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Subsection Code

Total Items

A
12

non

Item
Code

75% or more
or -

Response Earning

Total

Yes No ?

Special
Education
Administration

A-1

LoV ]

50 100 25

10 20 5

Yes No ? |

Staff

Special
Education

Yes No ?

General
Educators

Yes No ?

Parents

Yes No 2

Agencies

Yes No 2

10 20 5

10 20 5

10 20 5

10 20 5

A=-2

A-3

A-4

A-5 Yes

450 80 45

75 20 5

75 15 10

75 15 10

75 15 18

75 15 10

A-6

A=7

A-B

A-9

A-10

A-11

A-12

Figure 11.

Form IV-A:

Summary sheet - all respondent categories.
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earned 45 responses. Of a total of 575, 450 does represent 75%. There-

fore, "Yes" becomes the prevalent response for item A-5.

Procedures for Analyzing Data

When totals across groups are obtained and the majority re-
sponse is determined, the Master Response Feedback Chart is consulted
to find the significance of a particular response. {See Appendix A for

a copy of the Chart).

The Master Response Feedback Chart

To use the Chart, the column at the far left is consulted to
find the item in question. The majority response for that item is lo-
cated in the column to the right; it must be either "Yes," "No," or
"?". At the top of that column appears the feedback regarding the item.
The feedback will be one of the following:

1. In compliance

. Recommended

2
3. Inconclusive data
4. Not recommended

5

. I1legal

The Line Graph Profile

An additional step involves representing all items on a line
graph along with ratings from -2 to +2 corresponding to designations of
clearly illegal (-2); not recommended (-1); data is inconclusive, or in-

sufficient opportunity to determine (0); recommended (+1); and in
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compliance with the stated rule or regulation. An example of data which
is plotted on a graph is shown in Figure 12. The graph reveals at a
glance which items fall below the 0 or middle line into the minus cate-
gory. If too many items fall on the middle line, the administrator in-
terpreted this to mean one of two things: (1) the respondent group(s)
surveyed have not been adequately informed about the program, or (2)
questions were selected for the group which one should not necessarily

expect them to know.

Reconvening of the Evaluation Team

When the Evaluation Team is reconvened, they may perform any
of several functions, depending on the amount of preparation which has
already been done, and whether or not data has been summarized and
placed on forms. If it has not been done, the meeting must be a work-
ing session in which this is done.

If the summarizations have already been done, the task then
becomes one of interpreting the results and making recommendations.

The team may perform any of the following functions:

1. Tally questionnaire responses
. Summarize data by respondent group

Summarize data across all groups

B W N

. Consult Master. Feedback Chart and plot data on a line
graph profile sheet |
5. Prepare Evaluation Summary Form

6. Recommend strategies for program improvement




SECTION

Subsection
Code

Instructions: Place a dot on Tine at point corresponding to item number and rating. Connect
the dots to show line profile.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 i3 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

+2

RANBNIIE

A-1 A-2 A-3 A-4 A-5 A-6 A-7 A-8 A-9
Rating Key: +2 - Action is in compliance 0 - Data is inconclusive

o -1 - Action is not recommended
#1 - Action is recommended -2 - Action is clearly illegal

Figure 12. Form V: Line graph profile.

vel
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Preparing Final Reports

Finally, the Evaluation report is to be written so that in-
formation may be disseminated and the report may become a part of the

department files. Two forms are presented herein to facilitate the

writing of that report.

Evaluation Summary Sheet

The Evaluation summary sheet shown in Figure 13 provides a
space for summarizing the already compiled data. Any part or all of

this form may be used depending on the wishes of the evaluation team

chairman.

Suggested Format for
the Final Report

Figure 14 shows a format which may be used for the final
narrative report. This format is suggested so that an organized report
can be developed which would be useful to present to the staff, admin-
istration, or others.

If these forms are used, they require the team to reflect on
the results of the evaluation and to plan for the resolution of the
problems which were realized.

Their use is entirely optional, however, as other procedures

for summarizing data may better serve the purposes of the evaluation.
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I. TOTALS

A. TOTAL ITEMS "IN COMPLIANCE"
B. TOTAL ITEMS "RECOMMENDED"

C. TOTAL ITEMS "QUESTIONABLE" (?)
(Data are Inconclusive)

D. TOTAL ITEMS "NOT RECOMMENDED
E. TOTAL ITEMS "ILLEGAL"

II. IDENTIFYING PROBLEM AREAS

List Each Item Which is Considered Questionable, Not Recommended
or Illegal, below:

(A) QUESTIONABLE (B) NOT RECOMMENDED (C) ILLEGAL

III. PLAN OF ACTION RECOMMENDED

For each itme falling in the categories (A), (B), and (C) above,
identify a plan of action which the Team recommends to eliminate
the problem; or write a justification of the present practice if
the Team believes the present policy to be sound.

A1l (C) items must be approved by the State Department if left
unchanged. '

IV. PREPARATION OF REPORT ACCORDING TO SUGGESTED FORMAT.

Figure 13. Form VI: Evaluation summary sheet.
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A. Page 1 of the report will include the following items:

Title of district

The administration

Date of evaluation

Makeup of Evaluation Team
A table of contents (brief)

B. The Body of the report will include the following:
1. Objectives of Evaluation
2. Evaluation Procedures

Population surveyed

Method of sample selection

Persons involved
Procedures followed

3. Evaluation Results

Summarize the data for each of the respondent groups in each
area of program evaluation.

C. Appendix

1. Include in this section a copy of each data-gathering instru-
ment used in the evaluation, as well as any reports or documen-
tary evidence of compliance with the law, especially relating
to those items for which the instrument yielded negative or in-
conclusive results.

2. Include a copy of proposed plan of action to eliminate problems
found.

Figure 14. Preparing the evaluation report: A suggested format.




CHAPTER 1V

FIELD TEST, SUMMARY, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Field Test

Following the pilot study, revision and development of the
evaluation system, it was field tested in a Targe urban district in
Michigan which provides special education services for over 3,000}stu-
dents in all exceptionality areas. The school district was selected as
the field test site for two major reasons: (1) the comprehensiveness
of the program and (2) the administrator's desire to evaluate the spe-
cial education program to assess compliance with the mandatory law.

To implement the system, the local director of special educa-
tion was given a copy of the ASSESS materials along with enough instru-
ments for 25 persons in each of the five respondent categories since
the suggested procedure involved using 20 persons in each category.

The administrator was informed that additional instruments were avail-
able if he chose a sampling system which required additional question-
naires.

The director was .advised that as the local administrator, he
was to be chairman of the evaluation team and was in complete control
of the evaluation procedures. It was explained to him that the recom-

mended procedures given in ASSESS were to be followed, but that some

128
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variation was allowable in order to make the system more workable in
his school district since the evaluation procedure was very general in
nature. He was advised to read over the ASSESS material prior to the
time for the first evaluation committee meeting so that any questions
could be answered prior to the actual trial run.

When the instructions were read, the administrator indicated
that he had sufficiently clear instructions and that he was ready to
begin the evaluation. As chairman of the Evaluation Team, he took the

following preliminary steps:

1. Team members were selected using a variation of Plan B
which was discussed in the preceding Chapter. Supervisors of the
following programs were selected to serve as team members:

Trainable mentally impaired

Physically and otherwise health impaired

Hearing impaired

Severely mentally impaired

Elementary programs for the mentally, visually, and emo-

tionally impaired, and the Tearning disabled

2. An evaluation plan was developed requiring each of the
supervisors to survey specific respondent groups. In most cases,
the respondent groups were associated with a particular super-
visor's program. An exception was the supervisor of elementary
programs who was asked to survey all special education administra-
tors and to randomly select 25 general education administrators to
survey. Table 3 shows the evaluation plan.

3. A specific date was set aside, and the secretary was in-

structed to arrange the first team meeting for that date.




Table 3. Sample

school district evaluation plan.

Respondent
Group I

Administrator
(Special Ed.)

Respondent
Group II

Staff - Special
Education

Respondent Respondent
Group III Group IV
General Education Parents

Respondent
Group V

Agencies

Supervisor
#1

Supervisor
#2

Supervisor
#3

Supervisor
#5

Administrator
#5

None

None

None

None

Survey all
Special Ed.
Administrators

Ramdomly select
5 staff members
and survey

None

Randomly select Select 5

None 5 parents and
survey

None "

None "

None "

Randomly select
25 General Ed.
Administrators
and survey

None

agencies with
whom you work

None

OElL
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4. A date was determined for the return of the questionnaires
to the team chairman.

5. It was determined that the data center would be used to
process the data and the appointment was made. Copies of the ques-
tionnaires were also submitted to the center to allow them time to
plan for processing the data.

6. Packets were prepared for each team member containing ques-
tionnaires, instructions, and other materials in sufficient quanti-

ties.

Since this information was to be shared with the team members
at the time of the first meeting, it was necessary to record the deci-
sions so that they could readily be shared. Form I, Figure 3 was used
by the chairman to record the information.

No date was set for reconvening the team since the year was
approaching an end and the administrator planned to use the results of
the evaluation to provide inservice for the staff in the fall of the
year. At that time, the results of the survey would be shared with the

entire staff.

The Team Meeting

On the scheduled date, the team was called together to imple-
ment the evaluation plan. Evaluation packets were handed out, and as-
signments were given as shown in Table 4.

Instructions were explained briefly, and the following points

were emphasized:
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‘Table 4. Field test response totals.

I — e —— —__— ———————— —_ — — ————— ]

Respondent Respondent Respondent Respondent Respondent
Group I Group II  Group III Group IV Group V

Supervisor 4 4 5
#1 —_ _— — S —_—
POHI 5 5 5
Supervisor
P #2 3 2 0
Supervisor
#3 2 4 5
Al 5 5 5
S i
upe;z sor B B 5 5
SMI 5 5 5
Extra §81
Supervisor 9 290 14
#5 —_— —_— — — —
9 28 25
Percentages : .
oy hoons™” 2= t00r Zagsy Mgy Doz Bl
dent Group 28 25 20

Total sent out: 102 Total Returned: 73 Total percent returned: 71%

Notes:

1. In each block, the top number denotes questionnaires re-
turned; the bottom number denotes number distributed by team members.

2. Extras shown for Supervisor in Group II were sent out by the
central office person to obtain additional input from staff associated
with elementary program.
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1. Respondents were encouraged to answer according to district
practices, and not according to what the law requires.

2. Team members were asked to personally deliver each ques-
tionnaire and pick them up in order to have them back to
the chairman within the allotted time.

3. Team members were to instruct respondents to check only one
response for each item, and to feel free to indicate "I

don't know" when necessary.

Team members were informed that they would not have to tally
the responses for their groups, so they did not need the compilation
forms. A1l questionnaires were to be returned to the chairman within a
week. They were given instruction sheets containing all pertinent in-

formation.

Data Compilation

Of a total of 102 questionnaires which were sent out, only 71%
were returned. Part of the non-response problem was due to the fact
that many respondents felt too inadequately informed about the special
education program to complete them. Some were returned with an explana-
tion to that effect. (See Table 4 for response totals.)

Upon submission of the questionnaires to the data center, it
was discovered that the ching system on the questionnaires other than
the master was not complete, due to the elimination of certain items for
certain groups. As a result, the responses were difficult to keypunch.
Consequently, it was the decision of the data center staff to tally the

responses by hand. Their explanation was that unless all items were
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numbered consecutively under each section, keypunching would be diffi-
cult and would be subject to error because of a large amount of skip-
ping. This problem occurred because the only questionnaires containing
all jtems was the administrator and staff questionnaire; all others con-
tained only selected items from the master questionnaire. Consequently,
in order to compare the responses between groups, it was necessary to
keep the coding system intact, but the consecutive ordering was no lon-
ger possible. In the revised questionnaire, an alternate numbering sys-
tem will be used which will include the master code along with a number-
ing system of letters and consecutive numbers for each item. Then, the
master code can be used for data analysis while the alternate numbers
can be used for keypunch purposes.

The data center staff was able to tally the responses, how-
ever, keeping all groups separate so that the same kind of data analysis
was possible without the benefit of having the data run through the com-
puter. ASSESS is designed to be used either way, although the task
requires more time when done by hand.

When the data were returned from the center, the ASSESS forms
were used to show total responses to each item for each group separately,
and for all groups combined. As an example of how the responses were
compiled for one group and across groups, partially completed forms were
shown in Figures 7, 8, and 9.

To use the ASSESg forms, it was necessary to determine what
percentage of concurring responses was necessary before the most fre-
quently occurring response to an item could be determined. The chairman

used the percentage of 75%, since it is considered a clear majority.
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As indicated previously, data analysis is done at the discre-
tion of the chairman. In the field test, the chairman decided to study
the compiled data, graphs, and charts across the summer, and to use
them to plan inservice in the fall.

Since the school year was almost over, the administrator de-
cided to withhold the formal report until the fall when he would share

the results of the evaluation with the staff.

Problems Encountered During
the Field Test

1. The amount of time for the questionnaires to be comp1eted
was probably insufficient. Most of the questionnaires were late.
Ten days instead of five would be a more appropriate length of
time. The instructions were revised to allow ten days for comple-
tion of the questionnaires.

2. The coding on the questionnaires was not suitable for data
processing since the code required a large amount of "skipping"
of items by the keypuncher. The new coding system involves number-
ing all items consecutively under each subsection as an alternate
coding system.

3. Respondents answered the questions as though they were
being evaluated on their knowledge of Act 198 instead of being
asked to tell what practices were prevalent. More care should
have been taken to give explicit instructions.

4. Questions were too lengthy; many respondents complained of
the length of the items. The long questions were shortened, where

possible.
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5. Some items were left unanswered by many of the respondents
in certain categories, suggesting that the items, in some cases,
were inappropriate for that category of respondents. Many of the
items were omitted in the final revision.

6. Parent items were considered too technical. The Evalua-
tion Team Chairman recommended that some of the items be eliminated
and that the language and terminology be simplified even further.
These recommendations were followed.

7. Some of the terminology was confusing; it was either elim-

inated or clarified.

Tallying the items by hand proved to be a tedious task, even
for the small number of persons surveyed in this field test. If each
team member had totaled his own set of questionnaires as recommended in
the manual, the compilation of data would have been simplified.

In spite of the problems, the Evaluation Team Chairman felt
that valuable data were obtained as a result of the evaluation. Certain

general information which he obtained from the survey follows:

1. General educators pointed out that there was a need for
inservice to acquaint them with the special education program and
the needs of the students.

2. Parents requested information booklets or workshops to ac-
quaint them with the special education program.

3. Special education staff members requested inservice to
help familiarize them with the program requirements.

4. Agencies expressed unfamiliarity with the program's opera-

tion and a need for more information.
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5. Special education administrators were aware of program
shortcomings in some areas, but felt that they were proceeding as

rapidly as possible toward the goal of complete compliance.

Incorporating the suggestions and criticisms of all persons
insofar as possible, the instruments were revised and appear in Appen-

dix B.

Summar

In summary, ASSESS has been shown to be a self-monitoring in-
strument which can be of value to a local district in eliciting infor-
mation from persons associated with the special education program re-
garding program operation, and in showing where program strengths and
weaknesses are, and where the district may be falling short in comply-

ing with Public Act 198, the State Code and the Guidelines.

Further, the system has proved to be of value in yielding
other information simply because it is a means by which feedback can be
given to the special education department by individuals who may not
think they have that opportunity ordinarily. Respondents commented
freely on the questionnaires, since it was not necessary for them to be
identified and their comments were jnvariably enlightening. If any per-
son in the district perceives a district as failing to provide services
to handicapped students in accordance with the law, that is cause for
concern.

Two areas in which ASSESS may become more prevalent are the
areas of staff inservice and information dissemination for parents,

agencies, and others. The pilot study and the field test substantiated
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this observation because many of the respondents>requested that they be
inserviced on the questionnaire items since they did not have access to
the master list or feedback charts and were concerned about their un-

familiarity with many of the items. Some of the unfamiliarity with the

program is undoubtedly a result of the recent implementation of Public

Act 198, but some of it must also be attributed to a lack of dissemina-
tion of information about the special education program.

It is entirely possible that uses exist for the system which
have not yet been ascertained. Only additional tryouts will determine
what these uses are.

ASSESS was designed and developed in response to a need ex-
pressed by many of Michigan's special education administrators who are
concerned about operating their program in compliance with Mandatory.
Questions were derived from a master 1ist of statements and mandated
practices regarding eleven areas of program operation. These questions
became a master questionnaire for special education administrators.
This master questionnaire was used to generate four additional question-
naires for parents, agencies, general educators and special education
staff.

Following the development of the questionnaires, the instru-
ments were piloted with persons from each respondent group. Comments
from persons participating in the pilot study led to a revision of the
original set of 1nstrumen£s to eliminate serious problems.

Some items were not changed to allow other respondents an op-
portunity to comment on them when it was determined that additional in-

put was necessary.
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After the pilot study was conducted, the system was expanded
to include forms and instructions for their use so that the complete
package could be field tested.

The field test was conducted by a local district special edu-
cation program where the special education administrator assumed the
responsibility for appointing an Evaluation Team, choosing an evaluation
plan, and briefing the team members on the evaluation procedures to be
used.

The system was implemented, data collected, charted and placed
on a graph to be used as part of an evaluation report, disseminated to
staff members in the fall, and used as a basis for staff inservice.

Further revision was done since the data revealed several
weaknesses in the system. The final, revised instruments are presented
in Appendix B of this study, and complete instructions appear in Chapter

II11, Part 11.

Recommendations

Realizing that evaluation takes many forms and that this
study represents a very small effort to resolve a very complex problem,

the following recommendations are made for further study:

1. Since ASSESS looks only at process evaluation, some means
of evaluating pupil performance should be developed.

2. ASSESS should become the fifst phase of programmatic re-
search effort so that another person could look into the problem
of developing performance standards or documentary evidence of per-

formance for those items where this is possible. If this were done,
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ASSESS could become an evaluation approach which could be used by
outside evaluators rather than the district's own staff, i.e.,
the intermediate district or State Department Evaluation Team.

3. Varijations in the procedures for using ASSESS should be
experimented with in order to ascertain the most practical and use-

ful procedure.

Evaluation is a real factor to be reckoned with by all special
educators; it is time to begin to develop systems to accomplish the task.
ASSESS is one small step in that direction; its use is encouraged and

constructive amendments or adaptations are welcomed.
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MASTER FEEDBACK CHART

Referral System

Subsection Code A
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A-1 R340.1722-23-1832(1.1)
Act 198, Sec. 298(c), (j) O ? YES
A-2 R340.1722 NO ? YES
A-3 R340.1709 NO ? YES
A-4 Guidelines, p. 2 NO ? YES
A-5 Sec. 298(c), (J) NO ? YES
A-6 Guidelines, p. 3 NO ? YES
A-7 Guidelines, p. 3 NO ? YES
A-8 Guidelines, p. 3 NO ? YES
A-9 Guidelines, p. 3 NO ? YES
A-10 R340.1731 NO ? YES
A-11 R340.1731 NO ? YES
A-12 R340.1731 NO ? YES
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Subsection Code B

Total Items __ 33
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Diagnostic Services
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B-1 R340.1705 NO ? YES
B-2 R340.1705 NO ? YES
B-3 R340.1705 NO ? YES
B-4 R340.1704 NO ? YES
B-5 R340.1704 NO ? YES
B-6 R340.1704 NO ? YES
B-7 R340.1703 NO ? YES
B-8 R340.1703 NO ? YES
B-9 R340.1703 NO ? YES
B-10 R340.1707 NO ? YES
B-11 R340.1707 NO ? YES
B-12 R340.1707 NO ? YES
B-13 R340.1708 NO ? YES
B-14 R340.1708 NO ? YES
B-15 R340.1708 NO ? YES
B-16 R340.1709 NO ? YES
B-17 R340.1709 NO ? YES
B-18 R340.1710 NO ? YES
B-19 R340.1710 NO ? YES
B-20 R340.1711 NO ? YES
B-21 R340.1712 NO ? YES
B-22 R340.1713 NO ? YES
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B-23 R340.1713 NO ? YES
B-24 R340.1713 NO ? YES
B-25 R340.1714 NO ? YES
B-26 R340.1714 NO ? YES
B-27 R340.1714 NO ? YES
B-28 Guidelines, p. 4 NO ? YES
B-29 R340.1702 - 1714 NO ? YES
B-30 R340.1722¢ -
1702 - 1714 NO ! YES
*B-31 R340.1748e NO ? YES
B-32 R340.1702 NO ? YES
B~33 R340.1735 NO 7 YES
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Placement Procedures

Subsection Code C
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Total Items 34
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C-1 R340.1722 NO ? YES
C-2 R340.1722 NO ? YES
C-3 R340.1701 (2) NO ? YES
C-4 R340.1722 NO ? YES
C-5 Guidelines, p. 6 NO ? YES
C-6 R340.1701 (4) NO ? YES
C-7 R340.1701 NO ? YES
C-8 R340.1701 NO ? YES
C-9 R340.1722 NO ? YES
C-10 R340.1723 NO 7 YES
C-i1 Guideliines, p. 7 NO 7 YES
C-12 R340.1722, Guidelines p.7 NO ? YES
C-13 R340.1723 NO ? YES
C-14 Guidelines, p. 4 NO ? YES
C-15 R340.1721 NO ? YES
C-16 R340.1723 NO ? YES
C-17 R340.1723 . NO ? YES
C-18 Guidelines, p. 11 NO 7
C-19 R340.1723 NO ? YES
C-20 R340.1723 NO ? YES
C-21 R340.1723 NO ?
C-22 R340.1722 NO ? YES
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Cc-23 R340.1723 NO ? YES
C-24 Guidelines, p. 12 NO ? YES
C-25 R340.1723 NO ? YES
C-26 R340.1723 NO ? YES
c-27 R340.1723 NO ? YES
C-28 R340.1724 NO ? YES
C-29 R340.1724 NO ? YES
C-30 R340.1724 NO ? YES
C-31 Guidelines, p. 6 NO ? YES
Cc-32 Guidelines NO ? YES
C-33 R340.1724 NO ? YES
C-34 Guidelines, p. 8
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Continuum of Programs and Services
Specific Requirements by Program Category

Subsection Code D

Total Items 52
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D-1 R340.1701 NO YES
D-2 Guidelines, p. 18 NO YES
D-3 State Plan, p. 9 NO YES
D-4 Guidelines, p. 21 NO YES
D-5 Guidelines NO YES
D-6 R340.1748 NO YES
D-7 R340.1748 NO YES
D-8 R340.1748 NO YES
D-9 R340.1748 NO YES
D-10 R340.1748 NO YES
D-11 R340.1748 NO YES
D-12 R340.1748 NO YES
D-13 R340.1748 NO YES
D-14 R340.1748 NO YES
D-15 R340.1748 NO YES
D-16 R340.1748 NO YES
D-17 R340.1738 NO ‘ YES
D-18 R340.1738 NO YES
D-19 R340.1738 N0 YES
D-20 R340.1738 . NO YES

D-21 R340.1738 NO YES
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Continuum of Programs and Services Continued
Specific Requirements by Program nmﬂmao_a\
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D-22 R340.1738 NO YES,
D-23 R340.1739 NO YES'
D-24 R340.1743 NO YES
D-25 R340.1743 NO ? YES
D-26 R340.1743 NO ? YES
D-27 R340.1743 NO ? YES
D-28 R340.1743 NO 7 YES
D-29 R340.1743 NO ? YES
D-30 R340.1743 NO ? YES
D-31 R340.1741 NO 7 YES
D-32 R340.1740 NO ? YES
D-33 R340.1749 NO ? YES
D-34 R340.1745 NO 7 YES
D-35 R340.1745 NO 7 YES
D-36 R340.1745 NO ? YES
D-37 R340.1742 NO ? YES
D-38 R340.1742 NO ? YES
D-39 R340.1742 NO ? YES
D-40 R340.1742 NO ? YES
D-41 R340.1742 NO 7 YES
D-42 R340.1742 NO ? YES
D-43 R340.1742 NO ? YES
D-44 R340.1742 NO ? YES
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Follow-Up
Subsection Code E
Total Items __ 12
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E-1 R340.1722 d NO ? YES
E-2 R340.1722 d NO ? YES
E-3 Guidelines, p. 27 NO ? YES
E-4 R340.1722 NO ? YES
E-5 R340.1722 NO ? YES
E-6 Guidelines, p. 27 NO ? YES
E-7 Guidelines, p. 27 NO ? YES
E-8 R340.1722 NO ? YES
E-9 R340.1722 NO ? YES
E-10 R340.1722 NO ? YES
E-11 R340.1722 NO ? YES
E-12 R340.1832 NO 7 YES
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Personnel
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F-1 State Plan, p. 14 NO ? YES
F-2 State Plan, p. 14 NO ? YES
F-3 R340.1781 NO ? YES
F-4 State Plan, pp. 13-14 NO ? YES
F-5 Guidelines, p. 8 NO ? YES
F-6 State Plan, p. 14 NO ? YES
F-7 State Plan, p. 14 NO ? YES
F-8 R340.1749 NO ? YES
F-9 R340.1749 NO ? YES
F-10 R340.1749 NO ? YES
F-11 R340.1750 NO ? YES
F-12 R340.1771 NO ? YES
F-13 R340.1771 NO ? YES
F-14 R340.1772 NO ? YES
F-15 R340.1781 NO ? YES
F-16 R340.1784 NO ? YES
F-17 R340.1791 NO ? YES
F-18 R340.1792 . NO 7 YES
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Subsection Code H

Total Items 17
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H-2 Guidelines, p. 22 NO ? YES
H-3 Guidelines, p. 23 NO ? YES
H-4 R340.1733 NO ? YES
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340.361 History Mandated NO ? YES
H-6 Guidelines, p. 27 NO ? YES
H-7 Guidelines, p. 24 NO ? YES
H-8 Guidelines, p. 24 NO ? YES
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H-10 Guidelines; p. 24 NO ? YES
H-11 R340.1733 NO ? YES
H-12 R340.1733 NO ? YES
H-13 R340.1733 NO ? YES
H-14 R340.1733 NO ? YES
H-15 R340.1733 NO ? YES
H-16 State Plan, p. 17
H-17  State Plan, p. 16 .
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(5)

APPENDIX B

REVISED QUESTIONNAIRE

Special Education Administrators
Special Education Staff

General Educators

Parents

Agencies



ASSESS QUESTIONNAIRE

(1) Special Education Administrators

INSTRUCTIONS:

Please answer each question according to what is actually practiced in
your school district at the local level. If an item indicates a

certain practice in your district, circle the "Yes" response. If the
action alluded to in the item is not the practice in your district,
circle the "No" response. If you really do not feel that you have
sufficient information to make a determination, circle the "?" response.

PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH QUESTION.

Item Code Question

A. Referral System

A-1 Is there a formalized procedure for receiving and processing
referrals for special education programs and services in your
district?

1. Yes No ?

A-2 Is a formal procedure followed which culminates in the convening
of an educational planning and placement committee (EPPC) meet-
ing for all persons referred for programs for the severely
mentally impaired, trainable mentally impaired, educable men-
tally impaired, emotionally impaired, hearing impaired, visually
impaired, physically and otherwise health impaired, severely
multiply impaired and/or learning disabled?

2. Yes No ?

A-3 If a student has a permanent disability or a long-term illness
or injury, is he referred to an EPPC?

3. Yes No ?

A-4 Is it the responsibility of supportive, diagnostic, and itin-
erant personnel (special education) to refer students to an
EPPC when their evaluation indicates that the student may be
mg?ta11y, physically or emotionally impaired or learning dis-
abled?

4, Yes No ?

A-5 Does the special education office accept referrals from parents
and members of the professional community with parental consent?

5. Yes No ?
161
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A-6 May the above-mentioned referrals be verbal?

6. Yes No ?
A-7 If the referral does not specifically indicate the parents, are

parents contacted to assure their awareness and consent?

7. Yes No ?
A-8 Is parental approval obtained before a referral is processed?

8. Yes No ?
A-9 If the referral does not contain adequate information, does the

special education office request additional information from
the referral source verifying the existence of a handicap or
containing information which led the referral source verifying
the existence of a handicap or containing information which led
the referral source to suspect the existence of a handicap?

9. Yes No ?

A-10 Are all referrals recorded according to the intermediate dis-
trict plan's specified procedure for recording the processing
referrals?

10. Yes No ?

A-11 Are records maintained for each student including name, date of
birth, sex, racial or ethnic group, type of handicaps, date of
referral, services being rendered, date of termination or initia-
tion of special services, name, address and phone number of
parents and district of residence?

11. Yes No ?
A-12 Are records maintained until the student is no longer eligible,

has completed a course of study and graduated or until he
reaches the age where he is no longer eligible for special edu-

cation?
12. Yes No ?
B. Diagnostic Services
Educable Mentally Impaired
B-1 Is an Educational Planning and Placement meeting required for

certifying the educable mentally impaired for special educa-
tion programs and services in your district?

(R 340.1705) ' 1.  Yes No ?
B-2 Is comprehensive evaluation by certified psychologist, school

psychologist, or consulting psychologist required?

(R 340.1705) 2. Yes No 2
B-3 To be eligible for special education programs and service for

the educable mentally impaired, must a person meet all of the
following requirements?
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1. Must score approximately 2-3 standard deviations below the
mean as determined by intellectual assessment.
(R 340.1705a)

2. Must score within lowest 6% on a standardized test in
reading and arithmetic. (R 340.1705b)

3. Unsatisfactory school performance must not be based on his
social, economic, or cultural background. (R 340.1705b)

4, Lack of development primarily in the cognitive domain.
(R 340.1705e) 3. Yes No ?

Trainable Mentally Impaired

B-4

B-5

B-6

Is an EPPC meeting required for determining eligibility of
trainable mentally impaired in your district? ?R 340.1704)

4, Yes No 7
Is a comprehensive evaluation by certified psychologist,
school psychologist, or consulting psychologist required for

placement in a program for the trainable mentally impaired in
your district? (R 340.1704) 5. Yes No ?

To be eligible for programs and services for the trainable
mentally impaired, must the student meet the following
requirements? (R 340.1704)

1. Must score at approximately 3-4} standard deviations be]ow
the mean as determined by intellectual assessment.

2. Lack of development primarily in the cognitive domain.

Unsatisfactory performance not found to be based on his
social, cultural, or economic background.

6. Yes No 7

(&%)

Severely Mentally Impaired

B-7

B-8

Is an EPPC required for determining eligibility for programs
for the severely mentally impaired in special programs in your
district? (R 340.1714) 7. Yes No ?

Is a comprehensive evaluation by a certified psychologist,
school psycho]og1st, or consulting psychologist required for
placement in a program for the severely mentally impaired?

(R 340.1714) 8. Yes No ?



B-9

Hearing

164

Are the fol]owing diagnostic criteria required for determining
eligibility of the severely mentally impaired for special edu-
cation programs and services in your district?

1. Must score 4} or more standard deviations below the mean
as determined by intellectual assessment.

2. Lack of development primarily in the cognitive domain.
9. Yes No ?

Impaired

B-10

B-12

Is an EPPC meeting required for placement in a program for the
hearing impaired? (R 340.1707)

10. Yes No ?

Are the following diagnostic personnel required for deter-
mining eligibility for the hearing impaired? (R 340.1707)

Audiologist and Otolaryngologist
11. Yes No ?

To be eligible for programs and services for the hearing
impaired, must a person be certified as having a hearin
impairment which interferes with learning. (R 340.1707

12. Yes No ?

Visually Impaired

B-13

o2
t

-

£

B-15

Is an EPPC required for determining placement in a program for
the visually impaired in your district? (R 340.1708)

13. Yes No ?

Are the following diagnostic personnel required for visually
impaired program placements?
14. Yes No ?

To be eligible for services for the visually impaired, must a
person have a visual impairment and one or more of the
following? (R 340.1708?

1. A central visual acuity of 20/70 or less in the better eye
after correction.

2. A peripheral field of vision reduced to no greater than
20 degrees.
15. Yes No ?
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Physically and Otherwise Health Impaired

B-16

Is an EPPC necessary to determine placement in programs for
the physically and otherwise health impaired in your district?
(R 340.1709) 16. Yes No ?

Must person be certified by an internist, orthopedic surgeon,
neurologist, pediatrician or equivalent as having a physical

or other health impairment which interferes with learning or

requires physical adaptation of the school environment?

17. Yes No ?

Speech and Lanquage Impaired

B-18

8-19

Must an approved speech and language teacher with at least 5
years experience and a Master's Degree determine eligibility
for speech and language services? (R 340.1710)

18. Yes No ?

Is the following criteria used to determine eligibility for
speech and language services? (R 340.1710)

One or more of the following disorders:
1. Articulation--omissions, substitutions, distortions.

2. Voice with inappropriate voice pitch, rate of speaking,
eveness or quality of speech.

3. Fluency of speech distinguished by special interrogations

(blocks) repetition of sounds, words, phrases or sentences
which interfere with effective communication.

4. 1Inability to comprehend, formulate and use functional
language. 19.  Yes No ?

Homebound

B-20

Must a person be certified at least annually by a doctor as
having a severe physical or other health impairment preventing
school attendance in order to be eligible for homebound
services? (R 340.1711) 20. Yes No ?

Hospitalized

B-21

Is a person eligible for services to the hospitalized if he
cannot attend school because of hospitalization?
(R 340.1712) 21.  Yes No ?
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Learning Disabled

B-22 Is an EPPC meeting required to determine eligibility for
programs and services for the learning disabled? (R 340.1713)

22. Yes No ?

B-23 Are the following diagnostic personnel used to determine
eg{gibility for programs and services for the learning dis-
abled? .
School Psychologist
Certified Psychologist
Certified Consulting Psychologist
Neurologist or medical examiner qualified to evaluate

neurological dysfunctions.
23. Yes No ?

B-24 Are the following criteria used for placement in a learning
disabilities program? (R 340.1713)

The student must have an impairment of one or more of basic
psychological processes involved in understanding or in using
spoken or written language--which disorder may manifest itself
in imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write,
spell or do mathematical calculations. He must meet require-
ments in each of the following categories:

1. Symptoms of perceptual handicap, brain impairment, minimal
brain damage, dysiexia or aphasia.

2. Development at less than the expected rate of age group in
the cognitive, affective or psychomotor domain.

3. Inability to function in regular education without sup-
portive special education services.

4. Unsatisfactory performance not found to be based on social,

economic or cultural background.
24, Yes No ?

Severely Multiply Impaired

B-25 Is an EPPC meeting required for placement into a program for
the severely multiply impaired? (R 340.1714)

25. Yes No ?
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B-26 Are the diagnostic personnel and information Tisted below
required for certification of eligibility for a program for
the severely multiply impaired? ?R 340.1714)

Medical records, educational history and evaluation by a
Neurologist, Orthopedic Surgeon, Optholmologist, or Audio-

logist. 26. Yes No ?

B-27 Are the criteria listed below used to determine eligibility
for placement into a program for the severely multiply
impaired? (R 340.1714)

1. Severe multiplicity of handicap in the physical and cogni-
tive domain,

2. Inability or expected inability to function without other
special education programs which deal with a single
handicap.

3. Development at less than the expected rate of the age
group in the psyvchomotor, cognitive, and affective domains.

27. Yes No ?

B-28 After the referral is recieved, is one staff person assigned
responsibility of collecting diagnostic data?

28. Yes No ?

B-29 Are data of a clinical nature collected for each disability
group by professionals specified in the State Code?

29. Yes No ?

B-30 Does the Educational Planning and Placement Committee see that
sufficient clinical and educational data are avaijlable to make
a verification of referred students' eligibility or ineligibil-

ity for placement? (R 340.1714)
Yes No 7

B-31 Do teacher consultants work with regular students to obtain
diagnostic information to be used in determining eligibility
for special education programs and services? (R 340.1749e)

31. Yes No ?

B-32 Does the special education department refrain from placing
persons suspected of being handicapped in special education
programs prior to determination of eligibility by an EPPC?

(R 340.1702)
32. Yes No ?
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B-33 Is the language of the evaluation the primary language of the
student? (R 340.1735)
33. Yes No ?
C. Placement Procedures
C-1 Are all special education placements recommended by an EPPC
except for Speech and Language, Socfal Worker, and Homebound
and Hospitalized services?
1.  Yes No ?
c-2 Before a change in status is made, must an EPPC have made the
recommendation?
2. Yes No ?
c-3 Are changes from one type of program to another, one level to
another and additions or deletions of services considered
changes in educational status?
Yes No ?
Cc-4 Does the responsibility for making changes in the educational
status of the handicapped person rest with the Superintendent
or his designee?
4. VYes No ?
C-5 Are the duties of the EPPC in your district defined as follows:
1. Determining eligibility
2. Recommending programs and services
3. Establishing instructional goals
4. TIdentifying outcomes expected as a result of special
education placement.
5. Yes No ?
C-6 Does the EPPC in your district consist of one representative
from each of the following categories, as a minimum?
1. Administration
2. Diagnostic personnel
3. Supportive or instructional staff
4. Parents, if they choose to participate
6. VYes No ?
c-7 If the student is under 18, is the student's mother, father
or guardian considered the "parent," and invited to parti-
cipate on his own EPPC? 7. Yes No ?
c-8 If the student is 18 or over and has not had a legal guardian
appointed by the court, is he invited to participate on his
own EPPC? 8. Yes No ?
c-9 Does the Special Education Office request in writing parent

participation on the EPPC on a case by case basis?

9. Yes No ?
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If the parent has not_been notified of the EPPC meetipg, is
the student's status left unchanged until parent involvement

is sought and permission is obtained?
10. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC chairperson (if appointed by the Superintendent)
arrange time and place of the meeting(s) and invite other

participants?
11. Yes No ?

Is a certified letter or a signed receipt of a hand-delivered
letter used to provide documentation of the letter having been

sent to the parents? 12.  Yes No ?

Does the decision of the EPPC become official when, as a
minimum, the superintendent or his designee and the parents

agree?
13. Yes No ?

Is one EPPC member appointed to arrange for the implementation
and follow-up of the recommended pian and to record and co-

ordinate the committee's actions?
14. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC require that the need for intervention must exist
and that the student have one or more impairments as defined

by law before that student can be deemed eligible for special
education services or programs? (Same exceptions as in A-4

apply.)
15. Yes No ?

If the EPPC decides that a handicapped student may best be
served by non-special education services, is that student
denied special education programs or services at that time?

16. Yes No ?

If parents choose not to participate on the EPPC, are they
given prior notification of the Committee's recommendation
and allowed at least seven (7) days to agree or disagree

before placement is made? 17 Yes No ?

Are parents given a copy of Rule 24 which concerns the
Hearing Process? 18. VYes No ?

Does the special education office assume the responsibility
for making parents aware of the provisions of Rule 24?7

19. Yes No ?

Are the parents informed by the Superintendent or his designee
that they may appeal to the Superintendent of Instruction if a
decision is not reached with the local Superintendent?

20. VYes No ?
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c-21 Are parents informed of the availability of organizations,
their addresses and telephone numbers, to assist them at the

hearing?
21. Yes No ?

c-22 Does the EPPC report include regular education and special
education programs and services as deemed appropriate?

22. Yes No ?

c-23 Prior to signing, are parents given the opportunity to receive
and review the written recommendations of the EPPC?

23. Yes No ?

C-24 Is the signature of consent by the "parent" a part of or
attached to the committee recommendation?

24, VYes No ?
C-25 Are parents given the opportunity to request an EPPC meeting

anytime they feel that a change in their child's educational
status is needed?

25. Yes No ?
C-26 Are parents always notified before placement is effectuated,
denied or changed? 26. Yes No 2

c-27 Does the placement notification always include the following?

A. Description of proposed action

B. Specification of statute or rule under which action is
proposed

€. Statements of reasons for action

D. Specification of any tests or reports upon which the action
is based :

E. Notice of right to hearing and procedure for requesting
same

F. Names and addresses of corganizations available to assist
at hearing

G. Al1 options of educational opportunities available

27. Yes No ?

C-28 If parents request specific persons from the school staff
whose testimony is vital to attend the hearing, are they
available to attend? 28.  Yes No ?

c-29 May parents bring outside professionals or non-professionals
to the meeting if they notify the hearing officer prior to
the meeting? 29 Yes No ?

C-30 May parents provide written reports for the EPPC in support of
their position on the child's placement?

30. Yes No ?
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Does the Superintendent or his designee act in the following
manner on the recommendation of the EPPC?

1. Place the student in an appropriate program, and
2. Assign Special Education Staff
31. Yes No ?

Does the administration consider the following when implement-
ing the EPPC's recommendations?

1. The skills of the teachers or teacher consultants

2. The age range, number, and disability make-up of the stu-
dents assigned to the program ,

3. The balance of boys and girls and compatibility of types
of learning difficulties of enrollees

4. The relationship of the child's educational needs to those
of others in the group to which he is being assigned.

32. Yes No ?
May parent be represented at the hearing by any person of his
choosing?

33. Yes No ?

If the EPPC cannot agree on a placement, do they either recom-
mend regular programs and services or request further diagnos-
tic study?

34. Yes No ?

D. Continuum of Programs and Services

D-1

D-3

Does the Special Education Program content include the follow-
ing components for all impairment groups?

Personal adjustment Training
Pre-vocational Training

Vocational Training

Skills Training

Work-Study 1 Yes No ?
Is there a continuum of special education services in your
district for all impairment groups including

Pre-Primary
Elementary
Junior High

Secondary 2. Yes No ?

Is there a hierarchical arrangement of special education
services available in your district including the following:

Full-time regular class placement with supportive help
Part-time special class; part-time regular class

Full-time special education class

Homebound or Hospitalized Services

Residential placement 3.  Yes No ?
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D-4 Are the following supportive services available in your dis-
trict for all impairment groups?

Social Worker Services

Psychological Consultation or services

Teacher Consultant Services

Speech and Language Services 4. Yes No 2

D-5 Are the following instructional services available in your
district for all impairment groups:

Teacher consultant for evaluation of regular students during a
10 day diagnostic teaching period

Teacher consultant services for small groups of special educa-
tion students and general education teachers who are
servicing impaired students

Special Education teacher serving more than one disability
group

Special Education classroom teacher for a basic classroom

program.
5. Yes No ?

Severely Multiply Impaired

D-6 Does an instructional unit for the severely multiply
impaired consist of at least 1 instructor and 2 aides for a
maximum of 9 pupils?

1. Yes No ?
D-7 Are at Teast 1 full-time instructor and 1 full-time aide
employed in every severely multiply impaired program?
2. Yes No ?
D-8 Are supportive services of a physical therapist, an occupa-
tional therapist, a speech therapist, and a nurse reasonably
available?
3. Yes No ?

D-9 Does the school year include a minimum of 230 days and 1,150
clock hours of instructional activities?

4. Yes No ?

D-10 Does the program emphasize the treatment of the total child
rather than service to any single handicap in isolation?

. 5. Yes No ?
D-11 Are instructors responsible for the instructional program?
6. Yes No ?

D-12 Do instructors coordinate the activities of instructional

aides and other supportive personnel?
7. Yes No ?
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D-13 Do instructional aides work under the supervision of the
instructor and assist in the daily program for not more than
3 pupils?

8. Yes No ?
D-14 Are program assistants used where necessary?
9. Yes No ? -

D-15 Do program assistants have the responsibility for assisting
the instructor and the instructional aides, helping with
toileting, feeding, 1ifting and individualized care and
clean-up activities for the students?

10. Yes No ?

D-16 If there are no program assistants, are the duties mentioned
above performed by the instructional aides?

11. Yes No ?

Severely Mentally Impaired

D-17 Does your district provide at least 1 instructor and 4
instructional aides for a maximum of 24 pupils with an
average ratio of 1 aide per 6 pupils?

12. Yes No ?

D-18 Is at least 1 full-time instructor and 1 full-time aide
employed in each day training program?
13. Yes No ?

D-19 Does the school year for the severely mentally impaired
include at least 230 days and 1,150 clock hours of instruc-

tional activity?
14. Yes No ?

D-20 Is the day training instructor responsible for coordinating
the activities of aides and other staff and maintaining a
systematic methed of home-scheel liaison?

15. Yes No ?
D-21 Do instructional aides work under the supervision of instruc-
tors and assist in the daily training program for not more
than 6 pupils?
16. Yes No ?

D-22 May your program assistants assist the instructors and
instructional aides perform the following functions:
toileting, feeding, 1ifting, and individualized care and
clean-up activities for the students?

Yes No ?
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Trainable Mentally lmpaired

D-23

Is the teacher-pupil ratio 1-15 or less with 1 aide or up to
1-30 with a maximum of 3 instructional aides with not more
than 10 pupils per aide?

18. Yes No ?

Visually Impaired

D-24

D-25

D-26

D-27

D-28

0-29

D-30

Are visually impaired class sizes determined primarily by
the severity and multiplicity of the impairments of the
visually impaired? 19.  Yes No ?

Does a class with 1 teacher meet the following requirements?
Not more than 7 fuli-time pupils who are blind?
10 or fewer full-time partially-seeing pupils?

8 or fewer full-time pupils when blind and partially seeing
pupils are grouped, with not more than 4 being blind or
visually impaired and also otherwise handicapped?

20. Yes No ?

Does the curriculum for the visually impaired include in-
struction in orientation and mobility, assistance in early
development of comprehensive communication skills and pre-
vocational and vocational experience?

21. Yes No ?
Is the Michigan School for the Blind considered a part of
the total continuum of services for the visually impaired?

22. VYes No 7

Are applications for placement at MSB submitted by the ISD
Supt. or his designee to the Supt. of the MSB?

23. Yes No ?

Are persons identified by the referring school district as
visually impaired in accordance with procedures specified in
Part I by the referring school district?

24. Yes No ?

Does the responsibility for establishing an EPPC rest with
the agency initiating a change of placement into or out of
MSB? '

25. Yes No ?
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Emotionally Impaired

D-31 Does the ratio in the program for the emotionally impaired
consist of 1 teacher for not more than the equivalent of 10
full-time pupils?

26. Yes No ?

Educable Mentally Impaired

D-32 Does the ratio of EMI programs consist of 1 teacher for not
more than 15 full-time students?

27. Yes No ?
Learning Disability

D-33 Does the teacher of the learning disabled have the equivalent
of 10 or fewer full-time pupils assigned per teacher in a
special class?

28. Yes No ?

Speech and Language

D-34 Are size and composition of groups determined by the teacher
of the speech and language impaired?

29. Yes No ?

D-35 Is the delivery of services determined by the teacher of the
speech and language impaired in cooperation with the district
director of special education or his designee, and the
building principal of the school in which the pupils are

enrolled?
30. Yes No ?

D-36 Is the case load of the teacher of the speech and language
impaired no more than 75 pupils at any one time?

31. Yes No ?

Homebound

D-37 Are homebound services for physically or otherwise health
impaired no later than 15 school days after certification of
a medical handicap which requires the person to be confined to

his home?
32. Yes No ?

D-38 Does the teacher of, the homebound.or hospitalized have twelve
pupils or less assigned to him at any one time?

33. Yes No ?
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Are progress reports for each person recorded in accordance
with the intermediate school district plan?

34. Yes No ?

Does the teacher of the homebound or hospitalized instruct
persons a minimum of 2 non-consecutive hours per week?

35. Yes No ?

Is it a practice in your district that therapists may supple-
ment, but not substitute for a teacher's instructional time?

36. Yes No ?

Impaired

D-42

D-43

D-44

D-45

D-46

D-47

Does the hearing impaired program meet the following require-
ments for one teacher's special class:

7 full-time pupils or less with a severe hearing loss?

10 full-time pupils or less if severely and moderately
impaired students are grouped together?

3 full-time pupils or less when they are hearing impaired and
otherwise handicapped?

12 full-time pupils or less in-a supervised class at the
secondary level?

37. Yes No ?

Are group hearing aids provided when deemed necessary by the

EPPC?
38. Yes No ?

Are coomunication skills and language emphasized as an

integral part of the curriculum?
39. Yes No ?

Is the Michigan School for the Deaf considered a part of the
total continuum of services for the hearing impaired?

40. Yes No ?

Are all applications for placement at Michigan School for the
Deaf submitted by the ISD Superintendent or designee to the
Superintendent of Michigan School for the Deaf?

41. Yes No ?

Is the person always identified as hearing impaired as
specified in Part 1 of the rules and regulations prior to
application to MSD?

42. Yes No ?
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D-48 Does the responsibility for establishing the EPPC rest with
the agency initiating a change of placement into or out of
the MSD?

43, Yes No ?

D-49 Does the above-mentioned EPPC include representatives of the
ISD or residence and the MSD?

44, Yes No ?

D-50 Is the class size in programs for the physically or otherwise
health impaired no more than 15 pupils per teacher?

45, Yes No ?

D-51 Does the special classroom unit serving physically or other-
wise health impaired provide at least 60 feet (sq. ft.) of
floor space per person?

46. Yes No ?

D-52 Are health care aides employed to serve in a supportive
capacity in programs for the physically or otherwise health
impaired?

47. Yes No ?

D-53 Is your high school program approved in the intermediate
district plan?

48, Yes No ?

E. Follow-up

E-1 Does the special education department in your district
provide a review of programs and services provided each
handicapped person at least annually?

1. Yes No ?

E-2 If so, are parents provided a copy of the recommendations of
such a review?

2. Yes No 7

E-3 Does the review report provided by the special education
department include the names of persons who conducted the
review; the information that was reviewed, and a recommenda-
tion for either continuation, additional services, or referral
to an Educational Planning and Placement Committee for pos-
sible change of educational status?

3. Yes No ?

E-4 Does the Superintendent of the district or residence receive

a copy of the review report?
4. Yes No ?
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E-5 If a change of placement seems warranted after the review,
does the special education department see that the EPPC is
held?

5. VYes No ?

E-6 Does the review include an analysis of the appropriateness
of the present program including the individual performance
objectives?

6. Yes No ?

E-7 Does the review include an analysis of educational, physical
and psychological data?

7. Yes No ?

E-8 Is the review conducted by one or more approved special edu-
cation staff persons as assigned by the superintendent or his
designee?

8. Yes No ?

E-9 Does the review occur at least once every 12 calendar months
since the date of placement or last review?

9. Yes No ?

E-10 Is a review held whenever it appears necessary, even if less
than a year has transpired?

10. Yes No ?

E-11 Does the review report contain an analysis of the student's
progress toward meeting his objectives?

11. Yes No ?

E-12 Is each student followed for at least one year following
termination of special education programs and services?

12. Yes No ?

F. _Personnel

F-i Are the various roles of special education personnel made
clear by the administration in your district?

1. Yes No ?

F-2 Are in-service programs conducted to up-grade the training
of special education personnel?

2. VYes No ?

F-3 Do all special education employees for whom salaries are
reimbursed meet the quatifications required by State Law?

3. Yes No ?

F-4 Do all special education employees whose salaries are not

reimbursable meet specified state qualifications?

4, Yes No ?
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Are annual reports on the status of all special education
personnel channeled through the intermediate special educa-
tion office for monitoring?

5. Yes No ?

Do special education teachers, supervisors, consultants and
directors hold credentials which conform to the Department
of Education guidelines for special education personnel?

6. Yes No ?

Are in-service training and other methods used to up-grade
personnel training for special education staff?

7. VYes No ?

Are personnel associated with programs for handicapped youth
encouraged and given an opportunity to visit other classrooms,
communities, institutions, and agencies, and to attend pro-
fessional meetings?

8. Yes No ?

Do teacher consultants provide services to handicapped stu-
dents in the classroom, or

provide consultation to regular classroom teachers who have
handicapped students integrated into their classrooms; or

provide itinerant services in one or more school buildings?

9. Yes No ?

Do teacher consultants carry up to 25 students on an active
caseload, but no more than 25?7

10. Yes No ?

May teacher consultants work with regular students for up to,
but no more than 10 consecutive school days?

11.  Yes No ?

Does the director or coordinator have responsibility for the
following duties as specified in Rule 50(i)?

Developing and organizing and administering special educa-
tion programs?

Planning and conducting in-service programs

Conducting program evaluation

Providing Tiaison with school staff and community

Preparing special education reports

Supervising special education staff

12. Yes No ?
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F-13 If your district receives reimbursement for the salary, does
the director of special education meet state requirements for
approval?

13. Yes No ?

F-14 If your district receives reimbursement for the salary, does
the assistant director meet state requirements for approval?

14. VYes No ?

F-15 If your district receives reimbursement for the salary(s),
does the supervisor(s) meet state requirements for approval?

15. Yes No ?

F-16 If your district receives reimbursement for their salaries, do
all teachers of the handicapped meet state requirements for
approval?

16.  Yes No 7

F-17 If your district receives reimbursement for their salaries, do
all special education interns meet state department approval
requirements?

17.  Yes No ?

F-18 If your district receives reimbursement for their salaries, do
all curriculum resource consultants meet state department
approval requirements?

18. Yes No ?

F-19 If your district receives reimbursement for their salaries,
are all supportive personnel such as social workers, medical
specialists, psychologists; licensed, certified, or regis-
tered by a governmental agency, certified by a legally
recognized board, or assocjation, or recommended by a college
or university offering an appropriate training program as
approved by the State Board of Education?

19. Yes No ?
G. Facilities
G-1 Are all new schools in your district barrier free?

1. Yes No ?
G-2 Is adequate equipmeht provided for each special education

program?
2. VYes No ?
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G-3 Are special education facilities equal to facilities for
regular education?
3. Yes No ?
G-4 Are materials workshops conducted in order to acquaint
special education personnel with the latest instructional
materials?
4, Yes No ?
G-5 Are teachers helped and encouraged to develop new instruc-

tional materials designed to meet the specific needs of
handicapped children?
5. Yes No ?

G-6 Do all special education classrooms have at least the average
number of square feet per student as the regular classrooms
in the district?

6. Yes No ?

G-7 Do teacher consultants and special education personnel have
space designated on a scheduled basis in each building to
afford individual and small group work?

7. Yes No 7

G-8 Are handicapped students assigned to educational programs
and services which are housed in buildings which allow for
integration to take place?

8. Yes No ?
H. Instructional Content
H-1 Is an instructional program provided for handicapped students
in the 0-6 category?
1. Yes No ?
Elementary Guidelines
H-2 Is the regular educational sequence followed wherever possible?
_ 2. VYes No ?
H-3 Is the Handbook of Suggestions for Developmental Learning

published by the Michigan Department of Education used as a
general guide in developing curriculum to meet the unique needs
of the handicapped?

3. Yes No ?
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Early Secondary

H-4 Do all handicapped secondary youngsters who are eligible for
special education, can benefit from and who are interested in
vocational education have access to such programs in your

district?
4. Yes No ?

H-5 Does the secondary curriculum include the following aspects
as a minimum:

A. Continuation of academic skills training

B. Physical education

C. History, designed to meet legal requirements of a normal
course of study as prescribed in the Michigan School
Code (Sec. 340.361).

D. Economics designed to help the student understand the
role of worker, supervisor and management in a free
enterprise system.

E. Home Economics designed to provide personal skills needed
to maintain an adequate life environment.

F. Business Skills

G. Industrial Arts

H. Health Science

5. Yes No ?

Pre-Vocational Evaluation
H-6 In your district, is each teacher accountable for each of the

following:

A. Teaching the skill?

B. Providing related occupational information, and

C. Assessing interest, aptitudes and abilities for the pur-
pose of recommending appropriate vocational alternatives
when the student completes the earlier secondary

sequence.
6. Yes No ?
Later Secondary Programs Guidelines
H-7 Do handicapped students receive drivers education in your
district, unless deemed inappropriate by the EPPC?
7. Yes No ?
H-8 Are handicapped students placed in regular vocational educa-

tion programs where possible?
8. Yes No ?
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H-9 Are special education students who have not completed a normal
course of study and are between the ages of 16 and 25 served
by special education in your district?

9. Yes No ?

H-10 Are referrals made by the Special Education Department to the
following agencies which are available to serve special educa-
tion youngsters?

A. Vocational Rehabilitation Services

B. Michigan Department of Education

C. Bureau of Blind Services

D. Michigan Department of Social Services

10. Yes No ?

Individual Instructional Objectives

H-11 Is a curriculum plan (with individual performance objectives)
for each student developed in accordance with his needs in the
cognitive, affective and psychomotor domains with special
attention to needs for personal adjustment training, pre-
vocational training and vocational training? (R 340.1733(b))

11. Yes No ?

H-12 Are the performance objectives available to the parent?
(R 340.1733(b))

12. Yes No ?

H-13 May the performance objectives written for each handicapped
person (R 340.1733(c)) be reviewed by the Superintendent of
Public Instruction or his designee?

13. Yes No ?
H-14 Are the methods of instruction consistent with the performance
objectives written for each handicapped person?
(R 340.1733(c))
14. Yes No ?

H-15 Does the instructional program for a school day focus on the
individual needs of the handicapped person, as determined
through the educational plan for each student? (R 340.1733(g))

15. Yes No ?

H-16 Is the use of all sansory modalities incorporated into the
instructional content for handicapped students?

16. Yes No ?
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Is the special education program designed to promote the
development of social skills in handicapped persons?

17.  VYes No 7

I. Leadership

I-1 Are members of the special education staff encouraged to
attend professional workshops, institutes, and conventions
in order to remain abreast of the latest developments in
the field of special education?

1. Yes No ?

I-2 Does your program plan include philosophy, goals, objectives
and strategies designed to obtain meaningful and sequential
educational programming for handicapped children?

2. Yes No ?

I-3 Whenever the total program of professional personnel in a
specific program or service exceeds ten, is a supervisor
hired for that program?

3. Yes No [4

I-4 Does your district cooperate with Michigan Universities by
allowing their interns to work with Special Education
Services staff?

4. Yes No ?

J. Integration

J-1 Are the handicapped children in your district integrated
into regular classroom programs whenever appropriate?

1. VYes No ?

J-2 Are efforts underway to develop a cooperative vocational
education/special education program?

2. Yes No ?

J-3 Is coordination of job placement and skills training between

teacher consultants for the mentally handicapped and the
physically handicapped in close cooperations with vocational
rehabilitation agencies?

3. Yes No ?
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Does the EPPC recommend regular and special education
programs and services for each student?

4. Yes No ?

Are in-service training programs designed to acquaint
regular teachers with the needs of handicapped students?

5. Yes No ?

Evaluation

K-5

Is program evaluation undertaken in your district to reveal
strengths and deficiencies of the program or service and to
suggest changes in the delivery system?

1. Yes No ?

Is there an evaluation system available for assessing the
amount of pupil progress toward accomplishing individualized
performance objectives? '

2. Yes No ?

Is any effort made to facilitate the exchange of information
concerning techniques of program evaluation, staff appraisal,
etc. with other local districts?

3. Yes No ?
Are measurable objectives set for your programs and services
so that they may be objectively evaluated?

4, Yes No ?

Is an effort made to set measurable objectives for special
education programs and services in accordance with the state
department of accountability model? '

5. Yes No ?



ASSESS QUESTIONNAIRE

(2) Special Education Staff

INSTRUCTIONS:

Please answer each question according to what is actually practiced in
your school district at the local level. If an item indicates a
certain practice in your district, circle the "Yes" response. If the
action alluded to in the item is not the practice in your district,
circle the "No" response. If you really do not feel that you have
sufficient information to make a determination, check the "?" response.

PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH QUESTION.

Item Code Question

A. Referral System

A-1 Is there a formalized procedure for receiving and processing
referrals for special education programs and services in your
district?

1. Yes No ?

A-2 Is a formal procedure followed which culminates in the con-

vening of an educational planning and placement committee
(EPPC% meeting for all persons referred for programs for the
severely mentally impaired, trainable mentally impaired,
educable mentally impaired, emotionally impaired, hearing
impaired, visually impaired, physically and otherwise health
impaired, severely multiply impaired and/or learning disabled?

2. Yes No ?
A-3 If a student has a permanent disability or a long-term illness
or injury, is he referred to an EPPC?
3. Yes No ?
A-4 Is it the responsibility of supportive, diagnostic, and itin-

erant personnel (special education) to refer students to an
EPPC when their evaluation indicates that the student may be
mentally, physically or emotionally impaired or learning dis-
abled?

4, Yes No ?
A-5 Does the special education office accept referrals from par-

ents and members of the professional community with parental
consent?
5. Yes No ?

186
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A-7

A-8

A-9

A-10

B.

187

May the above-mentioned referrals be verbal?

6. VYes No ?

If the referral does not specifically indicate the parents,
are parents contacted to assure their awareness and consent?

7. VYes No ?
Is parental approval obtained before a referral is processed?

8. Yes No ?

If the referral does not contain adequate information, does

the special education office request additional information

from the referral source verifying the existence of a handi-
cap or containing information which led the referral source

to suspect the existence of a handicap?

9. Yes No ?

Are all referrals recorded according to the intermediate
district plan's specified procedure for recording and
processing referrals?

10. Yes No ?

Diagnostic Services

B-28

B-29

B-30

B-31

B-32

After the referral is received, is one staff person assigned
responsibility of collecting diagnostic data?

1. Yes No ?

Are data of a clinical nature collected for each disability
group by professionals specified in the State Code?

2. VYes No ?

Does the Educational Planning and Placement Committee see
that sufficient clinical and educational data are available
to make a verification of referred students' eligibility
or ineligibility for placement?

3. Yes No ?

Do teacher consultants work with regular students to obtain
diagnostic information to be used in determining eligibility
for special education programs and services?

4. Yes No ?

Does the special education department refrain from placing
persons suspected of being handicapped in special education
programs prior to determination of eligibility by an EPPC?

5. Yes No ?
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Is the language of the evaluation the primary language of
the student?

6. Yes No ?

Placement Procedures

Cc-1

c-2

c-3

c-4

c-5

C-7

Are all special education placements recommended by an EPPC
except for Speech and Language, Social Worker, and Home-
bound and Hospitalized services?

1. Yes No ?

Before a change in status is made, must an EPPC have made the
recommendation?

2. Yes No ?

Are changes from one type of program to another, one level
to another and additions or deletions of services considered
changes in educational status?

3. Yes No ?

Does the responsibility for making changes in the educational
status of the handicapped person rest with the Superintendent
or his designee?

q, Yes No ?

Are the duties of the EPPC in your district defined as
follows:

1. Determining eligibility

2. Recommending programs and services

3. Establishing instructional goals

4. Identifying outcomes expected as a result of special
education placement.

5. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC in your district consist of cne representative
from each of the following categories, as a minimum?
1. Administration

Diagnostic personnel

2.
3. Supportive or instructional staff
4. Parents, if they choose to participate

6. Yes No ?

If the student is under 18, is the student's mother, father
or guardian considered the "parent," and invited to parti-
cipate on his own EPPC.

7. Yes No ?
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c-14

C-15

C-16
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If the student is 18 or over and has not had a legal guardian
appointed by the court, is he invited to participate on his
own EPPC?

8. Yes No ?

Does the Special Education Office request in writing parent
participation on the EPPC on a case by case basis?

9 Yes No ?

If the parent has not been notified of the EPPC meeting, is
the student's status left unchanged until parent involvement
is sought and permission is obtained?

10. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC chairperson (if appointed by the Superintendent)
arrange time and place of the meeting(s) and invite other
participants?

11. Yes No ?

Is a certified letter or a signed receipt of a hand-delivered
letter used to provide documentation of the letter having
been sent to the parents?

12. Yes No ?

Does the decision of the EPPC become official when, as a
minimum, the superintendent or his designee and the parents
agree?

13. Yes No ?

Is one EPPC member appointed to arrange for the implementation
and follow-up of the recommended plan and to record and
coordinate the committee's actions?

14. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC require that the need for intervention must
exist and that the student have one or more impairments as
defined by law before that student can be deemed eligible for
special education services or programs? (Same exceptions as

in A-4 apply.) 15.  Yes No ?

If the EPPC decides that a handicapped student may best be
served by non-special education services, is that student
denied special education programs or services at that time?

16. Yes No ?

If parents choose not to participate on the EPPC, are they
given prior notification of the Committee's recommendation
and allowed at least seven (7) days to agree or disagree
before placement is made?

17. Yes No ?
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C-23

C-24

C-25

C-26

C-27
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Are parents given a copy of Rule 24 which concerns the

Hearing Process.
18. Yes No ?

Does the special education office assume the responsibility
for making parents aware of the provisions of Rule 247

19. Yes No ?

Are the parents informed by the Superintendent or his designee
that they may appeal to the Superintendent of Instruction if
a decision is not reached with the local Superintendent?

20. Yes No ?

Are parents informed of the availability of organizations,
their addresses and telephone numbers, to assist them at the
hearing?

21. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC report include regular education and special
education programs and services as deemed appropriate?

22. Yes No ?

Prior to signing, are parents given the opportunity to
recefve and review the written recommendations of the EPPC?

23. Yes No ?

Is the signature of consent by the "parent" a part of or
attached to the committee recommendation?

24, Yes No ?

Are parents given the opportunity to request an EPPC meeting
anytime they feel that a change in their child's educational
status is needed?

25. Yes No ?

Are parents always notified before placement is effectuated,
denied or changed?

26. Yes No ?
Does the placement notification always include the following:?

Description of proposed action

Specification of statute or rule under which action is
proposed .

Statement of reasons for action

Specification of any tests or reports upon which the action
is based

Notice of right to hearing and procedure for requesting
same

m o0 WX
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F. Names and addresses of organisations available to assist

at hearing
G. A1l options of educational opportunities available

27. Yes No ?

c-28 If parents request specific persons from the school staff
whose testimony is vital to attend the hearing, are they
available to attend?

28. Yes No ?

c-29 May parents bring outside professionals or non-professionals
to the meeting if they notify the hearing officer prior to
the meeting?

29. Yes No ?

C-30 May parents provide written reports for the EPPC in support
of their position on the child's placement?

30. Yes No [4

C-31 Does the Superintendent or his designee act in the following
manner on the recommendation of the EPPC?

1. Place the student in an appropriate program, and
2. Assign Special Education Staff

31. Yes No ?

C-32 Does the administration consider the following when imple-
menting the EPPC's recommendations?

1. The skills of the teachers or teacher consultants

2. The age range, number, and disability make-up of the
students assigned to the program.

3. The balance of boys and girls and compatibility of tyles
of learning difficulties of enrollees

4. The relationship of the child's educational needs to those
of others in the group to which he is being assigned.

32. Yes No ?
C-33 May parent be represented at the hearing by any person of his
choosing?
33. Yes No ?

c-34 If the EPPC cannot agree on a placement, do they either
recommend regular programs and services or request further
diagnostic study?

34, Yes No 7
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D. Continuum of Programs and Services
D-1 Does the Special Education Program content include the fol-
lowing components for all impairment groups:
Personal adjustment Training
Pre-vocational Training
Vocational Training
Skills Training
Work-Study
1. Yes No ?
D-2 Is there a continuum of special education services in your
district for all impairment groups including:
Pre-Primary
Elementary
Junior High
Secondary
2. Yes No ?
D-3 Is there a hierarchical arrangement of special education
services available in your district including the following:
Full-time regular class placement with supportive help
Part-time special class; part-time regular class
Full-time special education class
Homebound or Hospitalized Services
Residential placement
3. Yes No ?
D-4 Are the following supportive services available in your
district for all impairment groups?
Social Worker Services
Psychological Consuitation or services
Teacher Consultant Services
Speech and Language Services
4. Yes No ?
D-5 Are the following instructional services available in your

district for all impairment groups:

Teacher consultant for evaluation of regular students during
a 10 day diagnostic teaching period

Teacher consultant services for small groups of special edu-
cation students and general education teachers who are
servicing impaired students

Special Education teacher serving more than one disability
group

Special Education classroom teacher for a basic classroom
program,

5.  Yes No ?
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Emotionally Impaired

D-31 Does the ratio in the program for the emotionally impaired
consist of 1 teacher for not more than the equivalent of
10 full-time pupils?
6. Yes No ?

Educable Mentally Impaired

D-32 Does the ratio in EMI programs consist of 1 teacher for not
more than 15 full-time students?

7. Yes No 7

Learning Disability

D-33 Does the teacher of the learning disabled have the equivalent
of 10 or fewer full-time pupils assigned per teacher in a
special class?

8. Yes No ?

Speech and Language

D-34 Are size and composition of groups determined by the teacher
of the speech and language impaired?

9. Yes No ?
E. Follow-up

E-1 Does the special education department in your district provide
a review of programs and services provided each handicapped
person at least annually?

1. Yes No ?
E-2 If so, are parents provided a copy of the recommendations of
such a review?
2. Yes No ?
E-3 Does the review report provided by the special education

department include the names of persons who conducted the
review; the information that was reviewed, and a recommenda-
tion for either continuation, additional services, or referral
to an Educational Planning and Placement Committee for possible
change of educational status?

3. Yes No ?

E-4 Does the Superintendent of the district of residence receive
a copy of the review report?

4. Yes No ?
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E-5 If a change of placement seems warranted after the review,
does the special education department see that the EPPC is
held?

5. VYes No ?

E-6 Does the review include an analysis of the appropriateness
of the present program including the individual performance
objectives?

6. Yes No ?

E-7 Does the review include an analysis of educational, physical
and psychological data?

7. VYes No ?

E-8 Is the review conducted by one or more approved special
education staff persons as assigned by the superintendent or
his designee?

8. Yes No ?

E-9 Does the review occur at least once every 12 calendar months
since the date of placement or last review?

9. Yes No ?

E-10 Is a review held whenever it appears necessary, even if less
than a year has transpired?

10. Yes No ?

E-11 Does the review report contain an analysis of the student's
progress toward meeting his objectives?

11. Yes No ?

E-12 Is each student followed for at least one year following
termination of special education programs and services?

12. Yes No ?

F. Personnel

F-1 Are the various roles of special education personnel made
clear by the administration in your district?

1. Yes No ?

F-2 Are in-service programs conducted to up-grade the training
of special education personnel?

2. Yes No ?

F~3 Do all special education emplinyees for whom salaries are

reimbursed meet the qualifications required by State law?

3. Yes No ?
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Do all special education employees whose salaries are not
reimbursable meet specified state qualifications?

4. VYes No ?

Are annual reports on the status of all special education
personnel channeled through the intermediate special educa-
tion office for monitoring?

5. Yes No ?

Do special education teachers, supervisors, consultants and
directors hold credentials which conform to the Department
of Education guidelines for special education personnel?

6. Yes No .7

Are in-service training and other methods used to up-grade
personnel training for special education staff?

7. Yes No ?

Are personnel associated with programs for handicapped youth
encouraged and given an opportunity to visit other classrooms,
communities, institutions, and agencies, and to attend pro-
fessional meetings?

8. Yes No ?

Do teacher consultants provide services to handicapped
students in the classroom, or

provide consultation to regular classroom teachers who have
handicapped students integrated into their classrooms; or

provide itinerant services in one or more school buildings?

9, VYes No 7

Do teacher consultants carry up to 25 students on an active
caselcad, but no more than 257
10. VYes No ?

May teacher consultants work with regular students for up to,
but no more than 10 consecutive school days?

11. Yes No ?

Does the director or coordinator have responsibility for the
following duties as specified in Rule 50(i)?

Developing and organizing and administering special educa-
tion programs?

Planning and conducting in-service programs

Conducting program evaluation

Providing 1iaison with school staff and community

Preparing special education reports

Supervising special education staff
' 12. Yes No ?
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G. Facilities

G-1 Are all new schools in your district barrier free?
1. Yes No ?
G-2 Is adequate equipment provided for each special education
program?
2. VYes No ?
G-3 Are special education facilities equal to facilities for
regular education?
3. Yes No ?
G-4 Are materials workshops conducted in order to acquaint
special education personnel with the latest instructional
materials?
4. Yes No ?
G-5 Are teachers helped and encouraged to develop new instruc-

tional materials designed to meet the specific needs of
handicapped children?

5. Yes No ?
G-6 Do all special education classrooms have at least the average

number of square feet per student as the regular classrooms
in the district?

6. Yes No ?
G-7 Do teacher consultants and special education personnel have

space designated on a scheduled basis in each building to
afford individual and small group work?

7. Yes No ?
G-8 Are handicapped students assigned to educational programs and

services which are housed in buildings which allow for
integration to take place?

8. Yes No ?
H. Instructional Content
H-1 Is an instructional program provided for handicapped students
in the 0-6 category?
1. Yes No ?
Elementary Guidelines
H-2 Is the regular educational sequence followed wherever possible?

2. VYes No ?
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H-3 Is the Handbook of Suggestions for Developmental Learning
published by the Michigan Department of Education used as a
general guide in developing curriculum to meet the unique
needs of the handicapped?

3. Yes No ?

Early Secondary

H-4 Do all handicapped secondary youngsters who are eligible for
special education, can benefit from and who are interested

in vocational education have access to such programs in your
district?

4, Yes | No ?

H-5 Does the secondary curriculum include the following aspects
as a minimum:

A. Continuation of academic skills training,

B. Physical education,

C. History, designed to meet legal requirements of a normal
course of study as prescribed in the Michigan School
Code (Sec. 340.361).

D. Economics designed to help the student understand the role
of worker, supervisor and management in a free enterprise

system.

E. Home Economics designed to provide personal skills needed
to maintain an adequate life environment.

F. Business Skills

G. Industrial Arts

H. Health Science

5. Yes No ?

Pre-Vocational Evaluation
H-6 In your district, is each teacher accountable for each of the

following:

A. Teaching the skill?

B. Providing related occupational information, and

C. Assessing interest, aptitudes and abilities for the purpose
of recommending appropriate vocational alternatives when
the student completes the earlier secondary sequence.

6. Yes No ?

Later Secondary Programs Guidelines

H-7 Do handicapped students receive drivers education in your
district, unless deemed inappropriate by the EPPC?

7. Yes No ?
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H-8 Are handicapped students placed in regular vocational educa-
tion programs where possible?
8. Yes No ?
H-9 Are special education students who have not completed a normal

course of study and are between the ages of 16 and 25 served
by special education in your district?

9. Yes No ?
H-10 Are referrals made by the Special Education Department to the

following agencies which are available to serve special educa-
tion youngsters?

A. Vocational Rehabilitation Services

B. Michigan Department of Education

C. Bureau of Blind Services

D. Michigan Department of Social Services

10. Yes No ?

Individual Instructional Objectives

H-11 Is a curriculum plan (with individual performance objectives)
for each student developed in accordance with his needs in the
cognitive, affective and psychomotor domains with special
attention to needs for personal adjustment training, pre-
vocational training and vocational training? (R 340.1733(b))

11. Yes No ?

H-12 Are the performance objectives available to the parent?
(R 340.1733(b))

12. Yes No ?

H-13 May the performance objectives written for each handicapped
person (R 340.1733(¢)) be reviewed by the Superintendent of
Public Instruction or his designee?

13. Yes No ?

H-14 Are the methods of instruction consistent with the performance
objectives written for each handicapped person?

(R 340.1733(c))
14. Yes No ?

H-15 Does the instructional program for a school day focus on the
individual needs of the handicapped person, as determined
through the educational plan for each student? (R 340.1733(qg))

15. Yes No ?

H-16 Is the use of all sensory modalities incorporated into the
instructional content for handicapped students?

16. Yes No ?
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H-17 Is the special education program designed to promote the
development of social skills in handicapped persons?
17. Yes No ?
I. Leadership
I-1 Are members of the special education staff encouraged to
attend professional workshops, institutes, and conventions
in order to remain abreast of the latest developments in
the field of special education?
1. Yes No ?
I-2 Does your program plan include philosophy, goals, objectives
and strategies designed to obtain meaningful and sequential
educational programming for handicapped children?
2. Yes No ?
I-3 Whenever the total number of professional personnel in a
specific program or service exceeds ten, is a supervisor
hired for that program?
3. Yes No ?
1-4 Does your district cooperate with Michigan Universities by
allowing their interns to work with Special Education
Services staff?
4. Yes No ?
J. Integration
J-1 Are the handicapped children in your district integrated into
regular classroom programs whenever appropriate?
1. Yes No ?
J-2 Are efforts underway to develop a cooperative vocational
education/special education program?
2., VYes No ?
J-3 Is coordination of job placement and skills training between
teacher consultants for the mentally handicapped and the
physically handicapped in close cooperations with vocational
rehabilitation agencies?
' 3. VYes No ?
J-4 Does the EPPC recommend regular and special education programs

and services for each student?
4, Yes No ?
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J-5 Are in-service training programs designed to acquaint regular
teachers with the needs of handicapped students?
5. Yes No ?
K. Evaluation
K-1 Is the special education program evaluated to determine
strengths and weaknesses?
1. Yes No ?
K-2 Is there an evaluation system available for assessing the
amount of pupil progress toward accomplishing individualized
performance objectives?
2. VYes No ?
K-3 Is any effort made to facilitate the exchange of information
concerning techniques of program evaluation, staff appraisal,
etc., with other local districts?
3. Yes No ?
K-4 Are measurable objectives set for your programs and services

sc that they may be objectively evaluated?
4, Yes No ?



ASSESS QUESTIONNAIRE

(3) General Educators

INSTRUCTIONS:

Please answer each question according to your perception of what is

actuallx_gracticed in your local special education program. Circle
es,”" "No," or "?" for each item.

PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH QUESTION.

Item Code Question

A. Referral System

A-1 Is there a formalized procedure for receiving and processing
referrals for special education programs and services in your
district?

1. Yes No ?

A-2 Is a formal procedure followed which culminates in the con-

vening of an educational planning and placement committee
(EPPC) meeting for all persons referred for programs for the
severely mentally impaired, trainable mentally impaired,
educable mentally impaired, emotionally impaired, hearing
impaired, visually impaired, physically and otherwise health
impaired, severely multiply impaired and/or learning disabled?

2. Yes No ?
A-3 If a student has a permanent disability or a Tong-term illness
or injury, is he referred to an EPPC?
3. Yes No ?
A-4 Is it the responsibility of supportive diagnostic, and itin-

erant personnel (special education) to refer students to an
EPPC when their evaluation indicates that the student may be
mentally, physically or emotionally impaired or learning dis-

abled?
¢ 4.  VYes No ?
A-5 Does the special education office accept referrals from parents

and members of the professional community with parental con-

sent?
5. Yes No ?

201
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A-9

A-10

B.
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May the above-mentioned referrals be verbal?

6. Yes No ?

If the referral does not specifically indicate the parents,
are parents contacted to assure their awareness and consent?

7. Yes No ?
Is parental approval obtained before a referral is processed?

8. Yes No ?

If the referral does not contain adequate information, does
the special education office request additional information
from the referral source verifying the existence of a handi-
cap or containing information which led the referral source to
suspect the existence of a handicap?

9. Yes No ?

Are all referrals recorded according to the intermediate dis-
trict plan's specified procedure for recording and processing
referrals?

10. Yes No ?

Diagnostic Services

Educable Mentally Impaired

B-28

B-29

B-30

B-31

After the referral is received, is one staff person assigned
responsibility of collecting diagnostic data?

1. Yes No ?
Are data of a clinical nature collected for each disability
group by professionals specified in the State Code?

2. Yes No ?

Does the Educational Planning and Placement Committee see that
sufficient clinical and educational data are available to make
a verification of referred students' eligibility or in-
eligibility for placement?

3. Yes No ?

Do teacher consultants work with regular students to obtain
diagnostic information to be used in determining eligibility
for special education programs and services?

4, Yes No ?
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Does the special education department refrain from placing
persons suspected of being handicapped in special education
programs prior to determination of eligibility by an EPPC?

5. Yes No ?
Is the language of the evaluation the primary language of

6. Yes No ?

Are all special education placements recommended by an EPPC
except for Speech and Language, Social Worker, and Home-
bound and Hospitalized services?

1. Yes No ?
Before a change in status is made, must an EPPC have made the

2. Yes No ?

Are changes from one type of program to another, one level to
another and additions or deletions of services considered
changes in educational status?

3. Yes No ?

Does the responsibility for making changes in the educational
status of the handicapped person rest with the Superintendent

4, Yes No ?
Are the duties of the EPPC in your district defined as follows:

Determining eligibility

Recommending programs and services

Establishing instructional goals

Identifying outcomes expected as a result of special
education placement.

5. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC in your district consist of one representative
from each of the following categories, as a minimum?

2.
3. Supportive or instructional staff
4. Parents, if they choose to participate

6. Yes No ?

B-32
B-33

the student?
C. Placement Procedures
C-1
c-2

recommendation?
Cc-3
C-4

or his designee?
C-5

1.

2.

3.

4,
C-6

1. Administration

Diagnostic personnel

c-7

If the student is under 18, is the student's mother, father or
guardian considered the "parent," and invited to participate on
his own EPPC?

7. Yes No ?
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c-1

c-12

¢-13

c-14

C-15

C-16
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If the student is 18 or over and has not had a legal guardian
appointed by the court, is he invited to participate on his
own EPPC?

8. Yes No ?

Does the Special Education Office request in writing parent
participation on the EPPC on a case by case basis?

9. Yes No ?

If the parent has not been notified of the EPPC meeting, is
the student's status left unchanged until parent involvement
is sought and permission is obtained?

10. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC chairperson (if appointed by the Superintendent)
arrange time and place of the meeting(s) and invite other
participants?

11. Yes No ?

Is a certified letter or a signed receipt of a hand-delivered
letter used to provide documentation of the letter having been
sent to the parents?

12. Yes No 7

Does the decision of the EPPC become official when, as a
minimum, the superintendent or his designee and the parents
agree?

13. Yes No ?

Is one EPPC member appointed to arrange for the implementation
and follow-up of the recommended plan and to record and co-
ordinate the committee's actions?

14, Yes No ?

Does the EPPC require that the need for intervention must
exist and that the student have one or more impairments as
defined by law before that student can be deemed eligible for
special education services or programs? (Same exceptions as
in A-4 apply.)

15. Yes No ?

If the EPPC decides that a handicapped student may best be
served by non-special education services, is that student
denied special education programs or services at that time?

16. Yes No ?
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€-22

c-23

C-25

C-26
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If parents choose not to participate on the EPPC, are they
given prior notification of the Committee's recommendation
and allowed at least seven (7) days to agree or disagree
before placement is made?

17. Yes No ?

Are parents given a copy of Rule 24 which concerns the
Hearing Process?

18. Yes No ?
Does the special education office assume the responsibility
for making parents aware of the provisions of Rule 247

19. Yes No ?

Are the parents informed by the Superintendent or his designee
that they may appeal to the Superintendent of Instruction if
a decision is not reached with the local Superintendent?

20. Yes No ?

Are parents informed of the availability of organizations,
their addresses and telephone numbers, to assist them at the

hearing?
21. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC report include regular education and special
education programs and services as deemed appropriate?

22. Yes No ?
Prior to signing, are parents given the opportunity to receive
and review the written recommendations of the EPPC?

23. Yes No ?
Is the signature of consent by the “parent” a part of or
attached to the committee recommendation?

24. Yes No ?

Are parents given the opportunity to request an EPPC meeting
anytime they feel that a change in their child's educational
status is needed?

25, Yes No ?

Are parents always notified before placement is effectuated,
denjed or changed?

26. Yes No ?
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c-28

C-29

C-30

c-31

C-32
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Does the placement notification always include the following:?

A. Description of proposed action :

B. Specification of statute. or rule under which action is
proposed

C. Statement of reasons for action

D. Specification of any tests or reports upon which the action
is based

E. Notice of right to hearing and procedure for requesting
same

F. Names and addresses of organizations avajlable to assist
at hearing

G.

A11 options of educational opportunities available

27. Yes No ?

If parents request specific persons from the school staff
whose testimony is vital to attend the hearing, are they
available to attend?

28. Yes No ?

May parents bring outside professionals or non-professionals
to the meeting if they notify the hearing officer prior to
the meeting?

29. Yes No ?

May parents provide written reports for the EPPC in support
of their position on the child's placement?

30. Yes No ?

Does the Superintendent or his designee act in the following
manner on the recommendation of the EPPC?

1. Place the student in an appropriate program, and
2. Assign Special Education Staff

31. Yes No ?

Does the administration consider the following when implement-
ing the EPPC's recommendations?

1. The skills of the teachers or teacher consultants

2. The age range, number, and disability make-up of the
students assigned to the program.

3. The balance of boys and girls and compatibility of types
of learning difficulties of enrollees

4. The relationship of the child's educational needs to those
of others in the group to which he is being assigned.

32. Yes No ?
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Cc-33 May parents be represented at the hearing by any person of
his choosing?
33. Yes No ?
D. Continuum of Programs and Services
D~1 Does the Special Education Program content include the
following components for all impairment groups:
Personal Adjustment Training
Pre-vocational Training
Vocational Training
Skills Training
Work-Study
1. Yes No ?
D-2 Is there a continuum of special education services in your
district for all impairment groups including:
Pre-Primary
Elementary
Junior High
Secondary
2. VYes No ?
D-3 Is there a hierarchical arrangement of special education
services available in your district including the following:
Full-time regular class placement with supportive help
Part-time special class; part-time regular class
Full-time special education class
Homebound or Hospitalized Services
Residential placement
3. Yes No ?
D-4 Are the following supportive services available in your dis-
trict for all impairment groups?
Social Worker Services
Psychological Consultation or services
Teacher Consultant Services
Speech and Language Services
4, Yes No ?
D-5 Are the following instructional services available in your

district for all impairment groups:

Teacher consultant for evaluation of regular students during
a 10 day diagnostic teaching period

Teacher consultant services for small groups of special educa-
tion students and general education teachers who are
servicing impaired students

Special Education teacher serving more than one disability
group
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Special Education classroom teacher for a basic classroom
program.

5. Yes No ?

Follow-up

E-3

E-4

E-6

E-7

E-8

E-9

Does the special education department in your district pro-
vide a review of programs and services provided each
handicapped person at least annually?

1. Yes No ?

If so, are parents provided a copy of the recommendations
of such a review?

2. Yes No ?

Does the review report provided by the special education
department include the names of persons who conducted the
review; the information that was reviewed, and a recommenda-
tion for either continuation, additional services, or referral
to an Educational Planning and Placement Committee for pos-
sible change of educational status?

3. Yes No ?
Does the Superintendent of the district of residence receive
a copy of the review report?

4. Yes No ?

If a change of placement seems warranted after the review,
does the special education department see that the EPPC is
held?

5. Yes No ?

Does the review include an analysis of the appropriateness
of the present program inciuding the individual performance
objectives?

6. Yes No ?

Does the review include an analysis of educational, physical
and psychological data?
7. Yes No ?

Is the review conducted by one or more approved special edu-
cation staff persons as assigned by the superintendent or his
designee?

8. Yes No ?

Does the review occur at least once every 12 calendar months
since the date of placement or last review?

9. Yes No ?
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E-10 Is a review held whenever it appears necessary, even if less
than a year has transpired?
10. Yes No -~ ?
E-11 Does the review report contain an analysis of the student's
progress toward meeting his objectives?
11.  Yes No ?
E-12 Is each student followed for at least one year following
termination of special education programs and services?
12. Yes No ?
F. Personnel
F-1 Are the various roles of special education personnel made
clear by the administration in your district?
1. Yes No ?
F-2 Are in-service programs conducted to up-grade the training
of special education personnel?
2. Yes No ?
F-4 Do all special education employees whose salaries are not
reimbursable meet specified state qualifications?
3. Yes No ?
F-5 Are annual reports on the status of all special education
personnel channeled through the intermediate special educa-
tion office for monitoring?
4., Yes No ?
F-6 Do special education teachers, supervisors, consultants and
directors hold credentials which conform to the Department
of Education guidelines for special education personnel?
5. Yes No ?
F-7 Are in-service training and other methods used to up-grade
personnel training for special education staff?
6. Yes No ?
F-8 Are personnel associated with programs for handicapped youth

encouraged and given an opportunity to visit other class-
rooms, communities, institutions, and agencies, and to attend
professional meetings?

7. Yes No ?
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F-14

F-15

F-16

F-17

F-18

F-19

210

Do teacher consultants provide services to handicapped
students in the classroom, or

provide consultation to regular classroom teachers who have
handicapped students integrated into their classrooms; or

provide itinerant services in one or more school buildings?

8. Yes No ?

If your district receives reimbursement for the salary, does
the director of special education meet state requirements
for approval?

9. Yes No ?

If your district receives reimbursement for the salary, does
the assistant director meet state requirements for approval?

10. Yes No ?

If your district receives reimbursement for the salary(s), |
does the supervisor(s) meet state requirements for approval?

11. Yes No ?

If your district receives reimbursement for their salaries,
do all teachers of the handicapped meet state requirements
for approval?

12. Yes No ?

If your district receives reimbursement for their salaries,
do all special education interns meet state department
approval requirements?

13. Yes No ?

If your district receives reimbursement for their salaries,
do all curriculum resource consultants meet state department
approvai requirements?

14. Yes No ?

If your district receives reimbursement for their salaries,
are all supportive personnel such as social workers, medical
specialists, psychologists; Ticensed, certified, or regis-
tered by a governmental agency, certified by a legally
recognized board, or association, or recommended by a college
or university offering an appropriate training program as
approved by the State Board of Education?

15. Yes No ?
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Facilities

G-3

G-6

G-7

Are all new schools in your district barrier free?

1. Yes No ?

Is adequate equipment provided for each special education
program?
2. Yes No ?

Are special education facilities equal to facilities for
regular education?

3. Yes No ?

Do all special education classrooms have at least the average
number of square feet per student as the regular classrooms
in the district?

B Yes No ?

Do teacher consultants and special education personnel have .
space designated on a scheduled basis in each building to
afford individual and small group work?

5. Yes No ?

Are handicapped students assigned to educational programs and
services which are housed in buildings which allow for inte-
gration to take place?

6. Yes No 7

L.eadership

I-1

I-2

I-3

1-4

Are members of the special education staff encouraged to
attend professional workshops, institutes, and conventions in
order to remain abreast of the latest developments in the
field of special education?

1. Yes No ?

Does your program plan include philosophy, goals, objectives
and strategies designed to obtain meaningful and sequential
educational programming for handicapped children?

2. Yes No ?

Whenever the total number of professional personnel in a
specific program or service exceeds ten, is a supervisor hired
for that program? )

3. Yes No ?

Does your district cooperate with Michigan Universities by
allowing their interns to work with Special Education Services
staff?

4. Yes No ?
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Integration

J-1

J-2

J-3

J-4

J-5

Are the handicapped children in your district integrated
into regular classroom programs whenever appropriate?

1. Yes No ?
Are efforts underway to develop a cooperative vocational
education/special education program?

2. Yes No ?

Is coordination of job placement and skills training between
teacher consultants for the mentally handicapped and the
physically handicapped in close cooperation with vocational
rehabilitation agencies?

3. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC recommend regular and special education programs
and services for each student?

4. Yes No ?

Are in-service training programs designed to acquaint regular
teachers with the needs of handicapped students?

5. Yes No ?

Evaluation

K-2

K-3

Is the special education program evaluated to determine
strengths and deficiencies?

1. Yes No ?

Is there an evaluation system available for assessing the
amount of pupil progress toward accomplishing individualized
performance objectives?

2. Yes No -7

Is any effort made to facilitate the exchange of information
concerning techniques of program evaluation, staff appraisal,
etc., with other local districts?

3. Yes No ?

Are measurable objectives set for your programs and services
so that they may be objectively evaluated?

4, Yes No ?



ASSESS QUESTIONNAIRE

(4) Parents

Dear Parent:

Please share with your local special education office your perception
of how the program operates in this district. The questions below
should be answered according to what you feel is being practiced in
this district.

Please indicate by circling "Yes" or "No" whether a certain practice
is taking place in this district. If you have had no opportunity to
find out about any item on the questionnaire, please circle "?".

PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH QUESTION.

Item Code Question

A. Referral System

A-5 If your child needed special education services, would the
special education office accept a referral from you?
1. Yes No ?
A-8 Will the special education office obtain the parent's per-
mission before processing a referral?
2. Yes No ?
A-2 When a child is referred for a program for the mentally im-

paired, the emotionally impaired, the speech and language
impaired, the hearing impaired, the visually impaired, the
physically and otherwise health impaired, the severely mul-
tiply impaired, or the learning disabled, does the special
education office arrange a meeting of the educational planning
and placement committee to determine eligibility and recommend
appropriate programs and services?

3. Yes No ?

A-3 If a child has a permanent disability or a long-term illness
or injury, does the special education office arrange an EPPC
meeting for him to determine appropriate programming?

4. Yes No ?
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B. Diagnostic Services

B-32

c.

Does the special education office always hold an EPPC meeting
before placing a student in special education programs other
than homebound, social worker, psychological, or speech and
language services?

1. Yes No ?

Placement Procedures

C-4

C-6

c-8

C-9

c-10

c-17

Does the responsibility for making changes in the educational
status of the handicapped person rest with the Superintendent
or his designee in your district?

T. Yes No ?

Does the Educational Planning and Placement Committee (EPPC)
always consist of one representative from each of the following
categories, as a minimum:

1. Administration

2. Diagnostic personnel

3. Instructional and supportive staff

4. Parents, if they choose to participate?

2. Yes No ?

If the special education student is over 18 and has not had a
legal guardian appointed by the court, is the student himself
invited to participate on his own educational planning and
placement committee?

3. Yes No ?

Does the special education office request the parents to
participate on each educational planning and placement com-
mittee on a case by case basis?

4 Yes No ?

If the EPPC meeting is held and the parents have not been
notified, is the student's educational status left unchanged?

5. Yes No ?

Are the recommendations of the EPPC implemented when as a
minimum, the superintendent (or his designee) and the parents
agree?

6. Yes No ?
If a parent chooses not to participate on the EPPC, is he
given prior notification of the committee’s recommendation and

allowed at least 7 days to agree or disagree before placement
is made?

7. Yes No ?



c-18

c-19

c-20

Cc-21

c-23

C-25

C-26

c-27
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Are parents given a copy of Rule 24 if they disagree with the
recommendations of the EPPC?

8. Yes No ?

Does the special education office assume the responsibility
for making parents aware of what Rule 24 says about parents'
rights to a hearing?

9. Yes No ?

Does your local special education office inform parents of
their right to appeal to the State Superintendent of Instruc-
tion if a decision is not reached in the hearing with the
local superintendent?

10. Yes No ?

Does the special education office inform parents of the
availability of organizations, their addresses and phone
numbers, to assist them at the hearing?

11. Yes No f

Before signing, are parents given the opportunity to receive
and review the written recommendations of the EPPC?

12. Yes No ?

May you, at any time, request the convening of an educational
planning and placement committee (EPPC) to make a change in
your child's educational status?

13. Yes No ?

Are parents always notified before placement is effectuated,
denied or changed?

14. Yes No ?

If you have received a placement notification from the special
education office, did it include the following:

Description of proposed action.

Specification of statue or rule under which action is
proposed.

Statement of reasons for action.

Specification of any tests or reports upon which the
proposed action is based.

Notice of right to a hearing and procedures for such.

Availability of organizations to assist at the hearing.

. Options of educational opportunities available.

~SNOO o w [\

15. Yes No ?
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c-28 If parents request specific persons from the school staff
whose testimony is vital to attend the hearing, does the
school district require that they attend?

16. Yes No ?

c-29 May parents bring outside professionals or non-professionals
to the EPPC meeting if the hearing officer is notified prior
to the meeting?

17. Yes No ?

c-30 May parents provide testimony or evidence in support of their
position on the child's placement at the hearing?

18. Yes No ?

C-33 May parents of the handicapped person be represented at the
hearing by any person of their choosing?

19. Yes No ?
D. _Continuum of Programs and Services
D-1 Does the special education program content in your district

include personal adjustment training, pre-vocational training,
vocational training, skills training, work-study training for
all handicapped students who can benefit?

1. Yes No ?

D-2 Does the local special education program inciude a continuum
of services for all handicapped students insofar as they can
benefit, including these levels: pre-primary, elementary,
junior high, and secondary?

2. Yes No ?
E. Follow-Up
E-1 Does the special education department review all programs and
services provided each handicapped person at least annually?
1. Yes No ?
E-2 Are parents provided a copy of the recommendations of the
annual review committee?
. 2. Yes No ?
E-3 Does the review report contain the names of persons who con-

ducted the review, the information that was reviewed, and a
recommendation for either continuation, additional services,
or referral to an EPPC for possible change of educational
status?

3. Yes No ?
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E-12 Does the special education office follow each student for at
least one year following termination of special education
programs and services?

4. Yes No ?
F. Personnel
F-1 Do you understand the roles of various special education
personnel in the district?
1. Yes No ?

G. Facilities

G-1 Are all new buildings in your district designed so that
handicapped persons (blind, those in wheelchairs, etc.) can
have easy access to them?

1. Yes No ?
G-2 Are special education facilities in your district equal to
facilities for regular education?
2. Yes No ?

H. Instructional Content

H-11 Does each special education student have a curriculum plan
which contains individual performance objectives?

1. Yes No ?

H-12 Are the performance objectives for each child available for
the parent in your district?

2. VYes No ?
H-17 Are special education programs designed to promote social
skill development in handicapped persons in your district?
3. Yes No ?
I. Leadership
I-2 Does the special education program plan in your district con-

tain philosophy, goals, objectives and strategies designed to
obtain meaningful and sequential educational programming for
handicapped children?

1. Yes No ?
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J. Integration

J-1 Are the handicapped children in your district integrated into
regular classroom programs whenever appropriate?

1. Yes No ?

K. Evaluation

K-2 Does the special education office have some means of determining
how well a child in a special education program is progressing
toward the individualized goals and objectives that have been
set for him?

1. Yes No ?



ASSESS QUESTIONNAIRE

(5) Agencies
Respondent Category

INSTRUCTIONS:

As an agency representative, your perception of the practices of the
special education department are extremely important. Please use this
questionnaire to indicate your perceptions to the local special educa-
tion administration.

For each item, circle "Yes," "No," or "?". "Yes" means that the prac-
tice is prevalent in this district; "No" means that the practice is
not prevalent in this district; "?" means that you do not feel that
you have sufficient information to make a determination.

PLEASE CHECK ONLY ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH ITEM.

Item Code Question

A. Referral System

A-1 Does the local special education department have a formal
procedure for receiving and processing all referrals?
1. Yes No ?
‘A-2 Is an Educational planning and placement committee meeting

(EPPC) held whenever a person is referred for programs for the
mentally impaired, emotionally impaired, hearing impaired,
visually impaired, physically and otherwise health impaired,
learning disabled, and/or severely multiply impaired?

2. Yes No ?

A-3 When a child has a permanent disability or a long-term illness
or injury, is an EPPC meeting held for him to determine his
educational program?

3. Yes No ?

A-5 Does the special education office accept referrals from par-
ents and members of the professional community with parental
consent? )

q, Yes No ?

A-6 Will the special education office accept a verbal referral?
5. Yes No ?
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Does the special education office require that data of a
c¢linical nature be collected for each disability group by

1. Yes No ?

After the referral 1s received by the Special Education Office
is one staff person assigned the responsibility of collecting
diagnostic data, or seeing that adequate diagnostic data is
collected prior to the EPPC meeting?

2. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC see that sufficient clinical and educational
data are available to make a verification of the referred
student's eligibility or ineligibility for placement?

3. Yes No ?

Does the special education department refrain from placing
persons suspected of being handicapped in special education
rrograms prior to determination of eligibility by an EPPC?

4. Yes No ?

Before any change in a handicapped students status is made,
must an EPPC have made the recommendation?

1. Yes No ?

Does the responsibility for making changes in the educational
status of the handicapped person rest with the Superintendent

2. Yes No ?

Does the EPPC consist of the following members, as a minimum?

. Instructional and supportive staff
. Parents, if they choose to participate

3. Yes No ?

B. Diagnostic Services
B-27
specified professionals?
B-28
B-30
B-32
C. Placement Procedures
Cc-2
C-4
or his designee?
C-6
1. Administration
2. Diagnostic personnel
3
4
C-13

Are the recommendations of the EPPC implemented when, as a
minimum, the Superintendent or his designee and the parents
agree.

4, Yes No ?
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Cc-29 May parents bring outside professionals or non-professionals
to the EPPC meeting with them?

5. Yes No ?

C-30 May parents provide testimony or evidence in support of their
position on the child's placement at the hearing?

6. Yes No ?

c-33 May parents of handicapped persons be represented at the
hearing by any person of their choosing?

7. Yes No ?

D. Continuum of Programs and Services

D-1 Does the local special education program include personal
adjustment training, pre-vocational training, vocational
training, skills training and work-study training for all
handicapped students who can benefit?

1. Yes No ?

D-2 Does the Special education program include services on the
pre-primary, elementary, junior high, and secondary levels
for all handicapped students?

2. Yes No ?

D-3 Is there a hierarchical arrangement of special education
services available in your district including full-time
regular class placement with supportive help; part-time
special classes and part-time regular classes; full-time
special class placement, homebound and hospitalized services;
and residential placement?

3. Yes No ?

D-4 Are social worker services, psychological consultation,
teacher consultant services and speech and language services
available in your district for all handicapped students?

q, Yes No ?
E. Follow-up
E-1 Does the special education department review all services and
programs provided each student at least annually?
1. Yes No ?
E-2 Is each student followed for at least one year following

termination of special education programs and services by the
special education department?

2. Yes No ?
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F. Personnel

F-1 Are the roles of various special education personnel clearly
defined by the special education office in your district?

1. Yes No ?

F-7 Are in-service training and other methods used to up-grade
personnel training for special education staff?

2. Yes No ?

G. Facilities

G-1 Are all new schools in your district designed so that persons
who are in wheelchairs or who are blind can still find them
accessible?

1. Yes No ?

G-2 Are special education facilities in your district equal to

" facilities for regular education?
2. Yes No ?

G-9 Are handicapped students assigned to educational programs and

services which are housed in buildings which allow for inte-
gration to take place?

3. Yes No ?

H. Instructional Content

H-10 Does the district refer students 16-25 who have terminated
their programs to the following agencies: Vocational rehabili-
tation, Department of Education, Bureau of Blind Services,
Michigan Department of Social Services, etc?

1. Yes No ?

H-11 Is a curriculum plan with individual performance objectives
developed for each student in accordance with his needs in the
cognitive, affective and psychomotor domains with special
attention to needs for personal adjustment training, pre-
vocational training and vocational training in your district?

2. VYes No ?
H-12 Are these performance objectives available to parents?

3. Yes No ?
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Leadership

I-2

I-4

J.

Does the local special education program plan include
philosophy, goals, objectives and strategies designed to
obtain meaningful and sequential educational programming
for handicapped children?

1. Yes No ?
Does the local dis-rict cooperate with Michigan Universities

by allowing their interns to work with special education
services staff?

2. Yes No ?

Integration

J-1

J-5

J-6

Are handicapped children in your district integrated into
regular classroom programs whenever appropriate?

1. Yes No ?

Are in-service training programs designed to acquaint
regular teachers with the needs of handicapped students?

2. Yes No 7

Does the EPPC recommend regular and special education programs
and services for each student in accordance with his needs and

abilities?
3. Yes No ?



