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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overview of Activities

This is the second in a series of four annual reports to be submitted
to the California State Legislature and the Governor as part of the inde-

pendent evaluation of the California Master Plan for Special Education, as
mandated in Assembly Bill 1250. This two-volume report presents the re-
sults of the data collection activities during the first year. Volume I
is a nontechnical presentation of the research findings, and Volume II is a

technical appendix that discusses in detail the methodological aspects of
the work.

The purpose of the investigation during 1979 was to determine how spe-
cial education programs are being implemented in districts, RLAs, and coun-—
ties. Most of the information presented is based on findings from ques-

tionnaires sent to more than 6,000 special education and regular education
teachers and to more than 3,000 parents of students who were receiving
special education services during the 1978-79 school year. These samples of
teachers and parents were randomly selected from 25 major areas throughout
the state, representing 371 unified school districts and a total special
education population of 97,576 students. All the Master Plan (MP) areas
implementing the program during the 1978-79 school year were included in
the sample (17 RLAs), as was a sample of eight nonparticipating units that
were selected for their similarity to the RLAs already in the Master Plan.
The characteristics used to match the non-Master Plan (NMP) group with the
MP group were size of the student population, region of the state, total
dollars spent per student, and the urban-rural nature of the district.

Findings are presented for the following four major topic areas:

e Personnel preparation

e Assessment and placement

e Program services and effects
e Parent knowledge, participation, and satisfaction:

Exhibits A through D are summaries of the findings on those topics.

In addition to collecting information via the questionnaires, the
project staff visited seven MP sites and five NMP sites to interview ad-
ministrators, school board members, and--where they existed--members of
special education Community Advisory Councils (CACs). The information from
these interviews is integrated into the report where it enhances or aids in

interpretation of the findings.
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Exhibit A

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR PERSONNEL PREPARATION

At least 87% and 77% of the regular education elementary and secondary
teachers, respectively, in the MP sample reported having at least one
special education student in their classroom.

0f the regular education teachers, more than half of the elementary teachers
and more than three-fourths of the secondary teachers rated themselves as
unskilled in instructing special education students.

Regular and special education teachers in urban areas tend to be slightly
more experienced than teachers in rural areas. They tend to have higher
degrees, more credentials, and more teaching experience.

In six MP areas, between 10 and 20% of the regular education elementary
teachers reported having special education-related credentials. In no

NMP area did more than 9% of the regular education elementary teachers

report having a special education-related credential.

Regular education elementary teachers are far more familiar with special
education referral and assessment procedures than are secondary teachers.
About four of every five elementary teachers are very familiar with special
education programs, services, and resources. However, less than a third of
all teachers are very familiar with either federal or state special education
legislation and with parents' rights under these laws.

More than 60% of the elementary MP regular education teachers reported that
they are skilled in using special education resources available for students.
However, less than 40% of the secondary teachers rated themselves as skilled
in the use of those resources.

Across all MP and NMP areas, less than a third of the regular education
teachers reported attending inservice training programs. In MP areas,
approximately two of five elementary teachers and about one of five second-
ary teachers reported attending inservice training programs.

Special education teachers apparently are receiving a high level of inservice
training, with 86% of all special education teachers reporting that they had
attended a session during the 1978-79 school year.

Less than one-quarter of the regular education teachers in the sample reported
receiving incentives to attend inservice training, although certain incentives
such as release time are provided for in the Master Plan legislation.

More than 70% of all regular and special education teachers reported that in-
service training is needed on basic assessment topics such as identification
and assessment procedures. Teachers expressed the greatest need for inservice
training on topics that they believe are part of their teaching role: Regular
education teachers desire instruction on characteristics of special education
students and more information about referring students; special education
teachers expressed the need for more information omn developing the IEP.

More than half of the regular education teachers reported that they knew of
only one inservice training session on an assessment topic. At least 78% of
the special education teachers were aware of between two and five inservice
training topics regarding assessment.
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Exhibit B

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ON ASSESSMENT AND PLACEMENT

At least 75%Z of the special education teachers reported that they are some-
what to very familiar with assessment procedures, whereas more than 65% of
the regular education teachers reported that they are totally unfamiliar or
only fairly familiar with assessment procedures.

At least 70% of the special education teachers reported that they are some-
what to very skilled in assessment procedures. In contrast, more than 79%
of the regular education teachers reported that they are unskilled or only
fairly skilled in most assessment procedures. However, 60 to 90% of the
regular education teachers reported they are skilled in referral procedures.

Regular education teachers were moderately involved in assessment procedures,
whereas special education teachers were very involved.

Regular education teachers were more involved in referrals and informal
assessment; special education teachers were more involved in deciding ed-
ucational goals and placement.

Those teachers who had not participated in assessment procedures generally
believed they had not been given the opportunity to do so.

More than 84%Z of all teachers believed that the identification and placement
procedures are working all right or very well.

Special education teachers were more satisfied with identification and
placement procedures than were regular education teachers. Teachers who
believed the procedures worked all right to very well also believed students
improved their general attitudes and educational and social skills.

More than 75% of all regular education teachers believed that the special
education students in their classes were appropriately placed. Teachers
who believed they had inappropriately placed students tended to be more
negative about how well the placement procedures worked, and they tended
to detect a negative change in their students' general attitude.
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Exhibit C

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ON PROGRAM SERVICES AND EFFECTS

A far higher proportion of students were identified as handicapped in MP
areas than in NMP areas. The major difference was in the proportion of
students identified as learning handicapped (LH) and communicatively handi-
capped (CH): Far more LH than CH students were in MP areas than in NMP areas.

Because of differences in identification patterns, differences were also seen
in placement patterns, with more students being served in less restrictive
environments through Resource Specialist Program/Learning Disabilities Group
(RSP/LDG) services in MP areas.

Although most regular education teachers indicated that they had special
education students in their classes for most or part of the day, lass than
47% of the teachers in 20 of the 25 areas reported that they had Individual
Education Programs (IEPs) available for these students. In three areas,
virtually all the teachers said IEPs were not available to them. At the se-
condary level, the highest rate of response for teachers with special edu-
cation students who had IEPs available was 28% in a NMP area.

On the average, 40 to 50% of the regular education elementary and 70 to 76%
of the regular education secondary teachers reported that they did not know
whether the students in their classes were receiving the services outlined
in the IEP. i

Between 20 and 30% of the parents reported that they did not know whether their
child was receiving either all or some of the services outlined in the IEP.
This varied across both MP and NMP areas, with parents in areas that had been
in MP longest tending to be more knowledgeable about their child's program.

Both parents and regular education teachers in MP areas indicated that the RS
was an important resource, either in terms coordinating special education pro-
grams for students or in meeting with regular education teachers regarding the
needs of special education students. Parents perceived that the RS, special
and regular education teachers, and speech teacher shared responsibility in
coordinating their child's program. In NMP areas, no single individual ap-
peared to perform the same role of coordinatiom or support for regular teachers,
0f the MP elementary teachers, 77 to 85X reported that they had used the ser-
vices of the RS.

The RSP appears to be more difficult to implement effectively at the secondary
level than at the elementary level, and it is more difficult to implement at
both grade levels in rural areas than in suburban or urban areas.

Across MP and ¥MP areas, both parents and teachers reported that they believed
special education students would benefit more socially and academically from
being in the regular classroom than would regular education students.

More parents of elementary students than of secondary students believed that
their child had improved (either somewhat or greatly) in terms of academic,
social, and motor skills and in self-image. On the average, 60% or more of
the elementary parents believed their child had improved. This did not dif-
fer significantly across MP and NMP areas.
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Exhibit C (concluded)

Parents in NMP areas reported having to provide additional services more
frequently than did parents in MP areas, and parents at the elementary
level tended to provide more services than parents of secondary level
students. The most frequently provided additional service was tutorial
and the second was transportation. At the secondary level, more parents
reported providing additional psychological services in addition to tu-
torial services and transportation.

Regarding additional services that parents believed schools should provide,
the most consistently and frequently named across both MP and NMP areas was
counseling.

Exhibit D

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ON PARENT KNOWLEDGE,
PARTICIPATION, AND SATISFACTION

In the majority of areas, 387 or more of the parents indicated little

or no familiarity with special education criteria and procedures. The
percentages of parents who reported familiarity were higher in MP areas.
Most likely, a parent's familiarity with special education criteria and
procedures is related to the length of time their child has been receiv-
ing special education services.

Parents' participation in the special education process was high, with

40% of the parents indicating high participation in most areas. The par-
ticipation patterns were fairly similar at elementary and secondary levels
and across MP and NMP areas.

Parents' ratings of school or district efforts to provide them with infor-
mation indicated that in many areas the school or district effort was low.

In most areas, 70 to 80% of the parents reported being involved in the IEP
development process. However, considerable evidence indicated that the
involvement may occur with parents having little understanding of what the
process really means. While parents attended Educational Assessment Service
(EAS) and/or School Assessment Team (SAT) meetings and received and signed
a copy of the IEP, two of five parents in most areas reported they were not
familiar with IEP procedures and criteria.

Most parents indicated that they were satisfied with special education pro-
grams and personnel.
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Synthesis of Findings

Personnel Preparation

Perhaps the most significant finding about the level of personnel pre-
paration is the lack of preparedness regular education teachers expressed
in terms of their knowledge and skills in meeting the instructional needs
of the special education students in their classrooms. Master Plan legis-
lation emphasizes the need to provide inservice training opportunities for
regular education teachers, paraprofessionals, volunteers, site adminis-
trators, and other administrative personnel; however, apparently little
progress has been made toward the goal of bringing regular education teach-
ers into the special education process.

During our site visits, administrators acknowledged the need for more
inservice training for regular education teachers, but they also indicated
that their efforts to provide adequate training opportunities were limited
by such factors as lack of funds to provide release time, teacher contracts
requiring voluntary rather than mandatory attendance at inservice training
seminars, and lack of support and technical assistance from the state.
During the site visits, we also discovered that many areas are probably not
taking full advantage of local college and university resources that could
help them plan and offer training opportunities to their teachers. Fi-
nally, coordination problems were also apparent in some multiunit RLAs,
with no clear administrative responsibility being assigned.

The provision of inservice training is a complex and difficult prob-
lem, given the many factors that may affect an RLA's ability to provide op-
portunities for its staff. Nonetheless, we were able to identify some
areas that have surmounted these problems to a great extent. A few areas
in the sample have provided their teachers with a relatively high level of
inservice training compared with the others. At this stage in the evalua-
tion, we cannot identify the local factors that account for these differ-
ences in an RLA's ability to provide inservice programs. However, it is an
area that we will explore in greater depth during 1980; next year we will
be able to recommend possible actions for offering more training
opportunities for regular education teachers.

Need for Better Identification Criteria

Administrators and teachers agree that all students in need of special
education services should be identified and placed in appropriate educa-
tional settings. However, great confusion and lack of agreement exist re-

garding the characteristics of students who fall within the LH category.
The need for better identification guidelines was expressed by teachers in
their written comments to us, as well as by administrators during our site
visits. State enrollment figures for areas in our sample show that sub-
stantial differences exist across areas in the identification of LH stu-
dents. Differences in overall identification rates of the special educa-

tion target population seem to be due to the differences in this group of
students.
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Because the federal law requires that all eligible students be served
and because eligibility requirements are so broad, potentially a far higher
proportion of the student population could be identified than the federal
upper bound of 12%. More important is the issue of whether some students
identified by current guidelines truly belong in special education programs
rather than in Title I or other compensatory or remedial programs such as
the Miller-Unruh reading program. The failure to give serious considera-
tion to revision of these guidelines (while at the same time assuring that
the appropriate students will be identified) will have important fiscal
consequences to both state and local education agencies.

Exploring this area in greater depth was not within the scope of this
evaluation, and we are not in a position to make recommendations at this
time. It is, however, an issue we believed important to bring to the
attention of policymakers and we suggest a careful examination of current
guidelines.

Importance of the Resource Specialist

In the responses to the questionnaire, the importance of the RS was a
persistent theme. In MP areas, both teachers and parents recognize the RS
both as the person responsible for coordinating programs for students in
the regular classroom setting and local school site. However, the role the
RS is expected to perform requires super powers, and most RSs complain that
they cannot do all the tasks required of them; hence they must make choices
and establish their own priorities. Given the choice, most RSs favor their
role in working directly with teachers, students, and parents and believe
that the administrative duties expected of them leave them little oppor-
tunity for the direct contact with students and teachers for which they
believe they are most qualified.

Difficulty was apparent in making the RS concept work at the secondary
level, and more difficulty was indicated in implementing the concept at
both elementary and secondary levels in rural areas. At this stage, why
this is the case is unclear; this will be a matter for consideration during
1980.

Confusion About the Role of Regular Education Teachers

Although regular education teachers appeared to be somewhat involved
in the process of referring students and less involved in parts of the
assessment process, a strong link is still lacking between the regular
education program and the special education program. Most regular educa-
tion teachers who have special education students in their classes reported
that they did not have a copy of the IEP available to them; from the com-—
ments we received from regular education teachers, this means that they had
very little information on the education needs or program goals of the stu-
dents who were in their classes. We are unable to explain why IEPs were
not available to the teachers. Certainly at the secondary level the co-
ordination of a student's program and liaison with teachers becomes more
difficult; but at the elementary level it was rather surprising that more
teachers did not report having seen an IEP for students in their classes.
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Parents' Participation in the Education Process

Our findings showed clearly that although schools are meeting the let-
ter of the law in terms of involving parents in the assessment and place-
ment process, the gpirit of the law has not yet been fully embraced in
terms of making parents full partners. On the whole, parents seem to be
participating in the process with little knowledge about either the availa-
bility of special education resources or a real understanding of their
rights. This is not intended as a criticism of school administrations-—the
task placed on them by the legislation is a new and difficult one. How-
ever, the written comments from parents clearly indicate that many believe
they are excluded and express their wish to be included in special educa-
tion process; some clearly do not.

We were able to identify areas that have been reasonably successful at
including parents more fully in the education process. During 1980, we
hope to identify some of the strategies that have worked in those areas and
report on them in the Third Annual Report.

Governance and Funding Issues

Two issues not addressed this year but that will be of central impor-
tance during the 1980 evaluation are governance and cost. Several issues
were raised during site visits suggesting the importance of these areas for
further policy consideration.

Governance

The Master Plan legislation requires regional administration through a
new administrative unit, the RLA. It assumes that a minimum service size
is necessary for certain services to low-incidence populations and that a
designated unit is needed to coordinate services. During site visits, po-
sitive and negative governance aspects were raised. People we interviewed
reported that Master Plan equalized special education services across the
SESR. This equalization of services was recognized as beneficial by an
official in an NMP area. However, objections were that Master Plan tended
to be more beneficial to small districts than to large ones. The RLA con—
cept does not appear to provide incentives for small districts to expand
their own programs because they are allowed to transfer students to large
districts that have already developed programs, thereby increasing the
responsibilities of the larger districts.

The other governance issue raised most frequently in MP areas was one
of lack of coordination between districts and the county, between the
county and the state, and with interagency agreements. Some reports were
that obtaining information from the state was difficult. Increased coop-
eration was called for between the state and the people who work in the

field. People in both MP and NMP areas noted that interagency agreements
were difficult to develop and, once developed, no monitoring agency really
examined violations of such agreements.
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People interviewed in the NMP areas voiced several concerns about
Master Plan. Decreased local control was feared in both rural and urban/
suburban areas. The new administrative level was criticized as being
unneeded or possibly working less well than the old one. Also, conflicting
opinions were expressed on how difficult implementing the county RLA would
be in rural areas. On one hand, this might not be a problem in rural areas
where the county had previously assumed a major role in providing services.
Perceptions such as these could seriously hinder Master Plan
implementation.

Funding

The intent of the Master Plan funding formula is that it be tied to
programs and services; this differs from PL 94-142, which is based on a
per—student allocation. Personnel in both MP and NMP areas cited a variety
of funding problems such as inequitable and inadequate funding. One dis-
trict, an urban/suburban area that implemented Master Plan in 1978-79, be-
lieved RLAs that joined Master Plan in recent years received less money
than those that had entered in earlier years. Administrators in areas that
had implemented Master Plan in earlier years agreed that the funding form-
ula needed improvement. A definite problem has been created by the failure
of the state to follow the funding formula as outlined in the legislation.

Respondents in the MP areas were also critical of the way in which the
funds were distributed. Administrators in some areas noted that they were
uncertain about how much money they would receive, which made planning
difficult. In other areas, people we interviewed objected to the way in
which the RLAs were distributing funds by filtering special education funds
through the RLA, resulting in failure of districts to receive what they be-
lieved they were entitled to receive.

Respondents in the NMP areas also reported several funding issues.
Respondents in four of the five NMP areas we visited reported that funding
for special education was inadequate. Educators in the NMP areas were
concerned about what they believed would be the increased costs of imple-

menting Master Plan, such as transportation costs that would increase as
children were transported farther.

Respondents also discussed the difficulty or ease with which rural
areas could implement Master Plan. In areas where special education was
primarily developed by the county, the distribution of Master Plan monies
may not be a problem. . However, fiscal incentives may not exist for some
areas to adopt Master Plan; for instance, some districts in rural areas
receive a small school allowance, which they may lose under Master Plan.

Given the continued pressure on all levels of government to trim the
public budgets, the need to make use of all possible resources to provide
programs and services to special education students is critical. There-
fore, a major focus of the 1980 evaluation will be to identify all avail-
able resources (both public and private) that might be used at the local or
state level to provide comprehensive services to students and to determine
the extent to which local areas are aware of these resources and the extent

to which they take advantage of them.
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Appendix B
QUESTIONNAIRES ADMINISTERED TO REGULAR CLASSROOM

TEACHERS, RESOURCE SPECIALISTS,
AND LDG TEACHERS
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HOME SCHOOL(S):

SESR CODE:

REGULAR TEACHER
MASTER PLAN EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

1. How many identified special education students
of each type are enrolled in your regular ed-
ucation classroom this year? Count each student
only once, using their major disability. (Please
fill in a 0 if you have no students in the category).
In the left column, please write down the number
of hours a week each student spends with the RS/
LDG teacher.

Learning Handicapped

Hours a week per student

[ 1. Learning disabilities

2. Behavior disorders
3. Educationally retarded (EMR)

Communicatively Handicapped

. Deaf
. Deaf-blind
Severely hard of hearing

. Severely language handicapped

0 N O o~
.

. Language and speech handicapped

Physically Handicapped

9. Blind
10. Partially seeing

11. Orthopedically handicapped
12. Other health impaired

Severely Handicapped

13. Developmentally handicapped

14. Trainable mentally retarded

15. Autistic

16. Seriously emotionally disturbed

Total Number of Students
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In an average month, how much time do you spend with the RS or the LDG teacher
talking about your special education students' academic, social, and personal
needs? How much time do you spend talking about special education procedures
such as referrals or legislation? (If you have more than one special education
student, estimate the total time you spend talking with the RS about all of them.)

minutes I do not meet with the
on students academic, YN
RS or the LDG teacher
hours social, or personal
needs (Please go to Question 3)
minutes

on special education
hours procedures

h

Is this the right amount of time for you?

1. Yes, it is about right.

2. No, I need MORE time with the
RS or the LDG teacher.

3. No, I could use LESS time with
the RS or the LDG teacher.

How valuable is the Resource Specialist or LDG teacher in the following areas?

Very Somewhat Not too
Valuable Valuable Valuable
a. Providing information on
teaching techniques 1 2 3
b. Providing information on behavior
management 1 2 3
¢. Providing pull-out services for
special education students 1 2 3
d. Assisting with referrals 1 2 3
e. Advice on contacting parents . 1 2 3
f. Contacting parents for you 1 2 3
g. Assisting students with regular 1 2 3

classroom assignments.

h. Other 1 2 3
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DO NOT WRITE IN THIS COLUMN YET

O

O o o o 0O
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This year, how often have you attended
inservice training sessions or participated
in staff d evelopment activities regarding
any education topics?

Please check as many boxes as applicable.
] wever

[C] once or twice, for less than 1-1/2
hours each session.

D Three or more times, for less than
1-1/2 hours each session.

Once or twice, for 1-1/2 hours to 1-
day.

[[J Three or more times, for 1-1/2 hours
to 1 day.

One or more extended sessions, for
more than 1 day.

We are especially interested in the
Resource Specialist or LDG teacher
and in special education imservice
‘training. We will cover those topics
in our group discussion.

Thank you.






RESOURCE SPECIALIST
MASTER PLAN EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

a. How many special education students of each type are you or your aide

teaching this year? Count each student only once, using their major
disability. (Put a zero in each category that you have no students in.

If you: don't remember exactly, please estimate.)

Learning Handicapped

<
o]
=4

Your Aide
Learning disabilities
Behavior disorders
Educationally retarded (EMR)

11
] ]

Communicatively Handicapped

Deaf

Deaf-blind

Severely hard of hearing
Severely language handicapped
Language and speech handicapped

NERN
NERN

Physically Handicapped

Blind

Partially seeing
Orthopedically handicapped
Other health impaired

Severely Handicapped

Developmentally handicapped
Trainable mentally retarded
Autistic

Seriously emotionally disturbed

TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS

b. Do you coordinate services for more students than those listed in
Qa? yes No. If yes: about how many additional students do

you coordinate services for? Students
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This question describes some special education activities in which you
may be involved. The question is complex, but it is important

to

a.

the study. Please answer it carefully - Thanks

Please check each of the following activities that you are involved
in during the year:

1. _ Direct instruction of students

2, _ Advising and consulting with regular education teachers

3. _ Providing inservice training to regular education teachers
4. __ Consulting with parents

5. __ Assessing students and writing IEPs

6. -— Attending SAT meetings

7. Paperwork related to instruction (e.g. lesson planning and

correcting papers)

8. Paperwork related to administrative duties, the SAT meeting;
processing referrals; and coordinating the identification,

assessment, and annual review of students.

Looking at the above list again, please rank the 4 activities you
spend the most time on during the year.

I spend the most time on number
I spend the second most time on number
I spend the third most time on number

I spend the fourth most time on number

. Which of the above activities do you think would best utilize your

skills?
I'd prefer to spend the most time on activity number
I'd prefer to spend the second most time on activity number

I'd prefer to spend the third most time on activity number

I'd prefer to spend the fourth most time on activity number

Which activities would you like to épend less time on than you
presently do? (list item numbers here)

’ ] .
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e. Are there some activities that could be taken over by someone else

or which someone else could assist you with?

Activity Number Who could do this or Who could assist you

f.

(title) (title)

What suggestions do you have to make the job of a Resource
Specialist more workable? Check as many as you would like.

__ 1 don't think the job should be changed.

Eliminate one or more activities. Which one(s)?

More clerical assistance

More professional assistance

Additiounal training. What kind?

Decrease the number of students I am tesponsibie for

__ Other (please specify)

How many hours aweek are you assigned (or expected) to instruct students?
hours a week.

On the average, how many hours a weekdo you actually spend
instructing students? hours a week.

Do you believe this is enough time, given the number and type of
students that you have? Yes No

. Do you see students individually or in small groups?

always individually usually individually
always in groups ‘ . usually in groups
about half and half between groups and individually

individually in a group setting
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Are you assigned to more than 1 school or district? Yes NO

IF YES: number of schools

number of districts

How much time do you spend traveling between shools or districts
during an avera g week? hours per week.

How many hours do you actually work during an average week?

hours per week.

What is' the approximate total enrollment at your school?

students.

How many Resource Specialists are assigned to your campus?
Resource Specialist(s)

How many Specail Day Classes are on your campus?

class(es)

Do you have an aide?

Yes No

If yes: How many hours a day on the average does the aide assist

you?

full day

3/4 day

half day

1/4 day or less

How does your aide help you?. If your aide helps in more than one
of these areas, write the approximate percent of times that he or
she spends on each area.

1. % helping with instructing students

2. % helping with clerical duties related to instruction, such
as correcting papers or mimeographing worksheets.

3. % helping with clerical duties related to your administra-

tive duties

such as processing referrals, paperwork for

the SAT meeting, or coordinating the identificationm,

assessment,

How would you prefer
most helpful to you?

If you are not using

and annual review of students.

to use an aide? What kind of assistance would be

an aide in the way you'd prefer, explain why:

120



6. Are there any other comments related to the role of the resource
specialist that you would like to share with us?

IF YOU ARE AN ELEMENTARY TEACHER, THIS COMPLETES THE WRITTEN QUESTIONNAIRE.
Thank you for your help.

IF YOU ARE A SECONDARY TEACHER, PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING SECTION:

7. a. Are there any problems you believe are unique to the secondary
level in implementing the Resource Specialist Program?

IF YES, Explain

b. Have you tried any particular local strategies in dealing with these
problems? Yes No

IF YES: Explain

c. Would a change in legislation Or state guidelines nelp? Yes No

IF YES: Explain

d. Would technical assistance from the state help? Yes No

IF YES: Explain what kinds of technical assistance:
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If you live in a rural area please complete this section:

8.

a.

As part of a rural area, have you experienced any difficulties in
implementing the RSP that urban/suburban areas might not experi-
ence? Yes No

IF YES, explain:

If there are problems, how have you coped with them? Have you
found any solutions or partial solutions?

What could the state do to help you deal with these problems? Be
as specific as possible.

Again, thank you for your help.
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LDG

—

MASTER PLAN EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

a. How many special education students of each'type are you or your
aide (if you have one) teaching this year?

only once, using their major disability.
category in which you have no students.

exactly, please estimate.)

Learning Handicapped

Learning disabilities
Behavior disorders

Educationally retarded (EMR)

Communicatively Handicapped

Deaf
~Deaf-blind
Severely hard of hearing

- Severely language handicapped
Language and speech handicapped

Physically Handicapped

Blind

Partially seeing
Orthopedically handicapped
Other health impaired

Severely Handicapped

Developmentally handicapped
Trainable mentally retarded

Autistic

"Seriously emotionally disturbed

TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS

]
Q
e

b. Do you coordinate services for more students

Qla? yes No. 1f yes:
you coordinate services for?

123

about how many

____ Students

Count each student
(Put a zero in any
1f you don't remember

Your Aide

than those listed in,
additional students do



This question describes some special education activities in which you
may be involved. The question is complex, but it is important
to the study. Please answer it carefully - Thanks

a. Please check each of the following activities that you are involved
in during the year:

1. _ Direct instruction of students
2. __ Advising and consulting with regular education teachers

3. __ Providing inservice training to regular education teachers

4. __ Consulting with parents
5. __ Assessing students and writing IEPs
6. -- Attending SAT meetings

7. ___ Paperwork related to instruction (e.g. lesson planning and
correcting papers)

8. __ Paperwork related to administrative duties, the SAT meeting)
processing referrals; and coordinating the identification,
assessment, and annual review of students.

b. Looking at the above 1list again, please rank the 4 activities you
spend the most time on during the year.

I spend the most time on number
I spend the second most time on number
I spend the third most time on number
I spend the fourth most time on number
c. Which of the above activities do you think would best utilize your
skills?
I'd prefer to gpend the most time on activity number
I'd prefer to spend the second most time on activity number
I'd prefer to spend the third most time on activity number
I'd prefer to spend the fourth most time on activity number

d. Which activities would you‘like to ;pend less time on than you
presently do? (list item numbers here)
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Are there some activities that could be taken over by someone else
or which someone else could assist you with?

Activity Number Who could do this or Who could assist you

f'

b.

(title) (title)

What suggestions do you have to make the job of the LDG .
teacher more workable? Check as many as you would like.

__ I don't think the job should be changed.

__ Eliminate one or more activities. Which one(s)?

__ More clerical assistance

__ More professional assistance

__ Additional training. What kind?

__ Decrease the number of students I am responsible for

__ Other (please specify)

How many hours aweek are you assigned (or expected) to instruct students?
hours a week.

On the average, how many hours a week do you actually spend
instructing students? hours a week.

Do you believe this is enough time, given the number and type of
students that you have? Yes No

Do you see students individually or in small groups?

always individually ____usually individually
always in groups ) \____?usually in groups
about half and half between groups and individually

individually in a group setting
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Are you assigned to more than 1 school or district? Yes NQ
IF YES: number of schools. number of districts

How much time do you

spend traveling between shools or districts

during an avera g week? hours per week.

How many hours do you actually work during an average week?

hours per week.

What is the approximate total enrollment at your school?

students.

How many LDG Teachers are assigned to your campus? = . _.

LDG teachers.

How many Special Day
class(es)

Do you have an aide?

Classes are on your campus?

Yes No

If yes: How many hours a day on the average does the alde assist

you?
___ full day
3/4 day
__ half day
1/4 day or less

How does your aide help you? If your aide helps in more than ome
of these areas, write the approximate percent of times that he or
she spends on each area.

1. % helping with instructing students

2. % helping with clerical Yduties related to instructiom, such
as correcting papers or mimeographing worksheets.

3. % helping with clerical duties related to your administra-

tive duties

such as processing referrals, paperwork for

the SAT meeting, or coordinating the identification,

assessment,

How would you prefer
most helpful to you?

If you are not using

and annual review of students.

to use an aide? What kind of assistance would be

an aide in the way you'd prefer, explain why:
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6. Are there any other comments related to the role of the LDG
teacher that you would like to snare witn us?

IF YOU ARE AN ELEMENTARY TEACHER THIS COMPLETES THE WRITTEN QUESTIONNAIRE.
Thank you for your help. .

IF YOU ARE A SECONDARY TEACHER, PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING SECTIOL:
7. a. Are there any problems you believe are unique to the secondary
level in implementing the LDG Program?

IF YES, Explain

b. Have you tried any particular local strategies in dealing with these
problems? Yes No

IF YES: Explain

c. Would a change in legislation or state guidelines nelp? Yes No

IF YES: Explain

d. Would technical assistance from the state help? Yes No

IF YES: Explain what kinds of technical assistance:
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If you live in a rural area pleaée complete this section:

8.

a.

As part of a rural area, have you experienced any difficulties in
implementing the LDG program that urban/suburban areas might not
experience? Yes No

IF YES, explain:

If there are problems, how have you coped with them? Have you
found any solutions or partial solutions?

What could the state do to help you deal with these problems? Be
as specific as possible.

Again, thank you for your help.
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