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ABSTRACT

Diane Saavbe
Does Secondary Educational Programming as Reflectad in the
IEP Differ for Students Classified Emctienally Disturbed

and Those Classified Perceptually Impaired?

1266
Dr. Margaret M. Shufs

Learning Dizabilities, Track II

This descriptive study of three K-12 school districts
was degigned and conducted in order to determine how
educatienal programming, as reflected in the IEPs
(Individual Education Plan) of zecondarv students, differad
for gtudents classified az Emcticonally Disturbed and
Perceptually Impaired (Learning Disakled). In each of these
thrze distriects, six files of students classified ED and six
files of students clagsified PI were pulled at random and
examnined as to conteat in particular mress.

Epacvifically, the congruency of the IEP, or how the
annual goals were related to assegsment data and vice versa,
wag examined, gs were related services recommended, and
instructional strategies degeribed. The number and type of
annual gozls listed were examined, as were the number znd
type of axemptions from district or state requirements, and
the amount of time spent in spacizsl education services per

waalk. Dats was collected and reviewed per classification



within and across districts, with tests of mignificange
applied.

As expected, the study found few significant
differences in the areas examined betweesn the IEPs of
seccondary students classified ED or PI within or across
digtricts. QCuestions for further comsideraticon include
whether this similarity in IEPs is appropriata, indicating
categorical placement may be inappropriate, or whethar the
IEP format and/or time constraints involved result in
programming that iz apparently inappropriately similar for
groups of students whose classifications differ in federsal

and ztate definitions.



MTNI-ABSTRACT

Diane Baavhe
Does Becondary Educaticnal Programming as Raflected in the
IEP Differ for Students Classified Emotionally Disturbed

and Those Classified Perceptually Tmpaired

1996
Dx. Margaret M. Shuff
Learning Digabilities, Track TI

This descriptive ztudy compared the [EPs (Individual
Fducation Plans) of a8ix Perceptually Iupaired and &
Emotionally Disturbed secondary students in each of three X-
12 diatricts to determine how educational programming
differed for these stLudents.

Congruency of the documents (how the geoals were tied to
aggessment data), recommended beaching strategies and
related serviceg, number snd type of annual goals and policy
exawnptions, and time spent in special education services
were reviewad [or each student in each classification in
each district.

As expeacted, frw differences were found in these areas
acroce or within districte when comparing the TEPS for the

ED and DI studentcg.
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CHAPTER ONE

LNTRODOCTTION TO THE PROBLEM

The Individualized Education Program (IEP) has baen
called the "cormerstone of PL 34-142" (Tovitt, Cushing, &
Stump, 1224, p. 32), The 1975 Congressional mandate
regqarding special aducation was most recently renamed The
Tndividuals with Digabilitiess Act of 19350 {(IDEA). InLended
to be 2 basig [or shared educational programing among
schoel districts, parents, teachers, students, and related
agencias (Bauwens & Korinek, 1583), the IEP by law must

gpecify gozls and objectives for the ipdividusl student,

along with plans for implementing, and later, avaluating the
achievement of thege goals (Salvia & ¥Ysseldyvke, 1588).
Various professicnals, along with the child’s parants, are
supposed Lo be dinvolved in the development of this document,
dasigned to be the "catalyet for a more individualizad and
apecific approach to education" (Turnbull, Strickiand, &
Hammer a5 cited in Merecer, 1987}. If constructed correctly,
the IFP can #a&rve as an "integrative, functicnal element!" of
a child’'s total educatcional. program, giving "directiomn,
intent, and a Trame of reference to the assessmeni process’

(Faring & McCormick, 1990, p. 33-34).
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Given that states differ in how they define students as
eligible for special education services, some using a Ccross-
categorical model and others using special categories; and
given the differing criteria and definitions in both federal
legislation and state education codes among categories of
special services and needs, the Cask of individualizing
programs for all handicappad students using one standard IEP
format appears daunting. If the IEP is more than "empty
paperwork, a symbol of compliance" {Haring & MCCormicE,
1980, p. 33), it may be reasonable to expect different
emphases and approaches listed in the IEPs of students with
differing disabiiities. 1In fact, since the IEP’s program
goals dictate special education and related services, and
incelude a delivery model, transiticon planning, and
evaluation as to the program’'s effectiveness, the
appropriate construction of the IEP is critical to provision
of 2 program that meets a student’s needs.

Twoe high frequency clasglifiications of students,
particularly at the secondary level, are emollicnally or
behaviorally disturbed and learning disabled. A question of
interest related to these populations is whether IEPs make a
"oqualitative difference" (Dudley-Marling, 1985, p. 65) in
sducating these students. A concern of researchers is
whether the IEP is more of a legal obligatiom than a guide
for education (Lynch & Beare, 19%%0}. Some ask whether the

IZEF is a "blueprint" for tailoring an education program to a



gstudent’'s needs, or a "template" for programs based on
convenlience for a school district {Lovitt, et. al., 1994, p.
34} . These concernsg, as they relate to the two
classifications menticned above, will be the primary focus
of this paper.

Definitions

The following definitions of terme relevant to this
study are tzken from the New Jersey Adminlstrative Code,
Title &, Chapter 28: the rules and regulations for special
education.

Emoticonally Disturbed

the exhibitcing of sericusly discrdered behavior

over an extended pericd of time which adversely

cffects educaticnal performance and shall be
characterized by an inability to bulild or maintaln
satisfactory interpersonal relationships; or

hehaviaors inappropriate to the circumstances, a

general or ﬁervasive mood of depression or the

development of ovhysical symptoms or irrationail
fears (NJAC €:28-3(d)5).
Neurclogically Impaired

means a specific lmpairment or dysfunction of the

nervous system or traumatic brain injury which

adversely affects the education of a pupil. An

avaluation by a physician trained in



neurodevelopmental asgsegsment iz reguirsd [(MJIAC
G:28-3(d)81).

Derceptuzlly Impaired

mearnis a specific learning disability manifested by
a gevere discrepancy between the pupll’'s current
achievement and intellectual ability in one or
more of the following arszas: basic resding
gkills; rezding comprehension; oral expressiocon;
listening comprehension; mathematic computaition;
mathematic reasoning; and written expressicon (NJAC
§:28-3(d)8idi).

Individualized Educgtion Program
means & written plan...which sets forth gealzs and
measurzble obkjectives and describes an integrated,
secquential program of individuzlly designed
educationa’l activities and/or related services
naaagsary to achieve the stated gozls and
objectives. This plan shzll estzblish the
raticonale for the pupil’s educational placement
{and) serve as the hasis for program
implementation (NJAC 6:25-3.61].

Ralzted Saervices

means counseling for pupils, counseling and/or
training for parents relative to the education cf
a pupil, sp=ach-language services,

..rehabilitation counseling, school nursing



services, socizl work services, transportation, as

well 25 any other appropriate developmental,

corrective, and supportive services reguired for a

oupil to benefit from education as reguired by thea

pupil’s individualized educztion program (NJAC

£:28-3.8) .

Traneition Serviceg

weans a coordinated set of activities for a pupil

with educaticnal disabilities, designed within an

oukzomz-oriented process, that pfomotes movemnsnt
from schocl te pest-scheel zsctivities (NJAC &:28-

4.5).

The following definiticn ie not lncluded in the New
Jersey Code, but is used nationally in lieu of New Jersey’s
"Neuralogically Impalred" and/or "Perceptually Impaired"
terminology.

Learning Digabled

cpecliiic Learning Disabilities: A diserdsr in one

or more of the basic psycheological procsssss

invelved in understanding or in using language,
apoken or writtsn, which may manifest itself in an
imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read,
write, spell, or to do mathematicsal calculations.

The term includesz such conditlons as perceptual

handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain

dysfunction, dyzlexia, and develcpmental aphasia.



The term does not include children who have

learning problems whick are primarily the resulc

cf wviszual, kearing, or moter handicaps, of mental

retardation, or of enviroamental, cultursl, or

econamic disadvantage (McLoughlin & Lewis, 19%4,

p- 11).

The terms below are alzo absant from the New Jersey
Coda; however, they are used througheout the literature
syrnonymously with Wew Jersey’s "Emcticnally Disturbad®
label.

Behaviorallv Discordered

students with behavicral disorders were those who
exhibited sccially unacceptable kehavior (a) over
an axtanded pericd of time in different
environments...; (k) at a much higher er lower
rate than 1g age-approprizte; zand (c) that
comsiatantly interfered with their educaticnal
rerformance {Smith, 1990, p. 287).

Sericous Emoticnzl Disturbance

a condition exhibiting onz or more of the
following characteristics over a2 long pericd of
tima, and to a marked degree, which adversely
affects educaticnal performancs: an inability to
learn which cannot be explzined by intellectual,
sensory cor health facteorsg; an inability to build

or maintain satisfacteory interperscnal



relaticnghips with peers and teachers;

inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under

normal circumstances; a general pervasive mood of

unhappiness or depresgelion; or a tendency to

devalop physical symptoms or fears agsociated with

personal or school preblems (Chandler & Jones,

1383, p. 432).
Research Question

in light of federal and state requirements that
aducational programming for students with handicapping
conditions be developed individually acdcerding to the
academic, social, emctional, and other related needs of the
studaents; and that this programming be reflected through the
construction of an Individualized Education FProgram for each
gtudent ; and considering that twe of the most common
classifications among secondary special educatlon studeats
ara laarning disabled (in New Jersey; N.1. and/or 2.1.) and
emotionally disturbed, the following question will ke
investigatead:

How does educational programming for secondary

education students classified emotionally

disturbed or learning disabled differ, as

reflected in the IEPs of the students so

classifiad?

TE, in fact, students defined so differently within the

New Jersey Code require different types of services, then it



B
is assumed that these differences will be reflectad in their
respective IEFs. &ince the IEPs are assumed to prescrike
programming and services for these students, differences in
IEP reguirements sghould imply differencee in educational
programming.

Pocssibnle Limitations

One limitaticon of this study is the small sample size.
Three secondary school districts will be investigated,
covering an adeguate demographic area, but not including
large numbers in the sample. A second limitaticon is the
lack of unifoxrmity in IEP format asross school districts,
winich makes cross-district comparisons difficult.

vpothegses

In terms of related services, since students classified
emcticnally disturbed frequentily have non-academic areas of
wezikness, as implied by the definitiorn of the term itself,
it ig hypothesized that thesz students’ IEDP3 willi raefleact
counseling services mora oftan than those students whose
classification is lezarming disabled. Further, in terms of
disciplinary recquirements, it is hypothesized that meore
exemptions to a district's policy of behavior management
will be found in the IEPs of studentsz classifiesd as
emcticnally disturbed, including policies regarding
attendance. PFinally, since the intensity of a secondary
academic program is freguently a stressor in adclescents’

iivez, it is hypothesized thzat tha IEPs of students



vlassified emotionally disturbed will include less time in
regular education classes than students ¢laszssifisd as
lazrning dizgabled.

overview

Chapter 2 will review current resgearch-based literature
on IBPs in general, as well az their usefulness to teachers,
and the degree of congruency enccuntered by previous
regearchers. In addition, research invelving the
gimilarities and differences among IEPs of students with
different classifications will ke reviewed. Finally, the
rasaarch guestion will be posed and the previously noted
hypothages will ke expanded upon.

In Chapter 3, the design and detaila of the currsnt
gtudy will be delineated. Methodsg, participants, materials,
and format will be discussed. Areas to be investigated will
be specified, as wilil the type of study te be conducted.

Chapter 4 will describe the resultzs of the current
study, including pertinent raw datz and results of tests of
statisticzl significance. Each hypothesis posed in earller
chapters will be revisited, and the relaticnship betwsen
gack and the daca will be discussed.

Finally, in Chapter 3, the results of the study will bhe
digrusged. Poggible explanaticng for the findings will be
explored, alcng with further questicns which seam to need

ipvegtigation as a result of this study’'s incquiries.



CHAPTER TWQC

L REVIEW QF THE LITERATURE

The recently renamed Individuals with Disabilities &ct
ol 19%0 (IDEA), forwmerly known as PL 94-142, specifies Zhat
all handicapped students are entitled to a free and
appropriate public educztion. Thig law mandates that
schools develop an individual education program [(IEP) for
each student determinad to be eligible for special education
garvices. It iz mandated that this document contain long
and short-term goals of instructienal programming, as well
as plans to implemant the cobjectivesz, all based on a
"comprehensive assessment by a multldisciplinary team:
(Szlvia & Ysseldyke, 1988, p. 29). In additicn, the IEP
must denote the duration oL the educztional services to be
provided and discuss both a specific date and criteria for
evaluation of the instructional vrogram,

Definition and Purpose of the IER

Woodward and Peters {(1583) call the IEP the "definition
and deseription of appropriate programming as defined by the
iceal education agency responsible for the child’s
education" (p. 72). Emith (1990, p. &) says there is no

more significant document in this field than the IEP, which

10



ig8 intended ag a "cornerstone" in the provision of
individual instruction to the handiciapped student. Bauwens
and Korinek (18%32) state that the IEP is the "most
prominent, most problematic, and most significant document®
available to guide the delivery of services to students
reguiring specizal educatiocn {p. 3203).

Analyzing the purposes of the IEP, Lynch and Bears
(1320) estate that the direction and emphasis of instructicn

for pach student. ghould be revegled in Lhe IEP and that the

dectiment should refleact curriculum placemeni and
ingfruction. The focus of the IEP, aceording vo Woodward
and PBeters (1983), is the child. The atudent shoutd drive
the program {(Epstein, Patton, Polloway & Foley, 1992), with
the foous on the individual atudent’s needs. The "apirign
of the IEP, according to Keefe {15582), is that zll students
with digahilities will receive z2n appropriabe seduacabkion.
Smith (1920} states that the IEP 13 designed to carry the
law’s intent of an appropriate education into action, while
Epstein et sl. (1992) conesiders the concepi of the IEP as
documaentation that the disabled student i3 keing provided
with a free and appropriate puklic education.

Blong with Smitn (13920}, Towviftt &t al. (1%%4) ses the
IEF z2 a means of uniting those involved with a special
neaeds student to achiesve tChis geoal. Smith {(123Q0) further
gaad the TRP providing administrators with "proof of

compliance", faculty with "formalized plans", parents ol
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students with a voice and the studenis themselves with an
appropriate education (p. &).

While imperfect for daily instructien (Lynch & Beare,
18380), the IE? 1is a potential "catalyst" for a more
individualized and specific approach te the education of
handicapped students (Turnbull et al. as cited in Mercer,
1387). If the document doesn’t became "empty paparwark®,
the IEP can be an "integrative, functicnal element® of a
student’'s entire educational program (Haring & MoCormiak,
1880, p. 33). Poiloway, Patton, Payne & Payne (1988), =ee
the IEP as giving instructional directicn, being a base for
evaluation of progress, and providing a vehicle foxr
communiication among members of the multi-disciplinary team.
{(as cited in Epstein, et al., 183%2).

Theory wv3. Reality: The IEP? Clase-UR

Whether the IEP is designed and used ia the manner
mandated by law and anticipated by researchers continues to
he a subject for study. Reiher (1%%2) notes that most
research on the IEFP has been done to determine compliance.
This statement comes over ten years after Schenck reported
ont a study of the sare topic. In her research, =ach
mandated component of the IEP was checked, and of seven
areas investigated, =six of them were out of compliance in
over 60% of the 186 cases reviewed (Schenck, 1981). It

appears that the passage of time has not resulted in
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changing @ither the focus of IEP investigation nor the
compliance of IEP designers with federal law.

Another area of study has been the concruence of the
IEP. Smith and Simpson {1%83) discuss congruence as the
direct relationship between the stated levels of
performance, gleaned from assessment data, and the goals and
chiectiveg ligted for the individual student. In a2 iater
study, Smith (1990} states that congruency is the "most
significant indicator of IEP integrity. He further commants
that the link between assezsed need (current level of
performance) and annual goals and short-term objectives 1s
"the assence of special education and specially designed
ingtruccion" (p. 7).

Again, it appears that the passage of time has not
significantly aitered the apparent congruency of the IEP.
As far back as 1981, Schenck noted only limited Toundation
between long term goals and short-term chjectives with
assesesment. Although Lynch and Beare (1990) found tha IEPs
they reviewed to ke congruent (that is, the goals and
objectives were based on assessed need}, they cuestioned the
usefulness of the cbjectives. It was their opinion that ths
objectives were too vague, especilially regarding criteria for
parformancs, witich made evaluaticn difficult and the
document ‘s uzefulness suspect. More common were the
Lindings ¢©f Reiher (1992) and sSmith and Simpson (198%), who,

though surveying diffsrent ages and classifications of
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studenis, came to the same gencral conclusion: namely that
congruence in the subjects’ IEPs survevad was low.
SBpecifically, Smith and Simpson (1%8%) found parformance
deficits in the IEPs of a population of &lementary through
high scheool behaviorally disordered students (BD), where
annual goals were idantified, but no assessment need had
been noted. Tn addition, they found annual goal deficits,
where a nead was listed, bub no annual gozal was identifiesd.
Raihar (1%82) found, in a statewide population surveyed in
Towa, that TEP goalg were written in the abeence of an
ldentified deficit. 8&chenck (1981) found in a population of
students with learning disabhilitiea (D), rhat the ITRs*
annual goals could not be traced bhack to specilic npeeds.

How TUaeful is the TEP?

That the uselulnesse ol the [EP would be a third subiect
of guesticn and regearch comesz as 1o surprise, given the
above information. The funeticnality, or usafulnass, of the
IEP to teachers ics addressed in several studies. Dudleyv-
Marling, in a 1985 survey of 250 special asducalion teachers,
found that more than half of the 150 respondents used the
IEP lesgs than half the time in their daily educational
planning. Owver 50% raferred bto the IEP leass than menthly,
and 86% caid the IEPE of their students were kept i a

Filing cahinal. The aducators surveayed in this gtudy Telf
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without the TEPs as with them. These findings led the
author te questicn whether the IEP had failed to bzcome a
working doecument, one that made a gqualitative difference in
the educaticn of handicapped students.

In ancther review, Lvnch and BReare (1550) found a low
correlation betweean =tudentz’ needs, IEP goals and
objectives, and daily instructicen. They found objsctives
that were not age-appropriate, and goals that, though
functional on paper, had no carryover inte the classraom.
Tudley-Marling (1985) in their survey cf 250 special
education teachers, found many that considered themsslves
good tsachers, yet felt that a good IEP and effective
aeducation were mutually exclugive. Smith asks in a 1990
study 1if there is a disparity between planned educaticonal
programming as stated in the IEP and o¢lassrcom instructicn.

4 gpegial illustration of this lack of usefulness is
found in & 1983 study by Schenck, which fcund that although
52% oL the IEPFe of learning diszbled students ncted the
amount of time they would spend in regular education, ncne
cof the I8Ps had any gcalg or cbhjectives listed for how these
childran would be taught or ctherwise handled in the regular
education classrocom. This led the author to coin the term
"30 minute learning disability," since these students
received as little as half an heur a day in resourcs room
instructicon, for which the IEPs did contain goals znd

objectives (Schenck, 1981, p. 223}. Baum, Duffelmeyver, and



16
Gellan (1288) examined social skills listed in the IEPs of
gtudents clasgified learning disabled and found that "no
cne” was the answer given by 25% of his 229 teacher/team
respondents to the question of who was listed as rezponsible
for monitoring the socisl skills interventicns listed in the
gqoais and objectives for thess ID studants.

Behaviorallyv Disordered and Lzarning Risabl=d Students

Since the IEP is intended to be tha link betwaen
asgessment and instruction, it seems important to move from
the generalized ressarch reviewed above, to z focus on mare
specific groups of studsnte in order to determine whether
this decument is in reality enhancing their educaticnal
opportunities. Many students receiving spesizl education
servicas have been classifisd by their districts’ multi-
disciplinary teams as learning disabled (in New Jersey,
parceptually impaired) or emoticnally disturbed (ED, alse
referred to in this paper as behavicrally disordered-BD and
anot.icnally handicapped-EiI) . Gerber and Levins-Donnerstein
(1282) report that of 4.5 million people, ages birth o 21
vears receiving special educaticon gervicezs in 1989, over 43%
ware classified learning disabled. Thiz represented a 140%
increase since 1977. Betwsen 1985 and 1858&, while there was
& 1.2% increase in the total especial education population,
there was a 2.98% increase in thoze students classified as
learning disabled. Although students classified as

emcticnally disturbed only representad $% of the total
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number of students in special educalbion, this represented an
incrzase af 2.1% of the total number of students, again
kigher than the increase in special =ducation as a whole.

Chandler and Jones (1983) note that both the
amationally handicapped and learning disabled
claggifications are squally Jdifficult to pin down. They
faal bhat many students with emcticnal oroblems are
clagsified learning disabled because it is a more accepiabls
Tlakbel" to parents, and tends to require issd axpensive
services than those associated with treatment of behavioral
or emctional difficulties. The relatively high frecuency
with which these two classificaticons occur, combined with
the apparent vagueness accociated with these categories,
would seem to increase the importance of appropriate IEPs
ant sducaticnal programming.

Balfore the TFP itself can be evaluated, Che definitions
o thesz categoriss of special education should be
reviglited. The New Jersey Administrative Code for special
sduaation and P.L. 24-142 present saimilar éefinitions for
"seriocus emoticonal disturbance". In part, SED is defined by
the latCer as

a condition exhlblting one or more of the

following characteristics, over a long pericd of

time and to a marked degree, which zdversely

afifecte educaticonal perlormance: an insblility Lo

learn which cannob be explainad by intellectual,
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gensory, or health factors; an inakility to build

or maintain satisfactory interperscnal

relaticnships with peers and teachers;

inappropriate types of behavior or fezelings under

normal circumgiances; a general pervasive mood of

unhappiness or depression; or a tendenay to

develop pavalcal syvmptoms or fears associated with

perscnal or school problems {(as cited in Chandler

& Jonesg, 1583, p. 432).
The federal definiticn, as Chandler and Jones point out, is
one criginally [eoermulated in the later 1960°'s. They note
thet the termz "emotionally handicapped", "hehavior
digarderad?, "anmotiomally diszfurbed” and "seriously
enpticnally disturbed" ara oftean usead intarchangesbly.
Givean the above information, it 18 not surprising that theaey
consider the diagnosis of a child as emotionally disturbed
a6 a "highlv subjective and relative process" (p. LHel).

Daefining learning disabilities, and determining wihether
2 student iz learming disabled, is no l=ss conkbroversial a
tagk. Any number of dafinitions have baan put forth owver
the vears. MeCloughlin and Lewis (1584, p. 11) cite F.L.
94-142, which dellnes specilic learming disshilities as &

disordar in one or more of the basic payecaclogical

procasses involved in understanding or in using

language, spoken or writitan, which may manifest

itself in an imperfect akility to listen, think,
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speak, read, write, spell, or do mathematical
calculations. The term includes such conditions
as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal
brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental
aphasia. The term does not include children wheo
have learning problems which are primarily the
result of wvisual, hearing, or motor handiecaps, of
mental retardation, or of eavircnmental, cultuaral,
or econcmic dizadvantage.

The New Jersey Administrative Code, usez the term
parcaptually impaired, and defines this as a
gspecific learning digability wmanifested by a
gevere discrepancy between the pupll s current
achievement and intellectual ability in one or
more of the following areas: basic reading
skills; reading comprehension, oral expression;
listening ceomprehengion; mathematical computation;
mathematical reasoening; and written expregzlon
(NJAC &:28-3(d} 31ii).

Logking st the IEPs of ED and PI Students

The zbove complexities and confusicn make the guestions
of IEP congruency and functiocnality even more pertinent. Do
the IEPz of emotionally disturbed and perceptually impaired
students have congruency? That is, are thev rooted in
agsegsment data? If so, how do they contrwibute to the

educaticnal programming for theze students?
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Are there difflerences in the IEPs of behaviorally or
anobionailly disturbed students and theoge with learning
dirabilities? If there are, and if the TREs are congruent,
this would seem to wverify the assumption of differencas in
the two categories, and necessitate different =ducational
planning. What differences exist? How are classroom
ingtruction and practice affecied by Chege differences?

In &2 frequently cited study, Smith and Simpson (L8831,
invesbigated the TEPas of 214 atundentsa alasaifiad as
behavioraliy disorﬁered. While parts of the study were
concerned with compliance, much of it centered on guestione
of congruency and applicabkility of the IEP teo behaviorally
digardarad studants’ ingtracrion and aduacation. Thasa
studants ranged from elementary througn senior hich achool,
and ware placed in self-contained categorical classrooms,
reEsources roome; orosg-categorical clagses, and residential
geifings. Annual goals and short term ohijedbtives ware
reaviewad in each setting for behavicral, social/emctional,
academic and "cother" domains.

Studencs in gell-contained classes had both the highast
numbiar af annual goals and the highest mean for accamplizhed
short-term cbhjectives, across grade and age leveles (Smith &
Simpsarn, 1983%). While the authors note that there iz no
documented optimal number of annual goals, and therefore, no
nunerical or-itaria with which to interpret their data, they

cueztion the sppropriateness of a specially designed
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instructional program that averages less than one behavioral
goal per student for the junior/senior high self-contained
clasges, and less than one social/emotional goal in
junicr/zenior high cross-categorical and resource students.
In addition, although the students’ primzry handicapping
condition was not scademic, the authors wonder how less than
one academic goal per elementary student, zand less than one=
othert goal in all age and deliveary madals, can posgsibly
provide the appropriate ssrvices for students wheose naeds
are varied and complex.

A further lzck of zccomplished chort-term objectives
except 1n the academic domain in selfi-contained settings
also troubled these resesarchers. They gquestion whether the
initial objectives were too harxd or too unrelated to
students’ needs; whether clazssroom activitis=s did not move
studenits towardse the accomplishment of these objectiwves; or
whethear teachars just did not record the objectives’
accomplishment. Congruency data from this research found
ngubstantial” performence deficits, where annual goals were
identifisd without z documented need, and annual goal
deficitz, where a documented need wasg =sstzblished, but nao
annual gozl was written (Smith & Simpson, 1989).

This lack of congruency was zlso found in a 1982 study
by Reiher, where 632 IEPs ci behaviorally discrdered
students ware examined. tudents in that study were

enrolled in resource rooms, self-contained zettings with
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integration, self-contained settings with iittle
integration, and totally self-contained settings. In the
behavioral domain, annual goels were Lied to identified
deficits £7.7% of the time; to identified sceizl/emoctional
deficits 39.6% of the time, and to ldentified academic
deficits 56.1% of the time. Locking at deficits firsg,
£3.8% of the behavicral domain’s identified deficits had
annual goals written for them; 61.1% of the acadenic
domainr’s identified deficits had corresponding annual goals;
and 57.9% of the socizal/emotional domain’s identified
deficits were the basis for social/emotionzl annual goals.

Reliher grouped the students by the state standards of
mild, moderate, and severely behaviorally disordered. In
examining the types of amnual goals, he found that the
*mild" students’ IEPs had mors academic beshavior deficits
ldentified, and the "severe" students’ IEPs had zbout the
game mimber of daficits identified for academic behavior as
for other more serious behavioral difficultiss. Ovearall,
this study found that with behaviorally disordered students,
the vast majority of behavioral goals had ta do with
acadenic tasks, and that there were more academically
related goals written than there were needs identified.

Similar {findings occurrsed in another 1282 study by
Epstein, et al. In a review of 107 junior high students’
IEPs, the ressarchers found that thesge students had an

average of 2.4 identified problems, and 3.8 annual goals
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Bpstein et al., 1%5%2). Whiles 32.5% of thass TEZs inaluded

goals Lor social behavior, only 25.2% had emotional goals

1Ti1ated.

A much older anaiysis of the IEPs of youngsters with
learning disabllities noted comparable disparitiss in
congruency. In a raview of 168 IEPz o learzrning disabled
children, Schenck (1981) used frequencay distributione to
compare the number of assessed needs in reading and
mathematice with the numbear of instructional objectives in
thege Twe areas. She [ound that there weres mors obijectives
in both areas than the numbear of assessed needs.,

In contracst to this overabundance of abjeatives,
Schenck (15881) found a lack of cobjectives related to the
legrning disabled =studenis’ Cime in the reqular =ducation
pregram.  While 77% of the students in her survey were in
ragouras raoms, indicating a2 aignificant proportion of thair
gay was taking place in the "mainstream, ! only 52% of the
1EPs listed even the amount of time spent in regular
educeticn. Ngos listed an objectiwve relative to the regular
educaticon environmernt .

Comparigon of IERPs for RO and PT Studants

While the above information documents congruency,
goals, and other peeds within categorical grouplngz, =2everal
authors hava reseorched gimilar issuzs beotween
clagsificatlions of students., Dillsrences In typez of goRls

and gerviass would be expected 1f the categorics of
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behaviorally disordered (or emotionally disturbed) and
learning disabled (or, in New Jersey, perceptually impaired)
actually represent students with differing needs and
conditions. In addition to the earlier referenced guestion
as to whether emotionally disturbed children are "routinely
diagnosed" as learning disabled {Chandler & Jonesz, 1583, p.
432}, other comparisons and questions can be ilnvestigated
via examination of the IEPs of these students.

MeBride and Forgnone (198%) examined the emphasis aof
ingtrugtion given to 90 students classified learning
disabled, emoticonally handicapped, and educsble mentally
retarded in categorical and cross-categorical rascurce
rooms. The students were sixth through eighth graders,
evenly distributed by clasgification and delivery model, in
& Florida school system. Instruction given was determined
by short-term objectives in the IEP. The authors found that
academic objectives were the type written most fraguently
across classification and delivery models. FPFor learning
disabled students, 99% of the ohjectives were academic in
cateaorical settings, ard 90% were academic in cross-
catagorical setitings. For studenis classified as
emoticnally handicapped, 33% of the objectives were acadsmic
in categorical settings =znd 53% were academic in cross-
categorical settings. In categorical resource settings, 66%
cf the obijectives for EH students were in the

social /behavioral area, while 48% of the cohjectives for
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similarly classified students in cress-categorical aattings
spoke o these needs. In contrast, only 1% of the
abjectives for LD students in categorical resourcese rooms
weres related to the sccial/behaviecral domain, with 6% of tha
ohijectives of cross-categorical rescurce room LD students
addressing this area (McBride & Forgnone, 198E}.

A "chicken-egg" question arises given this information.
Ware children’s needs determined beafore class placement,
and if sao, how? Further, were LD atudents in categorical
rezsonrce gettinges in need of only academic assistance, and
Eherefore had TEPs where only 1% of theair short-term
objectives were in the gocial/kehavicral arsa? Or wasz tiae
aspumption made that, since they were LD students, no
sacial fbehavicoral goals were reguired? More importantly,
what sbont The T gltudents in crogs-categorical resource
sottinga? How did they come to be placed in cross-
cartegorical setitings? Did thelr IEPe have morse
social /behavicral goals because they were in a class with
atudents classified BEH, or did their social/behevioral ncoceds
lzad t£o their placzment cross-categorically with students
wilh emctional nasds? Was this a programming Jedidgion bhasad
on instructional nesd, or 2 scheduling/financial decision
baced on available gpervices within s school district?

Given that a 1988 atudy raviewing the educational
programming of over 3,800 students conducted by Baum 2L al.

found thet teachers of LD students in variouz settings
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perceived over 38% of their students as manifesting deficits
in social functiecning, it is surprising to see only 10% of
the objectives for LD students in c¢ross-categorical ssttings
pertaining to sceial/hehavicral nseds. t may be that the
lakel is driving the cbjectives, rather than the individual
needs ol the students determining what is written.

additional guestions zrisge ragarding the chijectives for
the EH students in this study. Cross-categorically placed
gtudents in this group had 48% of their short-term
objectives in the soclal/bshavioral area, compared with 66%
for EH students in categorical settings (McBride & Furgnons,
1%85) . Was this because students with the cresatest
emotional needs required a categorical setting sa these
needs could be addressed, or was it because, in =a
categorical setting, the teacher felt freer to address thess
areas, without as much concern for academic achisvemen:r as
s/he might have felt had ID students been in the regular
claggroom too? Regarding thelr academic abactives, were
thare fewer for these students because they had f=wer
academic needs, or was this because their emotional needs
were Che overriding and more cbvicus condition interfering
with their scheol success?

That students classified EH require fewar academic
objectives may be supported by a 1985 study by Epstein and
Cullinan (1983). In an admittedly small sample, they found

that students classified behavicrally discordersd scored
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better academically than their age peers who were classified
ag learning disabled. Using several starndardized measures
and grade eguivalents, these authors found significant
differences in all academic areas, especially language.
However, gince the criteria for LD classification invelwed
underachievement in academic areas, and for BD students
included social/emotional functioning different from the
"ordinary" student, this study leaves open the "which came
first?" question raised earlier regarding placemant,
testing, and identification of students with various special
needs. How do students receive the claszificstions, IEP
cbhjectives, class placements, and instructional practices
delivered by the multldisciplinary teams responsible for
them?

Lynch and Beare (1990) raise similar questions in their
review of IEFs for behaviorally disordered and mentally
retarded students. Although the ID category was nct
investigated, scome pertinent findinges did arieses £rom this
study. Owverall, tha authors found that the IEP cbjectives
were based on identified needs, that iz, the IEP3 had
congruency. As stated earlier, however, in following the
students throughout their school day, they found little
relationship between the IEP objectives and classroom
activities.

Closer to the toplc addressed in previcus studies

regarding types of goals and objectives, the authors fcund
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that, ovearall feor both categories of students, THP goals
were bBY academic and 31% behavior management. Specifically
for nahaviorally discrdered students, 57% of the objectives
were for management of behavicr, while 5% were for reading,
and 7% for math. G&Generally, tha writers felt that the
objectives reflected the categorical label (Lynch & Beare,
1990) . Howaver, why this wac go was not addressed. In
addition, the authors expressed concern that in both
academic and behavicral arsas, the TEP= were classroom
gpacific, with Little if any reference to zocial skills
curricula materials, or proactive teaching of social skills.
This led the authors to ask whether, even in 1%50, special
education as demonstrated on TEPs and by classroom
obgservalion, was simply remedial gensrat sducabion, with “no
ragard for next environment and real-life issues™ (Iynch &
Eecayre, 19980, p. 54). That thig questicn was raised in the
one study surveved that found congruency betweern short-term
objectives and ldentified needs appears to ke gignificant.

Types and numbers of objectives were aleoc studied by
Smith (13%Q), The IEPs of 120 male gpecial aducation
students were divided inte four categeories, based on
classification and gervice delivery modal. Students
determined by their teams to be eligible for scrvices as
bekhaviorally digorderad or learning disabled were placed bv
thaese teams in categorical self-contained claszsss, and

categorical rescurce rooms. Acropg placenent options, BD
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students’ IEPs were found to have just over one academic
goal, on average, and just under three behavioral goals, on
average. The IEPs of LD students, on averags, contained
approximately two and one half acedemic goals, and less than
cne-half of one behavioral goal (Smith, 19%0) . Further, the
BD students, on average, across placements, met one-fourth
of one short-term objective, and just under cone-half of one
academic objective. ©On the other hand, LD students met one
academic objective, on average, across placements, and just
over one-half of one behavioral objective.

While IXPs of BD students contained approximately the
game overall number of goals independent of delivery model,
goals for LD students differed depending on placement.
Students assigned te self-contained classes consistently had
more academic, behavioral, and other goals in their IEDs
than did students assigned to resource programs (Smith,
1980) . This may indicate that LD students assigned to
rasource programs wers perdeived ag having fewesr naeds, or
it may be that becauss they had fewer nseeds they were
assigned te a less restrictive setting. Another possible
explanation involves scheduling: the teacher in a self-
contained class usually gets te know the students hebter and
therefore, may be able to write more goals and obijectives.
None of these explanations, however answer the question as
to why BD students’ number of geals did not significantly

differ among placement options.
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Smith's 1920 investigation demonstrated that the IRPs
of students with behavioral disorders in self-contained
settings were more congruent than those of BD students in
resource models, and more congrusnt than those of LD
students In self-contained settings. Overail, he fournd the
IEPs of 31l students, regardless of placement and
clagsification, to be congruent (tied to identified needs)
cnly 62% of the time. The author entertains the possibility
that data used to assess behavioral needs (checklists,
survey, etc.) may be easier to translate into objectives and
instruction than academic resultzs gleaned from standardized
tegsts not necessarily tied to curriculum.

Two of the mest recent studies available in this area
investigated differences and similarities in IEPs across
three high-frequency classifications: learning disabled,
behaviorally disordered and educable mentally retarded.
Nickels, Cronis, Justen, and Smith (1992) surveyed IEPs of
atudents in thase galegories from five different ataras in
self-contained classes and resource rooms. Objectives from
these IEPs were categorized into four areas: academic,
social /bebavioral, career/vocational, and self-help. As 3in
earlier studies, academic objectives ocourred most
fraequently overall, with €9% of the IEPs of LD students
falling into this category across delivery meodels, and 54%

of the IEPs of BD students sppearing in this domain.
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Within classification groupa, 62% of the objectives for
BD students in rescurce roomg were academic, comparsd with
46% of those in zelf-contained clazsszes for the behaviorally
disordered. Objectives for LD students in resourcs classes
were 77% zcademilc, as compared to 61% academic in s=1f-
contalined classes. Since these placemenis were categorical,
different explanaticns must be entertazined than were
congiderad for MeBride and Furgnonz's 1985 rewview. IL the
major neads of students classified LD are academic, why
would gtudents in a self-contained class have fewer academic
objectives than those in the resource classas? Perhaps less
academic learning was anticipated due to a slowar rate of
presentation. Perhaps teachars of the resource students
falt pressed to prepare their students for raturn to the
regular education classroom. Another possibility exists,
howsever; namely, that the reason the zelf-contained students
wera placed as they were had to do with their beshavior,
which revisits the guestion of how labele are assigned and
programming is designed.

Moving to secial/behaviecral geoalg, Nickels =t al. found
that 22Z% of the IEF cobjectives for BD students in resouxrce
rooms were in the targeted demain, with thelr peers' IEFs in
self-contained classes showing 30% of the objectives in this
ar=a. The IEPz of LD students in rescurce zettings
contzined 13% social/behavicral cbjectives, while those

students in self-contained classes had 17% of their IEPEs
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ebjectivas in this area. It appears quite astonishing that
even in self-contained classes for the behavierally
digordered, less than half of the objectives writtLen were
related to behaviar.

Fray, Hall, and Markley (19%92) found a greater
diTference in Che percentage of social skill abjectives
written in the TEPe of siludents of various clagsitications.
After reviewing 258 atudents’ TEPs [or Ltwo consecutive
years, Pray et al. found that 34% of the documents contained
digscernible social skill objectives. Howaver, £2% of the
TEFs of siudents classgified behavioralliv disordered had
social skill obiectives compared to only 15% of the 1BPs of
students determined to have learning disabkilitias. Tn all
cageg, the predominant social skills listed in the TEPa hkad
to do with compliance hehaviors and academically related
social behaviers. FPray et al, (1992 point to survey
regearch which suggests that teachers perceive intaerpersonal
gkills as much legs important than theose related to
claggroom compliance and academic productivity.
Consideration of [Unigue Secondary School Characteristics

Although sevaral of these ztudies addresgs Lhe same
kasic question raised in this paper, nawmely how does
programming (as reflected in the IEP) for sccondary students
alagsified emotionally disturbed differ from Lhat of the
game age students clacsesified as learnino diszsbled, none

forus apaciflically on the secondary student, with the unigue
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characteristics of this ags group and the regquirements of
gecondary schools. At the ssecondary leval, most students in
regular educatlon are irn departmentalized programg, meeting
wlith a large number of teachere every day. Secondary
schools have attendances, graduation, and credit reguirements
that differ from other grade levels and are tied to state
raquirements. In New Jersey, the statewide Eigh Schocl
Proficiency Test must be passed in order for a diploma to be
awarded. States have specific typez c¢f course regquirements,
ag do local districts.

OCbviocusly, c<¢lassified students and their case managers
have many more pecple with which to deal, and peotentizliy
many more sccommeodations te make. These differences gll
arise at a time of 1ife when most students, classifisd or
nct, exwperience the increaserd stress of sdolescence. That
these variations would affect a student'sz educaticnal
programming i1s not out of the guestion; howaver, it iz =
topic not spacificelly considered in the resesarch reviewad.

This writer, therefore, will examine specificallv how
educational programming s reflected in the IEF differs
between students classified behaviorally disordered
(emoticnally disturbed) and learning disabled (perceptualliy
impaired.} Three K-12 school districts in three different
sgciceconcmic areas will be surveyed, and the IEPs of an
equal numbar of secondary ED and PI students will be

examined.
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Factors reviewed will include: relationship of goals
and objectives to documented need for services (congrusncy) ,
number and types of annual goals, types of specific teaching
strategies to be employed, related gaervices deemed
necegsary, amount of time spent in special and recular
education classes, and any exemptions for either group from
district or state requirements in: attendance, course
credit, disciplinary standards, standardized testing, and
grading.

Ovpotheses

In light of the preceding review and definiticns of
terms, the following hypotheses will be addrassed:

1. There will be little congruency in the TEPs
examined, particularly in the scclal/behavioral domains;

2. The TEPg of students with behavicral disorders
will contain more annual goals related toc zsocial /emotional
areas than will students clagsified LD/PI;

3. The TEPz of students with learning disabilitizss
will contain more annual goals related to academic than will
those of students clagsified BD/ED;

4, Students classified as learning disabled will have
& greater percentage of c¢lass time spent in regular
education than will students classified emotionally

disturbed;
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5. Related services for stodentsg classifizd BL/ED
will bz counacling based; there will ke few, if any, related
gervices recommended for atudente classificd TN/PT;

é. Exemptions to attendanse and disciplinary codas
will appear more frequently in the TEPs of studencs
classified BO/ED than in thoss for LD/PT studenis;

7. Both classifications of gtudents will ceontain
coursa aredit and standarcdized testing exemptions;

s. Fven with the above hypothezizad differences, the
1EPe for these two groups of students will be mora similar

to one another than different from cne ancther, regardiess

af the sociogeconomic lewvel of the dAigcrict examined.
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DESTGN CF THE STUDY

This descriptive study of between-subiject camparisons
is designed to glean more information about scucationai
programming and IEP construction for secondary students
clascified (perceptually impaired) or emctionally disturbed.
Specilically, the study will investigate how educaticnal
programming for these populations, as reflacted in the
students’ IEPs, differs between thege two groups.

Congruency of the IEPs, as discussed in Chapter Two, will be
invesflgated within and between these classification groups,
Lo determine whether instructlonal chjectives are tied to
annual goalsa and assessment data. MNumbers and types of
annual goals will be examined, as will the tyvpez of related
gervices and teaching strateglies made avalilable to these
atudents. In additioen, numbers and types of axemprtions Lo
various district and state reguirements will be
investigabed, particularly to ses how these arsas differ Tor
learning diszabled and emotionally disturbed students.
Distributicn of time spent in regular and special education

will alsc be reviewed,

£l
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Participants

Students whose records will be examined asre classifisd
either emotionally disturbed or perceptually impzired
{1z=arning disabled) by a multi-disciplinary team in their
regident scheol digtrict. The criteria for classification
are found in the New Jergey Administrative Codes, Title 5,
Chapter 28: the rules and regulations for special education
in New Jersey, as discussed in Chaprter One, although each
district may interpret the cede in a way unigue to their
student population. tudents reside in the district where
the examiner ils employed, and in two neigabering district
within the county. These districts were reccmmendad by
gchool administrative perscnnel with an eve towards
obtaining representative samples of soclo-eccanomic groups.

Students themselves are not involved in this study.
Rather, only student files will be raviewad. Permission to
examineg records will be obhtained from district diresctors of
child stuzy teawms and/or district superintendents. Since a
Timited number of files fitting the criteriz are available,
randomness 1s limited.

21l students included in thes records review are
considerad 2th through 12th graders by thelr lecal districts
and attend schocl in their townships' E-12th grade school
districts, except where noted in the f£ileg. These
"exceptions" attend 9th through 1lzZth grade in an cut-of-

district plzcement, determined by the multi-disciplinary
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team to be the least restrictive envirconment in which the
student can receive a free and appropriate public educacicn.

211 three school districts inciude grades K-12. The
percent of the Sth through 12th grade population currently
classified is 17%, 24%, and 12%, respectively for Districts
1 through 3. Of these percentages, the portion of students
clasgified as emotionally disturbed or learning disabled is
22 felloweg: Distriect 1: ED - 27%, LD - 51%; District 2:
ELr - 15%, LD - 70% ; Digtrict 3: ED - 4%, LD - 78%. The
predominant placement for all 36 students is in-district,
with enly 2 students receiving their educational services
outside of thelr home school.

Setting and Materials

A desgk audit of the most recent IEP written for each of
the 26 sgecondary students will he conducted. aAn examinear-
designed data collection Zorm will be used both to assurs
confidentiality of student records, and to tally results of
the examination of the files. (See appendix) Each district
and student will be coded, with pertinent age, gender and
grade data included for each participant. Classification
and placement will also be noted, along with the previously
mentioned information.

The independent variableg are the definition of
learning disabled (perceptually impaired) and emctionally
disturbed (behaviorally disordered} as noted in Chapter One.

The dependent wvariableg include the translation of these
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definitions by sach of tha achool districte and the
subsequent classification of students into these cateqgories.
Other pertinent factors include programming options within
each school district, districts’ philosophizss of programming
For apecial aducaltlon students, and sach district’a
financial bhaze.

The size and number of districts, along with the =ize
of the sample investigated, place significant congtraints of
the gtudy. Total independence cannot be assumsd, due to
these faciorg, nor can Lotal randomness of selecticn. Fllas
roviewed will be chosen at randem from 9th through 12th
grade fileg of ED and PI students, the limitabtion helng
there will be & student files in each classification groun.
Progedure

Initially, data on each school district’'s oversll
pepulation, high school populaticn, percentage of high
school populacicn ¢laszified and percentage of olasslified
students in each of the two categories being investigated
will be callected. Then, &8ix Files of P students, and six
fileg of ED students will he reviewed in each district in
ordar bo axamineg the ralevant areps. These areas include:

1. Gender, age and grade

3. Place/amount of time spent in regular

and spedial education.

2. Number and types of annual goals



1. Number and types of teaching atraregisas
recommendad

5, Number and tvpes of related services
recommandad

& . Number and types of exemptions to

district and/or state requirements
regarding high school students.

Individual sheets will ke tallied overall, and within
gl clagslfication cateqory, for =ach item listed above.
The maan numbar of academic and behavioral goale for =ach
group of clasatified students will be compared both within
and betw=en groups, with any distrilect differences nobas.
Similar computations and compilations will be made for
related services, time spent in regular and special
adncation clagsas, and exempiiong Lo digiricl and/or state
requirements.

In addition to the talliezs in these two areas,
summaries of the types of related services and exemptions
will be noted. Across districts, and within
classifications, types of teaching atrategias racommandad
will ba ligted az well.

Comparisons will be made between classificationa in ati
the above areas both within and across districts.
Congruanday data will be computed within and habwean
categories as well. Specifically, the correspondence of

gtatad gosles Lo arear of need will be investigated per
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pupil, foliocwed bv a tallying by clasgsification, and if
pertinent, by district. Final results will aantar on the
differences between clascification groups ia the ralavant
araad, as peszible indication cof the differesnces in
educational programming planned for t{hege student groups arc

the sccondary ievel.



CHAPTER FOUR

RESTILTS OF THE STUDY

A desk audit of the most recent IEP written for each of
3¢ seceondary students classified as Emotiomally Disturbed or
Farcaptually Tmpaired by Lhree K-12 school districts of
various Aociosconomic grouplngs and population was conductod
to determing the differénces in educational programming for
these groups. Except for two astudents ir gone of the
diatricta, all astudents whose files wera examined arfendead
classes within the local school districts. The relationship
bhetween annual goals and assessment data (congruency! was
irvadtigataed, as were the numbers and types of annunal goals,
related servicesa, teaching strategies, ademptions From
dlistrict or state regquirements, and class periods spent in
special education for each clagsification group across and
within districts. It was hypethesized that, while
2ilferences would exist hetween classification groups,
overall edudational programming would appear to he very
similar regardless of the differing dcfinitions aszigned to
thesge two groupe by both fedaral and state codes of gpecial

adudatcicn.

12
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How Congruent sre TEPs For BED and PT High Scheel Studenits?

Congrucncy, as defined in Chapter 7Twa, 13 the
relationship betwezen annual goals znd zssesccment data. IEERsS

are cengideraed (o ke congruent 1L, L[or every annual goal
there is a related need identifiad via assasament measures,
and if for svery identified need, there is an annual gozal.
Since thils researcher was not gilven acecess 2o asszessment
datzs on 2ll the students whose IEPs were reviewsd,
crngruandy gquashions réemain unanswared.

How do Teaching 8trategies Diffey for These Populations?

Although teaching strategles were investigated and
reviewed, data was not collected on specific approaches to
instruction for several reasons. While nombers of academic
and behaviorzl strategies varied by district, a common
thread emerged during the reviaew, Checklietse and cerneral
lists of atrategiez were used by cach district surveyed for
2ll 2p students, regardiess of classification or type of
strategy addressged ( academic or kehavicral). Generic
razthads of achieving broad goals were listed on Pre-printed
forme, with attempts at individualizaticon limited to checks
ar gircles near strategies evidaently perdeived o bhe moest
appropriate for the student inveolved. it appeared cverall
that the same list of strabegies was attachad in sone way to
cach student’s IEP regardiess of the content areas involved,
and without regard to the specific category of disability

assigned Lo the student. Thig lack of apacificity, along
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with the inconsistent presentation of strategles among
districts, prevented an accurate determination of the
existence of differences in strategics betwesen the
classification groups.

What Related Services ara BEecommended for These Populations?

As in the prior two areas of investigation, little
gpecific data was available. Of the 36 files reviawed (18
of which were for ED studentes, and 18 of which were for PI
students}, 10 recommended counceling, all oI them being
files for classified as Emotionally Disturbed.

Twe IEPs provided for speech services, one for a PI
student and the other for an ED student. The only other
related service mentioned was physical therapy for cns
student classified PI. None of these services appeared
directly related to the classifications of these students,
but rather seemed to ke a provision, that while necessary,
was unrelated to the primary disability.

Therefore, there wac only one avert alfference in ths
related services recommended for PI and ED students; namely,
that 10 of the 18 IEPs for ED young peovle recommended
counseling of some type. None of the IEPs of the PI
students recommended counseling or any other gervice
directly related to the PI students’ learning disabkilities.

How did Tvyvpes and Number of annual Goalg Differ for These

Claggification Groups of Studentes?
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Annual goals were tabulated by diatrias and student
according to classification of the student (PT ot ED). and
were categorized zs academic or behaviorzi based on tha
dooument ' s desrcription of the gozl. 2z in the cass of
teaching strategles menticoned previously, the anaual goazils
were listad aithar in computerized printoute, checklicts, or
ac the title of z page of curricular or bhahavicral
proficiencies. 1L a2 student was assigmed to a special
education clage [or an academic subject, = page or checklist
for That subject wae a part of the IEp. If 2 student was
mainstreamad for a olass, no anrual goals were listed for
that class. The number of students whose TREPs contained =
behavioral page or checklist wvaried, but when present, the
Format was similar to Chalb ol the academic gozls.

Table 1 portrays the numbers of academnic and behavioral
annual goals by dlsktrict and alassification.  Across
districtes, the students classified as PI had fewer acadamico
and behavioral goals (3% and 7, respectively, with a mean of

1.4 and .9) than the students clazsifiied as BED 894 and 13,

respectively, with a2 mean of 5 and .72}. The difference
betweaen typeas of gnals was =significant: L{34) = 1. 91,
B=.10). Within two of the districts, tkhe ED students also

had gigrniflicantly more meademic goals Lhan the PI students
(Discrick 2 : £110) = 2.35, p= .05, while Diatrict 3: L{10)
= 1.85, pe .10). Across and within distriecte, both ED znd

FI studenktas had mere academle {(133) than behavioral (20}
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goals. There wad no gignificent difference I[ound across or
within districts regarding the number of hehavieral goals
for these two clasgilication groups. In summary, the only
significant differences between clagsilfication groups
regarding academic and behavicoral goels of the IEP were
found im the academlc area with ED studeants having
significantly more academic goals than the PI students

acrogs districts, and within Diastrict 2 and District 3.

How coes the Amount of Special Bducaticon Asgistance per Weel
Vary for BED and PTI Scudents?

Although one of the districts was on a four "block
rersus cight periocd schedule, the time gpent in spacial
education was computed on an 3 pericd day and a 5 day weolk.
The "klock" schedule waes merely doubled for this tabulation,
with aach blaock counting ag 2 perlods. Again, data was
tzbulataed zcross and within distriots and classification
groups. 5students reviewed were placed in special zducation
classes, ragular educaticon classes without support, and
regular =ducation claszes with suppart (TGS} . Although
requiar education classes with support iz not technicaily a
speclial educatlion "clage", because The students are
receiving the services of a special education teachear, Tthess
clasees were tallied as time epent in special education.
Tha maximum number of periods per weelk pey student was 40.
Since the files of & students from each classificatiocn group

ware reviawed, the total number of glass periods per weak
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per group was 240 within districtz, arnd 720 across
districts.

Table 2 reprasants the digiribution of special
education time per weelk within and acrogeg districts and
clasziflicatlons. Across districts, there was no significant
diffaranca between the classification groups in the numbear
of pericds spant receiving special educaticon sexvices. (DI
mean = 114.5; ED mean = 13.4). In two of the three
districts raviewed, the studente classified PI spent more
periocds per weck (District 1 = 150; District 2 = 75) in
gpeclal education (including ICS} than studsnts classifiad
ED (Discrict 1 = 85; District 2 = 52}, with a significant
difference found enly in MHetrict 1, L{10) = 2.8%, p«< .0O5.
In District 2, where the raverse was t-ue (PL = 36; ED =

105), two of the ED students were in out of districi, or

homebound placement, the bulk of which was tallied as

gapacial education placement.

How did Diotrict/8tate Exemotions Differ for These Students?

By law, digiricte may exempt classified students from
various academic and/or hehavieral ragquiremsnts of the state
or local school district by writing these exemptions inko
the grudents’ IEPE. Such exemptions must have a stated
raticnmale and an altearnate radgquiremsnl or socommodaCion.
Exemptions for this research were categorized asz acadoemic if
they pertainad to credits, testing, or grading, and as

pehavioral if they applied to discipline or attendance. The
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numbers and types of exemptions were tabulated within and
acrose classification groups and districts and are shown in
Tahle 3.

Lz indicated across districts, both classification
groups contained more academic than behavioral exemptions.
{PZ academic: 24, behavieral: &; ED academic: 27,
behavioral: 12). While the students classified as ED had
more hehavioral exemptions (mean = 6.7} than the PI students
(mean = .33) overall, and although this difference was seen
to varying degrees in all three districts, the difference
was not statistically significant.

Further, there was no pattern noted regarding academic
exemptions. District 1’z PI students had more academic
exemptions {(mean = 1.323) than did its ED students (mean =
i.16); while District 3's PI students had fewer academic
exemptions (mean = .17) than itz ED students (mean = 2.3);
District 2‘s PI and ED students had the same number of
academnic exemptions. {mean = 1.0 for both) Again, across
and within districts, there was ne significant difference
between classification groups regarding the numbars of
academic and behavioral exemptions to state or logcal
district policy in the areas noted abhove.

In the three areas where data was collected (pumbers of
academic and behavioral goals, number of pericds per week in
special education, and number of academic and behavioral

exempiicong from state/local policies), there were relatively
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few significant differences found betwesen classification
groups across or within individual distriets. Acrozz the
three districts, ED students had significently more academieo

goals than did PI students; this difference was silgnificant
within Districts 2 and 3. Within District 1, PI students
spént significantly more time in special education
{(including I¢5) than did ED students. No other comparisons

within and across districts yielded statistically

significant results.



CHAFTER FTIVE

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Comparing the IEPs of 18 secondary PI (LD) anc 18
gecondary ED students across three different K-12 districts
in & differant areas yielded a variety of results. Due to
tack of acoedd, the congruandy of the TEPs of Lhese studentis
could not ke determined. Lack of specificity in teaching
gtrategies, namely a check list format apparently
Lindependant of clessification in z2ll three districts,
pravanted a comparison hetween clagriflication groups acroes
or within diatricta. 2 comparison of relaced ssrvices
reconmendasd for both claaagificabtion groups found that 10 of
the 18 studants classified ED were racommended for
individual or group counseling, with no other rslated
gervices directly associated with sither classification
group belng recommended, bearing out the hyphothesis
regarding related gervices set forth in Chapter Two. The
remaining thres areas investigated yielded the results
discussed in the next section.

Discussicn

A comparison of the number of annual goals in

behavicral and acadenmic areas between the two groups within

50



and across districts resulted in some expectsd and some
unexpected Tindings. Across districts, ED students had
significantly more academic goals than PI students, as well
as more hehavioral goals than Che PI ostudents. Within two
of the digtricts, this same patiern was seen. Across
districts, the tobtal number of academic goals was greater
thar the number of behavioral goals, and both classification
groups had more academic than behaviocral goals across and
within districos.

Tt wasa hypothegized that PL students would have more
academic annual geals than ED gtodants, since their primary
handicapping condition was more schelastically oriented.
However, this was not borne cut by tae above resulbta. 2
pogeibhle explanation lies in the format of the IED3
reviewad. Shasts wich anmual goalsg were included in a
student’'s IEP only 1f s/he were in a apaecizl aducation class
for Chat zcademic subkject. EBEven if the student was
mainsiyrezmed with IC3; no academic goals were list=d. It is
possible, therefore, that the greater number of academlic
goals for ED students is a reficction of placement, rather
than individual academic need or programmling.

The only district where this explanation would not be
sullicient, however, would be District 1. In this district,
studants clasgified LT spent. gignificantly meore Lime in
special education classes than did the ED students; however,

thage 71 grudents still had fewer academic goals than their
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ED counterparts, although the difference within District 1
wag nol statistically significant. Sinece IGE was talliad as
& #pacial educaticon service, but did not result in an
academic sheet belng included in a student's 1EP, this may
axplain the difference in Districht 1’3 results: namely that
the 2I students had more time in special education than khe
ED students, yvet had fewsr academic goalzs. Again, this
difference may be attributable to district formats rather
than real programming dliferences. It is also important to
naote that in District 2, two of the Ed siudents were in oubt
of district placement; therefors, almost thair anbtire
educational program was considered '"time in special
education”.

Regarding behavioral goale, 1L wag hypothesized that
students clasggified ED would have more hehaviorazal gosls than
PI students. Although this hypothesiz was borne out
numerically, no s=tatistically significant differences were
found acrass or within districts between the two
clessification groups in this area. While not significant,
it iz poteworthy that across and within districts, ED
gtudents had more acadaemle goals than they did bahaviaral
gqoals, even though their primarv reason for being placed in
gpecial education revolved around emotional/social
development. In two of the districts, the ED students did

have more behsvioral gozls than their PL counterparts;
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however, in one district, the PI students zctually had more
behavioral goals than the ED students.

A possible explanation for the large number of academic
goals with ED students compared to the smaller number of
behavioral goals may again concern the [ormat used by
districts when assembling a student’s IEP, as well as the
expectations of the special education program designed for
the ED student. Since all academdic subjects taught within a
special education setting other than ICS entzil z page of
goals related to that subject, an ED student would have a
lzrge number of academic goals even 1f s/he were in apecial
education for only one period a day. However, depending on
the unigue needs of the student, the number of behavioral
goals, which are designed per student, rather than per
subiect, would remain constant, whether the student received
special education classes one or ten periods per day.

It was hypothesgized that PI studente zk the secondary
Taeval woeuld sonend Jeass tima in special aducation than their
ED counterparts, due te the lncreased stresses brought on by
the academic demands of the high schocl setting. Although
this was true in one district, the opposite was the casgse in
the other two districts reviewed. In fact, tThere was a
statistically significant difference in District 1 between
FI angd ED students and the number of pericds they spent in
speclal educaticn, with the PI students apending more Lime

in special education than their ED cocunterparts. Several
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possible explanaticons exizt for this finding. With academic
standards being more stringent at the secondary level, a
relatively well-behaved gtudent wheo is struggling
acadamically may be referred for gervices more fregquently
than = student who achieves at grade lewvel or better butb is
somawhat of a behavicr preklem in class. Ancther
possibility is that a well-behaved PI atudent may be
"mainstreamed" with LCS, which was tallied in this research
as time spent in special education, while an ED student is
not mainstreamed unless his or her kehaviecr iz avpropriate.
Bgsuming that this ED student was referred to special
education dinitially due to kehavioral problems rather than
academics, his or her inclugion 1ln regular education may not
necessitate ICS, thereby lowering the number of periods in
special education as tallied in this research.

Tha difference between District 1 and the other two
digtricts may be that District 1 uses ICS with PI students
mors than the cther districts, which caould account for the
gregater pumber of gpecial education pericds if the other
districts only mainstream when a student can function
independently in the reqular educaticn clasgsroom. Overall,
howaver, the fact that there was little significant
difference found in the amount of time spent in speclzal
sducaticn between these two classification groups raises
gquestions regarding classificaticon and placemant which will

b= dizcussed later.
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One of the [inal areas addressed was exemptions from
state/district pelicy in behavioral and academic areas. It
was hypothesized that PL students would have mors aczdemic
cxemptions and EBD students would have more pehavioral
exemprticons in their recpective IEPa than their countarparts
would in the same areag. No part off thise hyvoothesis was
korne out statistically by the datas collected. Across
districts, ED students had more behavioral exemnptions Chan
Pl students, but the difference was not statistically
silgnificart. In addition, both classification groups had
more acadamic than hehavioral exemptlions, and the ED
gtudents had more academic exemptions than the PT studants,
overall. The number of academic exemptions was the szme for
PT and BN students in Disgtrict 2; Lhe PI students had more
in Diatyict 1, and the ED atudanbs had mogxe 1n District 3.
Again, the fzct that 2 of the € ED students in Districk 3
warse in out of district placement may have affected thes
putcome Lo some degree.

Aniother, perhaps more pertinent faotor influancing
these results may be the increased academic standards
hacaming & part of national and atate sduecacion
requirements. Specifically, the HSPT in New Jersey, which
g1l graduating seniors must pags in order (o get a diploma,
may be generating more academic exemptions for all
clacgsified students for different reascns. The academic

rigora of the test wmay be perceived ta be haeyond the
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rarligtie reach of many or most PI students. For ED
students, the stress of taking the test, along with a
perhaps erratic exposure to the requisite skills due to
behavicoral difficulties throughout thelr high schaocl
caresrs, may lead to teams sexempting these students from
taking and/cr passing the test: hence, an acadenmic
axanption 18 nobed and tallied in this ressarch. The zsams
line of reascning may hold for giving other standardized
tests untimed and/or in special setting, along with altexing
Lthe way assessment 1z done and passing gradss are
caloulated.

Since for this research, behavioral examptions were
sither for attendance or for the school’s disciplinary code,
there wexre perhaps fewer actual behavioral =xempticns
avallahie to students. While this was dependent on each
district’s IEP construction, it is a possgible explanation
Lor the shundance ol acsdemic exempiionz in both
classifications compared to the behavioral sxemptions noted.
The role of the school program, whether for classified or
non-claggified studerts, may be another factor influencing
the number and type of axemptions. While the unigue needs
of ED =students must be considered under IDEA, since school
has historically been a plage where academic learning was
emphasized, the behavicral aspect of education may - and
perhaps, should - still take a "backseat" to acadswmic

preparation. PFarticularly in programs and placements
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provided within loocal school districts, the ovaerall aim of
the gpecial education program for ED students appsazrs to be
providing academic instruction in a setting tolarant of
behavicre not acceptable in the "maincstream", rather than
the "fiving® of rhe undarlying emoticonal issues which may
havea rasulted in the classifigabicon of EBD, Socisl and
emoticnal behaviors are addressed, but the praponderance of
acedemic wversus ochavioral goals and cxemphtions suggestad
that zcademic learning is still the priority.

The L[inal hypothesizs ztated that, with 2ll differences
conaldered, the IEPs for PI and ED gecondary studants would
be more similar to one another than different from one
another within and acrogg all districtes reviewsed.

Ganarally, this ssemed bto bHa [he case. Chacklistes [or
academic and behavioral goals, as well asg for teaching
strategies, were used for both classifications in aidi thres
districts. These checklists were the same for hoth
classifications, although some indiwvidualizatlon tock placs
per claggificaticon and per student via check marks or
aaterisks placed by the apolicable atatements. While
numbers differsd between classifications, both groups of
students had more =agademic than behaviorsl gosis, although
there wag a significant differencs in the number of academic
goals for ED wversus PI students, with the ED atudents having
more acadenic goalg, perhaps a rasult of placement. This

significant difference between zczdemic goals for ED and FI
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studenta was also found within twe of the three dlstricts
reviewsd.

There was no significant difference found betwe=n
classificatliong across districta for time spnent in apacial
education, although within one district, the PI students
gpent significantly more Lime in gpecial aducation than
their ED counterparts. Although there were numerical
differences, there were no statistically significant
differences found betwesen classifications across district
for nunber of types of exempiicons from stata/local pelicy.
Within districts comparigong of thiz area alzo found no
gignificant differance bebween classzification groups.
Coungeling was a recommended related service in 10 cf the 18
IEPe for B0 sLudenis revigwsd; it was nob rasowmeandead for
any of the FT students.

Conclusions

Apparently, although the delinitions of these tweo
clasgificatiorne differ both 1in Tadaral and state codes, and
although IEPs zre purported to be ipdiwvidual education
programs, the education received as prascaribed in the IEE
doas nobt differ gignificantly ot the secondary level for =D
and PI students. Reasong attributabkle to tha TEP itsaslf
have hesn menticned «arlier in this chapter. Another
poasible explanation is the apparent necessily Lo streamlins
the IET process in order to both meet regulabtory deadlines

and leave time for actually servicing the students. 8till
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znother posslbility is the structure of the secondary school
and how it affects Che special education program of a
district; for instanca, whather three is staff enocugh for
categorical resource scsttings.

L greater question concerns the whols idea of
categorical versus non-categorical evaluation and placeamant.
Perhaps, within an academic setting, the needs of the ED
gecondary student are not as different from the neads of the
PT student ag the delinitions of these categorizs may
suggest. If a student cannot function successiully within =a
"regular® secondary subject clasaroom, whethar dus Lo
academic strugglez or behavicoral difficultiss, his ar har
academic program may remain very similar. In additicn, many
T atudents develeop inapprepriate soclial/emoticnal behaviors
due to the fruztration they meet in abtemnting to achiesve
academically; hence, their need for kbehaviocral intervention
may be the same as for a student whose underlying need
appaars to ke emotional rather than academidc.
Eecommendations

Obwvicously, such a gmall gample zize precludes any broad
generalizations on these matters. Howewvey, the ressarch
doeg lead to several dguestions to be investigated further:

1. Wnat differances adiat bhetween ED and P11 studants!

IEPes l1ln larger, regional eschool districes?y
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2. To what exitent are IEPs used by the teachers of
these students (in K-12, or reglonal high school districts)
in daily instructional and behaviecral programming?

N In what type of setting (single or multi-category)
are thegse students placed when assigned to special education
clagges?

&, What tvpes of scores on standardized tests are
obtained by students classified ED and PI at the secondary
level?

5. Are the clasgliications assigned to the students
tied Lo assessed need? How oiten?

hnswers to these gquesticons, along with the cones
invesatigated in this=s research, obtalned over a larger, more
diverse sample of students may help determine if the IEPs of
these two groups of students are agppropriately similar with
categoriss themselves being the gquestionable issue, or
inappropristely similar, with the IEP stfructure and design

being a cause for concern.
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TABLE

BEHAVICORAT GOATLS FOR SECONDARY
ED AND PI ETUDENTS

LEVEL
DISTRICT 1
BD 31
PY 22
B 4
= &

ACADEMIC
DISTRICT 2 DISTRICT 3 TOTAL
441 19% g43
A 2] 39
EEHAVIORAL
4 5 13
1 0 7

1=

Difference batwaan FD and PI students’ academic goals in

Districk 2
Significant £{10)

Z.35,

Difference between ED and PI

District 3
Significant L(10)

1.85,

Differenca batwsan ED and PT

across Districts
Sigmificant t(34]

1

.91,

Pp=.05

students’ academic goals in
p<.10.

gtudents’ academic goals

R= .10,



=)
TABLE 2

AMOUNT OF TIME SECONDARY LEVEL ED ANL PI STUDENTS SPEND TN
SPECIAT, EDUCATION PER WEEK

DISTRICT 1 DISTRICT 2 DISTRICT 3 TOTAL
ED ggt G2 105 242
PI 150 75 ENS 261

" PI students had significantly mors time in special
education than ED students, £{(10}) - 2.89, p«<.05.
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TAELE 3

ACADEMTIC AND BEMHAVIORAT, BEEXEMEBTTIONS TFOR SECONDARY
LEVEL ZD AND 2L ZTUDENTS

ACADNEMTL EXEMPTTIONS

ED 7 & 14 27

No arzas of significant difference bhetween TID and PT
Seconpdery Level Studenta,
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DISTRICT:

DATA COlLLECTION SHEET

STUDENT: D.O.B; SEX:

CLASSIEICATION:

EHP.DE: — PHLP.CEMENT:

PRESENT NUMBER TIED TO ASSESSMENTYLIST CORMMENTS

R S
ANNUAL GOALS
ACADEMIC

BEHAVIORAL

EXEMPTIONS
ACADEMIC

BEHAVIORAL

[ Rl sy — eyt
INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES
ACADEMIC

BEHAVIORAL

T TP YU pam— . o
RECOMMENDED RELATED
SERVICES

TIME SPENT IN SPEGIAL
EDUCATION (PERION PER
40 PERIOD WEEK)

W hiafali——
GTHER
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